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PART    V. 

PRACTICE,  PROCESS  AND  PLEADINaS. 

CHAPTER  I. 

GENERAL   PRELIMINARY   CONSIDERATIONS. 

In  the  first  volume  of  this  work  the  law  relating  to  rights  of 
action  has  been  as  fully  discussed  as  the  character  of  the  work 
permits  or  requires. 

In  the  present  volume  the  rules  of  practice  of  pleadings  and 
evidence  will  be  the  subject  of  discussion.  And  it  is  intended  to 
make  this  part  of  the  work  as  full  and  as  complete  as  possible, 
since  it  is  in  relation  to  this  part  of  the  law  that  the  principal 
dilficulties  arise  in  practice.  Before  any  party  can  safely  com- 
mence an  action  there  are  several  particulars  which  require 
careful  consideration  by  the  party  intending  to  institute  the  pro- 
ceedings. Attention  to  this  matter  in  the  outset  will  frequently 
save  the  payment  of  large  and  useless  bills  of  costs;  and,  in 
many  cases,  it  may  preserve  a  meritorious  cause  of  action,  which 
might  be  lost  by  a  neglect  of  the  plaintiff  in  not  attending  to 
his  own  interests,  in  due  manner  and  season. 

A  party  may  have  substantial  and  meritorious  grounds  for  an 
action;  although  it  may  be  that  there  is  not  a  present  right 
of  action,  on  account  of  some  preliminary  act  or  thing  neces- 
sary to  be  done.  What  constitutes  a  right  of  action  will  not  be 
discussed  in  this  place.  But,  it  will  be  assumed  for  the  present, 
that  there  may  be  good  grounds  for  maintaining  an  action,  if  the 
necessary  steps  are  taken  in  relation  to  it.  It  has  been  said, 
that,  "in  life,  liberty  and  estate,  every  one  (who  has  not  forfeited 
them)  has  a  property  and  right;  and  if  they  are  violated,  the 
law  gives  an  action  to  redress  the  wrong,  and  punish  the  wrong- 
doer." 1  Com.  Dig.,  Action,  A.  1,  Page  216.  A  right  of  action 
may  be  defined  to  be  a  right  of  prosecuting  In  a  regular  and  legal 
manner  in  an  appropriate  court,  for  the  recovery  of  whatever 
may  be  legally  a  right  due  to  the  plaintiff;  it  exists  wherever  a 
legal  claim  to  damages,  or  to  the  recovery  of  some  specific  thing, 
has  accrued,  the  action  itself  being  the  formal  and  prescribed 
mode  of  procedure  whereby  the  right  is  vindicated  or  enforced  in 
a  court  of  law.  Vide  Broom's  Oom.  on  Com.  Law,  74.  It  follows 
at  once,  from  the  very  terms  of  definition  just  given,  that,  before 
Wait  II— 1 
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corumencing  an  action  in  any  given  case,  the  plaintiff  should 
carefully  consider,  in  the  first  place,  whether,  upon  all  the  facts 
which  exist  in  the  case,  the  law  will  give  a  right  of  action  upon 
the  merits,  independent  of  all  technicalities  in  the  proceedings  in 
relation  to  the  action.  If  an  action  will  not  lie,  then,  of  course 
no  other  considerations  are  necessary;  but,  in  case  that  question 
is  answered  affirmatively,  other  considerations  will  arise.  And 
some  general  rules  will  be  noticed  in  relation  to  these  considera- 
tions, including  those  in  relation  to  the  existence  of  a  right  of 
action. 

The  most  general  division  of  civil  actions  is  into  those  relating 
to  contracts,  and  those  relating  to  torts. 

1.  If  the  action  is  founded  upon  a  right  arising  upon  contract, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  determine  that  the  nature  of  the  contract 
is  not  illegal,  either  by  statute  or  at  common  law  ;  that  the  con- 
tract has  the  legal  assent  of  the  party  sued ;  that  there  was  a 
sufficient  legal  consideration ;  that  the  assent  is  not  invalid  on 
account  of  infancy,  insanity,  duress,  and  the  like ;  and  that  there 
has  been  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  the  party  sued. 

2.  If  the  right  of  action  arises  from  some  tort  or  wrong,  it 
must  be  a  tort  for  which  an  action  is  maintainable ;  not  one  of  that 
class  for  which  an  action  will  not  lie ;  and  the  partj'  complaining 
must  not  have  contributed  to  the  result,  or  have  caused  the  occur- 
rence of  the  act  claimed  as  the  right  of  action.  Vol.  I,  834, 835. 

3.  If  the  cause  of  action  arises  upon  contract,  has  the  plaintiff 
performed  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  it,  which  the  contract 
and  the  law  require  of  him  before  the  opposite  party  can  be  put 
in  default?  Voll,  176. 

4.  Has  the  plaintiff  made  a  tender  of  performance,  or  of  some 
act  necessary  for  him  to  do  before  suing ;  or  has  the  defendant 
made  a  tender,  &c.,  which  will  defeat  the  action,  or  throw  the 
costs  of  the  action  upon  the  plaintiff? 

5.  Has  a  notice  been  given,  or  a  demand  made,  in  those  cases 
in  which  it  is  necessary  ? 

6.  Has  the  performance  of  the  contract  become  illegal  by  act 
or  operation  of  law ;  or  has  it  become  impossible  by  any  acts  or 
things  which  will  legally  excuse  the  performance  thereof  by  either 
party  ? 

7.  Has  the  right  of  action,  if  once  perfect,  been  in  any  manner 
destroyed,  as  by  a  release,  by  an  accord  and  satisfaction,  an 
arbitrament  and  award,  or  the  like,  or  been  discharged  by  opera- 
tion of  law  ? 

8.  Has  there  been  a  valid  extension  of  the  time  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract ;  or  a  valid  agreement  not  to  sue  before  a 
given  time  which  is  yet  unexpired ;  or,  in  other  words,  is  the 
cause  of  action  comjilete,  at  the  time  of  commencing  the  action? 

9.  Is  either  party  under  a  personal  disability,  such  as  infancy, 
coverture,  lunacy,  insanity,  or  the  like,  at  the  time  of  commenc- 
ing the  action ;  and  if  so,'  what  steps  are  necessary  to  be  taken 
to  pursue  the  remedy  regularly  and  legally  ? 
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10.  Is  the  claim  or  demand  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
either  as  to  those  cases  which  are  some  of  them  limited  to  six 
years,  and  others  to  less  time  ;  or  is  the  case  within  some  of  the 
exceptions  of  the  statute ;  or  have  there  been  payments  of  prin- 
cipal or  interest ;  or  has  a  written,  signed  promise  been  given, 
&c.? 

11.  Is  there  sufficient  legal  evidence  to  maintain  an  action, 
independently  of  any  proof  offered  by  the  defense ;  or  to  rebut 
any  supposed  defense  that  can  be  made ;  and  is  that  evidence 
attainable  so  as  to  be  available  at  the  trial  ? 

12.  Who  are  the  proper  parties  to  the  action,  either  as  •plaintiffs, 
or  as  defeyidants ;  do  they  sue  in  their  own  right ;  or  as  trustees 
of  an  express  trust ;  or  as  officers  of  some  corporation,  such  as 
town  or  county  officers,  and  the  like;  or,  as  infants  who  must 
have  a  guardian,  &c. ;  and  how  many  plaintiffs  ought  to  be 
joined,  &c.  ?  Or,  2dly,  as  defendants,  are  they  sued  as  the  origi- 
nal parties  to  the  agreement,  &c. ;  are  they  town  or  county 
officers,  &c. ;  or  are  there  several  defendants  who  ought  to  be 
joined,  &c. ;  or  is  the  defendant  an  executor,  administrator,  &c., 
who  cannot  be  sued  as  such  executor,  &c.,  before  a  justice  ;  or  is 
there  any  reason  why  the  plaintiff  may  elect  as  to  whom  to  make 
defeudauts ;  or  have  the  parties  been  changed  by  an  assignment 
of  rights,  by  death,  or  in  any  other  manner  ?  And  let  care  be 
taken  to  select  the  proper  parties  to  the  action,  either  as  plaintiffs 
or  as  defendants,  since  the  right  of  the  justice  to  correct  this 
mistake,  without  consent,  has  been  questioned. 

13.  Have  justices  of  the  peace  jurisdiction  of  the  siibject  matter 
of  the  action ;  or  is  it  one  of  that  class  of  actions  which  is  ex- 
cluded from  their  jurisdiction,  such  as  assault,  battery,  false 
imprisonment,  libel,  slander,  malicious  prosecution,  criminal  con- 
versation or  seduction  ;  or  do  the  accounts  of  both  parties  exceed 
$400 ;  or  is  the  action  of  that  kind  that  title  to  real  property  will 
come  in  question,  either  by  the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  or  by 
the  answer  of  the  defendant  ? 

14.  Has  the  justice,  before  whom  the  action  is  to  be  com- 
menced, jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  party  named  as  defend- 
ant, viz.,  is  the  defendant  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  is  he 
sued  in  the  town  in  which  he  may  be  at  the  time  he  is  sued ;  or  if 
the  defendant  is  a  resident  of  the  county,  does  he  reside  in  a 
town  which  is  so  remote  from  the  justice,  that  he  cannot  compel 
the  defendant  to  appear  before  him  in  favor  of  a  resident  plain- 
tiff; or  is  there  any  other  reason  why  the  defendant  may  not  be 
sued  before  the  justice  named  ? 

15.  Is  the  justice  personally  disqualified,  viz.,  is  he  in  any 
manner  a  party  to  the  action;  interested  in  the  event  of  it;  re- 
lated to  either  party  by  consanguinity  or  by  affinity;  a  tavern 
keeper,  or  a  resident  in  a  town  which  sues  in  its  corporate  ca- 
pacity for  a  penalty? 

16.  Is  it  necessary  to  furnish  affidavits,  undertakings,  &c.,  to 
the  justice,  before  he  can  issue  the  process  required;  is  the  pro- 
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cess  sought  such  as  is  required,  such  as  a  long  summons  when 
proper,  a  short  summons,  or  a  warrant,  or  an  attachment  either 
long  or  short;  or  is  it  necessary  to  indorse  the  process,  as  in 
actions  for  penalties,  &c.;  and  is  the  process  correct  in  form  and 
substance;  and  is  it  perfect  and  complete  when  issued  so  as  not 
to  be  void  or  irregular  ?    Is  it  properly  stamped  ?  Post,  153. 

CHAPTER  II. 

JURISDICTION   IN   CIVIL   ACTIONS. 

The  first,  and  the  most  important  question  which  arises,  when 
a  justice  is  called  upon  to  act  in  the  discharge  of  his  official 
duties,  is,  whether  he  has  jurisdiction  in  the  casei  And,  when- 
ever he  takes  cognizance  of  an  action,  and  proceeds  in  it,  he  in 
effect  decides  that  he  has  jurisdiction,  although  that  decision  is 
not  announced  in  terms.  Clary  v.  Hoagland,  6  Oal.,  685.  The 
term  jurisdiction  has  been  variously  defined,  although  it  has  not 
always  been  done  with  that  accuracy  and  comprehensiveness 
which  is  so  important  in  a  definition.  The  word  is  used  in  so 
many  different  applications,  that  it  may  be  diflicult  to  give  any 
•single  definition  which  shall  be  entirely  accurate  in  every  instance. 
The  definition  hereafter  given,  is  to  be  understood  as  limited  to 
the  proceedings  before  justices  of  the  peace  in  civil  actions; 
although  the  definition  may  be  more  extensive  than  may  be 
required  by  this  particular  application  of  it. 

Definition.']  Jurisdiction  is  that  power  or  authority  which  the 
laiv  has  conferred  upon  courts,  judges,  or  justices  of  the  peace, 
over  the  persons  or  the  property  of  parties,  and  over  the  subject 
matter  of  actions  or  proceedings;  to  take  cognizance  of,  to  hear, 
try  and  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  relation  thereto ;  to 
render  a  proper  decision  or  judgment  therein ;  and  to  carry  that 
decision  or  judgment  into  execution ;  and  see  People  v.  Sturtevo,nt 

5  Seld.,  266,  267.  Jurisdiction  has  reference  to  the  right  to  act, 
not  to  the  particular  manner  in  which  that  right  may  have  been 
exercised.  This  word  has  in  many  instances,  been  so  incorrectly 
employed,  as  to  lead  to  some  confusion.  D^Ivernois  v.  Leavitt,  8 
Abb.,  62.  A  common  instance  of  this  error  is  seen  in  a  case  in 
which  the  justice  originally  had  jurisdiction  of  both  the  subject 
matter  of  the  action,  and  over  the  person  of  the  defendant ;  but 
the  cause  had  been  improperly  adjourned  a  second  time,  on 
motion  of  the  plaintiff,  against  the  objections  of  the  defendant. 
Of  such  a  case  it  is  frequently  said  that  the  action  is  discontinued, 
out  of  court,  or  that  the  justice  has  lost  his  jurisdiction  over  the 
action.  If  the  adjournment  was  improper,  the  judgment  subse- 
quently rendered  will  be  erroneous  or  irregular,  and,  therefore, 
reversible  on  an  appeal.  But  the  judgment  is  not  void,  however 
erroneous  it  may  be.  Horton  v.  Auchmoody,  7  Wend.,  200.  And 
so  of  a  verdict  which  is  received  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff; 
the  judgment  is  erroneous,  and  will  be  reversed  on  an  appeal 
Vol.  I.  54,  §  101 ;  Douglass  v.  Blackman,  14  Barb.,  381 ;  Shove  v 
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Raynor,  3  Denio,  77.  But  if  it  is  not  void,  and  it  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned collaterally,  Belyea  v.  Bamsay,  2  Wend.,  602 ;  D'lvernois 
V.  Leavitt,  8  Abb.,  60.  It  is  very  true  that  the  justice  has  no  legal 
right  to  grant  such  an  adjournment,  nor  to  receive  a  verdict  in 
the  absence  of  the  plaintiff;  but  the  absence  of  that  right  is  a 
totally  different  thing  from  a  want  of  jurisdiction  over  the  parties 
to  the  action,  or  over  its  subject  matter;  for,  in  the  latter  case, 
the  judgment  would  be  utterly  void  in  all  places,  and  for  all  pur- 
poses. The  law  has  pointed  out  the  course  in  which  ai  justice  is 
to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  him. 

And  the  correct .  test  is,  has  he  the  authority  of  law,  to  take 
cognizance  of  the  action,  to  hear,  try  and  determine  it,  and  to 
render  and  enforce  a  judgment  therein.  If  he  has  this  authority, 
he  has  jurisdiction,  otherwise,  he  has  not.  The  manner  in  which 
a  justice  is  to  exercise  his  jurisdiction,  is  the  subject  of  this  work. 
But,  in  the  first  place,  there  will  be  a  general  view  taken  of  the 
character  and  principles  which  relate  to  that  subject. 

Its  incidents^  A  justice  cannot 'have  any  jurisdiction  by  mere 
implication,  but  it  must  be  expressly  conferred;  yet  in  relation  to 
those  incidents  which  are  usually  annexed  to  jurisdiction,  and 
necessary  to  its  exercise,  the  rule  is,  that  the  grant  of  jurisdiction 
in  express  terms,  carries  with  it  all  the  legal  incidents  necessary 
to  a  legal  and  proper  exercise  of  the  authority.  Stiefy.  Hart,  1 
Oomst.,  20;  BobUns  v.  Qorham,  11  B.  P.  Smith,  588;  8.  C,  26 
Barb.,  586,  593;  Voorhees  v.  Martin,  12  Barb.,  508.  "Whoever 
grants  a  thing,  is  supposed  also  tacitly  to  grant  that,  without 
which  the  grant  itself  would  be  of  no  effect."  Broom's  Leg.  Max., 
362 ;  Vol.  I,  775.  And  in  those  cases  in  which  jurisdiction  has 
been  conferred,  the  statute  provides  in  relation  to  the  manner  of 
its  exercise,  that,  "for  that  purpose,  where  no  special  provision 
is  otherwise  made  by  law,  such  court  shall  be  vested  with  all  the 
necessary  powers  which  are  possessed  by  courts  of  record."  Vol.  I, 
37,  §  1.  The  rule  statedj  is  therefore  sustained  by  the  common 
law  and  by  the  statute.  And  there  will  be  frequent  occasions  to 
notice  its  application  in  practice  in  the  following  pages. 

Where  exercised.^  Every  judicial  authority  ought  to  be  exercised 
within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  oflflcer's  jurisdiction.  And  this 
is  true  not  only  as  to  justices  of  the  peace,  but  to  higher  judicial 
ofllcers.  So  strictly  is  this  rule  enforced,  that  the  first  judge  of 
the  court  of  common  pleas,  under  the  former  practice,  could  not 
allow  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  court,  where  the  allowance  was 
made  at  Albany,  and  the  judge  was  the  first  judge  of  the  Mont- 
gomery common  pleas.  The  supreme  court  said:  "The  judge 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  allow  the  appeal,  it  was  a  judicial  act  which 
could  properly  be  performed  only  in  the  county  for  which  he  was 
appointed."  People  ex  rel.  Newell  v.  Mont.  Com.  Pleas,  18  Wend., 
649.  This  rule  is  to  be  most  carefully  observed  by  justices  of  the 
peace,  especially  since  it  has  been  held  in  one  case,  that  a  justice 
could  not  legally  try  a  cause  out  of  his  own  precinct,  even  by 
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the  consent  of  the  parties.  Foster  v.  McAdams,  9  Texas,  542;  see 
also  Eeed  v.  Warth,  2  Hilt.,  281. 

The  city  court  of  Brooklyn  is  a  court  of  special  and  limited 
jurisdiction,  and  therefore  a  referee  appointed  by  that  court  has 
no  power  to  try  the  cause  in  the  city  of  New  York,  as  that  is 
situated  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the  court.  Bonner  v.  Mc- 
Pluiil,  31  Barb.,  107. 

The  statute  also  declares  the  same  rule  as  to  justices.  "  Justi- 
ces of  the  peace  must  reside  in  the  town  for  which  they  were 
chosen,  and  shall  not  try  a  civil  cause  in  any  other  town,  except  in 
cases  otherwise  provided  by  law."  (1  R.  S.,  383,  §  10,  5th  ed.) 

But  the  rule  has  a  more  extensive  application  than  to  justices 
of  the  peace ;  for,  it  is  equally  applicable  to  a  constable,  who  has 
no  legal  right  to  serve  or  execute  any  civil  process,  for  the  com- 
mencement of  an  action,  out  of  the  county  in  which  it  was  issued, 
and  is  returnable.  Litchfield  v.  Burwell,  5  How.,  342;  Hulbert  v. 
Sope  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  4  How.,  275,  415.  For  instance,  he  cannot 
serve  a  civil  warrant  by  arreting  a  party  out  of  the  county  in 
which  the  warrant  was  issued,  and  is  returnable.  Nor  can  he 
serve  an  execution  or  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  any 
person,  when  the  property  is  out  of  the  county  in  which  such 
execution  or  attachment  was  issued,  and  is  returnable.  Sterling 
V.  Welcome,  '2o  "Wend,  240,  bottom  page.  The  same  rule  is  ap- 
plicable to  the  service  of  a  summons.  For,  if  a  summons  is 
served  on  a  party  out  of  the  county  in  which  it  is  issued  and 
returnable,  the  service  is  utterly  void,  and  the  party  is  under  no 
obligation  to  appear  and  answer ;  but  he  may  reverse  any  judg- 
ment rendered  on  such  service,  or  he  may  treat  it  as  a  nullity 
whenever  it  is  attempted  to  be  enforced  against  him.  Harrington 
V.  People,  6  Barb.,  607 ;  Noyes  v.  Butler,  6  Barb.,  613 ;  Milton  v. 
Green,  5  East,  233.  The  service  of  any  civil  process,  by  a 
constable,  except  a  subpoena,  out  of  the  county,  would  also  be 
in  violation  of  the  command  in  his  process ;  for  that  does  not 
authorize  its  service  out  of  the  county,  and  therefore  such  service 
is  entirely  unauthorized  even  by  the  process.  It  is  a  legal  pre- 
sumption that  the  officer  will  act  in  obedience,  as  well  as  in 
accordance  with  the  commands  of  his  process. 

And  the  legal  intendment  in  favor  of  an  observance  of  this 
discharge  of  official  duty  is  so  strong,  that  on  a  return  to  an 
appeal,  from  a  justice's  court,  if  it  appears  that  the  justice  issued 
a  summons,  directed  to  any  constable  of  the  proper  county,  and 
it  is  returned  by  a  constable  with  a  proper  return  of  personal 
service  ;  such  return  will  be  construed  and  intended  to  have  been 
served  by  a  proper  constable,  and  within  the  proper  county. 
Potter  V.  Whittalcer,  27  How.,  10 ;  Com.  of  Excise  of  Saratoga  Co. 
y.  Boherty,  16  How.,  46.  Before  the  service  will  be  held  invalid, 
it  must  appear  affirmatively  that  the  process  was  served  out  of 
the  proper  county.  Ih. 

Its  territorial  extent,  or  the  Ttind  of  process^  It  may  be  declared 
as  a  general  rule,  that  the  territorial  limits  of  a  justice's  jurisdic- 
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tion  are  co-extensive  with  the  limits  of  the  county  in  which  he 
resides.  But  the  statute  has  imposed  restrictions  in  relation  to 
the  persons  of  certain  parties,  and  has  deprived  the  justice  of 
jurisdiction  in  relation  to  them.  See  Vol.  I,  page  38,  '^<5'  6,  7.  It 
is  evident  that  the  process  of  the  justice  may  run  into  any  part 
of  the  county  in  which  he  resides,  and  that  it  may  be  served  in 
any  part  of  the  same  county.  But  the  statute  has  expressly 
excluded  the  persons  mentioned  from  the  general  rule.  If  a 
justice  should  issue  process  against  any  of  the  persons  thus 
exempted  from  his  jurisdiction,  the  judgment  would  clearly  be 
erroneous  and  reversible  on  an  appeal.  Tiffany  v.  Gilbert,  4  Barb., 
320;  Willins  v.  Wheeler,  8  Abb.,  116;  17  How.,  93;  28  Barb.,  669. 
It  has  been  held  that  such  a  judgment  is  entirely  void,  and  that  an 
action  could  be  maintained  in  the  supreme  court  to  have  it  declared 
void.  Cooper  v.  Ball,  14  How.,  295 ;  and  see  Beattie  v.  LarMn,  2  E. 
D.  Smith,  244.  But  in  the  case  of  Tiffany  v.  Gilbert,  4  Barb., 
324,  it  is  said  by  the  supreme  court :  "  The  jurisdiction  was  made 
local  by  statute;  not  in  such  a  sense  as  to  render  the  judgment 
coram  nonjudice,  as  though  the  justice  had  entertained  jurisdic- 
tion in  an  action  of  slander,  but  in  a  sense  that  rendered  the 
judgment  erroneous."  The  question  came  up.  in  that  case  on  an 
appeal,  so  that  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  judgment  in 
a  collateral  proceeding,  was  not  in  question.  In  Foster  v.  Hazen, 
12  Barb.,  547,  the  action  was  for  an  assault,  &c.,  and  a  false 
imprisonment.  The  defendant  set  out  in  his  answer  the  various 
proceedings  by  virtue  of  which  a  justice  issued  a  warrant  on 
which  the  plaintitf  was  arrested,  which  was  the  alleged  assault, 
&c.  The  answer  did  not  state  that  the  action  was  brought  before 
a  justice  of  the  town  wherein  either  of  the  parties  resided,  &c. 
The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  answer  for  this  and  various  other 
causes.  But  the  supreme  court  held  the  answer  suflS.cient  in  that 
respect,  and  cited  with  approbation  the  language  of  the  supreme 
court  in  Tiffany  v.  Gilbert,  as  already' cited.  The  question  was' 
one  of  pleading,  and  the  precise  point  decided,  was,  that  the 
answer  sufficiently  set  forth  the  judgment  of  the  jxistice  for  the 
purposes  of  pleading;  although  the  court  evidently  regarded 
the  judgment  as  valid  in  this  collateral  action.  In  Barnes  v. 
Harris,  4  Oomst.,  374,  the  action  was  brought  upon  a  justice's 
judgment,  in  which  a  long  summons  had  been  issued,  but  the 
complaint  in  the  action  in  the  supreme  court  upon  the  judgment 
did  not  show  the  residence  of  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of 
commencing  the  action.  The  defendant  demurred  to  the  com- 
plaint, assigning,  among  other  causes,  that  the  complaint  did  not 
even  show  that  the  defendant  was  a  resident  of  the  county,  &c. 
The  court  of  appeals  held  the  complaint  sufficient.  But  this  case 
was  one  in  which  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleading  was  in  question, 
and  nothing  else  could  be  properly  decided.  The  judgment  was 
properly  pleaded,  because  it  was  not  necessary  in  the  pleadings  to 
state  affirmatively  or  negatively  all  the  facts  which  might  relate 
to  jurisdiction.    But  the  question  whether  the  judgment  would  be 
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void,  if  it  should  appear  on  the  trial  that  the  defendant  was  a 
non-resident  of  the  county,  did  not  arise  in  the  case.  This  class 
of  cases,  in  relation  to  residents  of  the  county  who  must  be  sued 
in  certain  towns,  as  provided  by  the  statute,  is  somewhat  analogous 
to  those  cases  in  which  non-residents  of  the  county  are  sued.  As  to 
the  non-resident  of  the  county,  there  must  be  a  specified  pro- 
cess; and,  as  to  the  resident  defendant,  the  action  must,  in 
addition,  be  brought  within  the  towns  mentioned.  In  Harriott 
V.  Tan  Cott,  5  Hill,  285,  the  defendant  in  the  action  in  the  marine 
court,  was  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  he  was  sued  by  a 
long  summons,  when  the  proper  process  was  a  short  summons. 
The  plaintiff  in  that  action  had  judgment,  and  sold  the  property 
of  the  defendant  in  that  action,  on  an  execution.  The  latter  then 
brought  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  the  property.  The 
defense  was,  that  the  judgment  and  execution  of  the  marine 
court,  were  a  legal  defense  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  action 
in  that  court. 

But  the  supreme  court  held  the  judgment  void,  and  decided 
that  the  plaintiff  who  procured  the  judgment  in  the  marine  court 
was  a  trespasser  in  his  acts  of  enforcing  the  judgment.  In  Bowne 
&  Millard  v.  Mellor,  6  Hill,  496,  a  long  attachment  was  issued 
against  the  property  of  Mellor.  The  action  before  the  justice  was 
commenced  by  Bowne,  and  Millard  was  the  surety  in  the  attach- 
ment bond.  The  property  of  Mellor  was  attached,  and  Bowne, 
the  plaintiff  in  the  attachment  suit,  did  not  appear  in  the  action 
on  the  return  day,  and  the  action  was  discontinued.  Mellor  then 
brought  an  action  on  the  attachment  bond,  and  it  was  held  that 
be  was  entitled  to  recover.  Bkojtson,  J.,  said:  "As  Mellor  was 
not  a  resident  of  the  county  of  Delaware,  there  should  have  been 
a  shoif,  instead  of  a  long  attachment.  He  might  have  treated 
the  process  as  void,  and  recovered  his  damages  in  an  action  of 
trespass.  But  he  elected,,  as  I  think  he  had  a  right  to  do,  to 
waive  the  irregularity  and  take  his  remedy  on  the  bond.  Having 
adopted  that  course,  Bowne,  who  procured  the  attachment  to  be 
issued,  was  not  at  liberty  to  show  the  irregularity  for  the  purpose 
of  defeating  the  action."  The  cases  cited  are  suflflcient  to  show 
the  importance  of  strictly  observing  the  rule  in  relation  to  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  as  applicable  to  the  persons  or  the  property  of 
the  parties  sued.  Whether  the  judgment  in  such  cases  is  entirely 
void,  is  in  many  cases  a  matter  of  importance.  But  the  certainty 
that  the  judgment  is  at  any  rate  erroneous,  ought  to  be  sufficient 
to  excite  due  care  in  not  obtaining  such  a  judgment.  There  is 
an  other  class  of  cases  in  which  the  validity  of  a  judgment  may 
arise.  We  have  seen,  ante,  6,  that  a  justice  cannot  try  a  civil 
action  out  of  the  town  in  which  he  resides.  In  Polloclc  v.  AldricJi, 
17  How.,  109,  it  was  held  that  a  justice  might  take  a  confession 
of  a  judgment  in  any  town  in  the  county  in  which  he  resided. 
In  that  case  the  confession  was  taken  in  a  town  in  which  the 
justice  did  not  reside,  but  was  not  entered  in  his  docket  until  his 
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return  home.  In  such  a  case,  it  may  perhaps  be  said  that  there 
was  no  trial. 

The  statute  expressly  authorizes  a  justice  to  "take  and  enter 
judgment  on  the  confession  of  a  defendant."  Code,  §  53,  sub.  8  ; 
Vol.  I,  6.  And  there  is  no  restriction  in  relation  to  that  which 
prohibits  it  from  being  done  in  any  town  in  the  county. 

Before  1830,  a  justice  might  have  made  his  process  returnable  in 
any  town  in  the  county,  but  since  the  statute  (1  E.  S.,  383,  §  10, 
5th  ed.),  declaring  that  a  justice  shall  not  try  a  civil  action  out  of 
the  town  in  which  he  resides,  no  justice  can  now  make  his  civil 
process  returnable  in  any  town  but  that  in  which  he  resides,  with- 
out a  violation  of  the  letter,  spirit  and  intent  of  the  statute. 

The  statute  ought  to  be  so  construed  as  to  secure  the  object  of 
its  enactment.  To  make  the  process  returnable  in  any  other 
town  than  that  in  which  the  justice  resides,  might,  if  the  defend- 
ant were  bound  to  appear  there,  be  as  great  an  inconvenience 
to  him  to  attend  the  joining  of  the  issue  as  it  would  be  to  attend 
the  trial  there. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  expression  "  try  a  civil  cause,"  does  not 
literally  include  the  framing  of  the  pleadings  at  the  joining  of 
issue.  Yet  the  spirit  of  the  statute  is,  that  in  all  actions  which 
are  tried,  or  are  triable  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  upon  an 
issue  joined,  and  the  introduction  of  evidence  on  the  trial,  such 
causes,  and  every  act  done  in  them  after  the  service  of  process, 
shall  be  performed  in  the  town  in  which  the  justice  resides. 

The  acts  of  the  justice,  at  the  joining  of  an  issue,  are  in  their 
nature  judicial.  Suppose  that  either  party  demurs  to  a  pleading 
of  the  opposite  party,  an  issue  of  law  is  at  once  made;  and 
the  decision  of  the  questions  made  is  a  trial  of  an  issue  of  law. 
Small  V.  Ludlow,  1  Hilt.,  307.  The  defendant  may  demur  to  the 
complaint  on  the  ground  that  all  the  facts  stated  do  not  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action,  and  the  decision  of  that  question  may 
dispose  of  the  cause,  and  so  of  a  demurrer  to  an  answer. 

The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  provide  for  the  convenience 
of  parties  in  attending  the  trial;  and  there  ought  to  be  a  strict 
and  careful  observance  of  it  by  every  justice.  The  rule  stated, 
need  not  be  applied  to  the  mere  issuing  of  process,  for  it  is  of  no 
importance  to  either  of  the  parties  to  the  action  where  the  pro- 
cess is  issued,  if  it  is  made  returnable  in  the  proper  town.  Though 
it  must  not  be  forgotten,  that  no  judicial  act  can  be  done  by  a 
justice  out  of  his  county.  Ante,  5.  It  not  unfrequently  happens 
that  a  question  is  made  whether  a  justice  is  a  town  or  a  county 
oflScer. 

Prior  to  the  year  1826,  justices  of  the  peace  held  their  offices 
by  appointment,  Const,  of  1822,  art.  4,  '^  7;  and  amendment 
thereto,  I!fo.  1,  in  the  year  1826.  By  the  amendment  which  was 
made  in  1826,  the  oflflce  was  made  an  elective  one;  and  every 
town  elected  its  proper  number  of  justices. 

The  Constitution  of  1846,  makes  the  office  an  elective  one ;  and 
the  officer  is  required  to  be  elected  by  the  electors  of  each  town. 
Wait  11—2 
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Const.  1846,  art.  6,  §  17.  The  Eevised  Statutes  of  1830,  required 
justices  to  reside  in  the  towns  for  which  they  were  chosen ;  and 
also  prohibited  them  from  trying  civil  causes  in  any  other  town. 
1  E.  S.,  383,  <§  10,  5th  ed. 

Prior  to  this  amendment  of  the  Constitution  in  1826,  and  the 
enactment  of  the  statute  in  1830,  it  was  entirely  clear  that 
the  office  of  justice  of  the  peace  was  a  county  office.  Gurnsey  v. 
Lovell,  9  Wend.,  319  ;  Schroeppel  v.  Taylor,  10  Wend.,  196.  And 
since  that  time,  and  the  Constitution  of  1846,  art.  6,  "^i  17,  it  is 
equally  clear  that  the  office  is  a  town  office,  with  a  county  juris 
diction,  except  in  the  prohibited  cases  already  mentioned.  People 
V.  Garey,  6  Cow.,  642,  647,  648.  Same  case  affirmed  by  court  for 
correction  of  errors,  9  Cow.,  640  (Laws  of  1859,  chap.  476),  which 
provides  for  filling  a  vacancy  in  the  office,  by  the  supervisor, 
town  clerk,  and  the  remaining  justices.  So  that,  if  it  is  a  county 
office,  we  have  the  anomaly  of  an  officer  elected  by  the  voters  of 
a  single  town  or  appointed  by  its  officers,  and  yet  holding  a 
county  office.  But  see  what  is  said  in  People  v.  Keeler,  3  E.  P. 
Smith,  370,  381 ;  People  y.  Carter,  29  Barb.,  208.  The  territorial 
extent  of  the  officer's  jurisdiction,  is  not  the  test  whether  he  holds 
a  town  or  a  county  office,  for  any  constable  may  serve  a  sum- 
mons anywhere  in  the  county.  Mills  v.  Kennedy,  1  Johns.,  502. 
In  this  respect,  his  territorial  jurisdiction  is  co-extensive  with 
that  of  the  sheriff ;  yet  a  constable  is  but  a  town  officer.  People  v. 
Garey,  6  Cow.,  647,  648.  The  manner  of  their  election  to  office 
is  not  the  test  as  to  the  extent  of  the  officer's  jurisdiction.  For, 
though  a  justice  of  the  peace  may  be  elected  by  the  electors  of  a 
single  town,  or  appointed  by  town  officers  to  fill  a  vacancy ;  yet, 
the  legislature  may  confer  jurisdiction  upon  them  to  send  their 
process  into  any  part  of  the  state.  In  ex  parte  McGollum,  1  Cow., 
567,  Ch.  J.  Savage  said :  "  The  right  of  the  legislature  to  extend 
or  limit  the  jurisdiction  of  justices,  as  to  the  amount  cognizable 
before  them,  has  never  been  disputed.  Their  power  to  limit  or 
extend  their  territorial  jurisdiction  is,  in  my  mind,  equally  clear. 
Should  the  legislature  enact  that  justices  should  have  power  to 
send  their  process  into  any  county  in  the  state,  or  hear  and  try 
causes  to  any  amount,  no  part  of  the  constitution  would  be  vio- 
lated. Though  such  an  act  might  be  thought  indiscreet,  yet  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  carry  it  into  effect.  In  some 
of  our  sister  states,  justices  have  general  jurisdiction ;  and  even 
with  us  they  have  jurisdiciion  throughout  the  state  for  some 
purposes.  For  instance,  the  removal  of  paupers,  and  of  the  ap- 
prehension of  criminals,  and  of  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard 
child,  under  certain  qualifications.  The  result  is,  that  the  juris- 
diction of  justices  of  the  peace  rests  in  legislative  discretion,  and 
IS  subject  to  legislative  control."  And  in  cases  under  the  law 
relatmg  to  mechanics'  liens,  a  notice  may  be  served  anywhere  in 
the  state,  even  when  the  proceedings  are  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace.  3  R.  S.,  822,  §  132.  There  are  other  cases  in  which  a 
justice  has  jurisdiction  beyond  the  territorial  limits  of  the  county 
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in  which  he  resides.  He  may  issue  a  subpoena,  and  it  is  valid  to 
compel  the  attendance  of  a  witness  who  is  in  the  county  in  which 
the  cause  is  to  be  tried,  or  in  an  adjoining  county.  Vol.  I,  49,  §  70. 

He  may  also  issue  a  commission,  which  is  valid  in  any  part  of 
the  state ;  Vol.  I,  67,  68,  §<^  169,  170,  171 ;  Hall  v.  Barton,  25 
Barb.,  274 ;  or  even  in  any  part  of  the  United  States,  Eaton  v. 
North,  7  Barb.,  631 ;  in  which  case  the  witness  was  in  the  state 
of  Virginia.  And  the  statute  which  authorizes  the  issuing  of 
the  commission  does  not  limit  its  execution  in  respect  to  place ; 
so  that  it  would  be  valid  if  executed  in  Canada,  or  in  one  of  the 
territories  of  the  United  States,  &c.  The  only  difficulty  which 
would  be  experienced  in  case  of  a  long  delay,  would  be,  that  the 
commission  might  not  be  returned  within  the  ninety  days  limited 
by  statute  for  adjournment.  Vol.  I,  67,  68,  ■§§  169,  170,  171,  172, 
173. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  person.]  It  is  not  only  important  that  a  jus- 
tice should  exercise  his  jurisdiction  within  its  legal  territorial 
limits,  but  that  he  should  also  have  jurisdiction  of  the  persons  of 
the  parties  to  the  action. 

The  law,  which  has  conferred  jurisdiction  over  the  persons  of 
parties,  has  declared  with  precision  in  what  manner  that  jurisdic- 
tion is  to  be  exercised.  And,  since  justices  do  not  possess  any 
authority  but  that  which  is  conferred  by  the  statute,  if  there  is 
not  a  compliance  with  the  statute,  there  will  be  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  action. 

No  man  is  to  be  condemned  unheard,  and  therefore  process  is 
given  to  courts  to  bring  parties  before  them  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  rights. 

•  And,  in  every  instance,  the  law  has  given  that  kind  of  process 
which  was  deemed  best  for  the  interests  of  all  parties.  When  a 
particular  kind  of  process  is  directed  to  be  employed,  to  the 
exclusion  of  any  other ;  or  when  but  one  kind  of  process  is  given 
in  a  specified  case,  no  process  but  that  given  can  be  properly 
used.  If  a  justice  issues  a  process  which  is  not  authorized  by  law 
in  such  a  case,  and  the  defendant  does  not,  in  any  manner,  waive 
the  objection  by  appearing  in  the  action,  the  judgment  will  be 
entirely  void  as  between  the  parties  to  the  action.  And  if  an 
execution  is  issued  on  the  judgment,  and  the  person  of  tne 
defendant  is  taken,  or  his  property  is  sold,  the  plain tiif  will  be 
liable  to  be  sued  as  a  trespasser.  Rogers  v.  Mulliner,  6  Wend., 
597 ;  Gold  v.  Bissell,  1  Wend.,  210 ;  Harriott  v.  Tan  Cott,  5  Hill, 
285 ;  Reynolds  v.  Orvis,  7  Cow.,  269.  There  are  cases  in  which 
the  justice  is  not  held  liable,  though  the  parties  may  be  so.  If  a 
justice  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  and 
would  have  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant  if  proper 
process  were  issued,  a  mere  mistake  of  the  justice  as  to  the  kind 
of  process  issued  will  not,  it  has  been  said,  render  him  a  tres- 
passer. Hoose  V.  SherriU,  16  Wend.,  33 ;  Rogers  v.  Mulliner,  6 
Wend.,  597.  But  the  utmost  that  can  be  said  is,  that  the  justice 
wiU  be  protected  in  such  a  case,  if  he  acted  in  good  faith.    In 
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Blythe  v.  Tomplcins,  2  Abb.,  468,  the  justice  was  held  to  be  a  tres- 
passer for  issuing  a  defective  crimiual  warrant,  on  which  the 
plaintiff  was  arrested.  And  in  the  case  which  holds  him  excused 
for  a  mistake,  the  court  said :  "  Should  he  knowingly  issue  a  war- 
rant against  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  he  would  be  amenable 
in  an  action."  Rogers  v.  Mulliner,  6  Wend.,  603. 

There  is  also  a  class  of  cases  which  render  it  questionable 
whether  Rogers  v.  Mulliner  was  correctly  decided,  and  whether 
the  justice  would  be  protected.  In  Bigelow  v.  Stearns,  19  Johns., 
39,  a  justice  issued  a  summons  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
appearance  of  the  defendant  before  him  on  a  complaint  for 
disturbing  a  religious  meeting.  The  defendant  appeared  before 
the  justice  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  and  insisted  that  a 
warrant  ought  to  have  been  issued  instead  of  the  summons.  The 
justice  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  defendant  left  the  court. 
The  justice  convicted  the  defendant,  and  issued  a  warrant  on  the 
conviction,  on  which  the  defendant  was  arrested.  The  justice 
was  sued  for  an  assault,  &c.,  and  a  false  imprisonment,  and  he  was 
held  liable  as  a  trespasser.  The  supreme  court  said :  "  If  a  court 
of  limited  jurisdiction  issues  a  process  which  is  illegal,  and  not 
merely  erroneous,  or  if  a  court,  whether  of  limited  jurisdiction  or 
not,  undertakes  to  hold  cognizance  of  a  cause,  without  having 
gained  jurisdiction  of  the  person,  by  having  him  before  them,  in 
the  manner  required  by  law,  the  proceedings  are  void;  and  in  the 
case  of  a  limited  or  special  jurisdiction,  the  magistrate  attempt- 
ing to  enforce  a  proceeding  founded  on  any  judgment,  sentence, 
or  conviction,  in  such  a  case,  becomes  a  trespasser."  In  Colvin 
V.  Luther,  9  Cow.,  61,  a  warrant  was  issued  and  served,  but 
the  defendant  did  not  personally  appear  before  the  justice  on  the* 
return  day,  though  an  agent  did.  It  was  held  that  the  jiidgment 
was  void,  even  collaterally.  See  Vol  1,  43,  §  39.  In  Perdval  v. 
Jones,  2  Johns.  Oas.,  49,  a  justice  was  held  to  be  a  trespasser 
for  voluntarily  issuing  an  execution  against  the  body  of  a  defend- 
ant who  was  exempt  from  arrest  on  such  an  execution.  And  the 
principle  was  recognized  that  a  justice  is  excused  from  liability 
for  issuing  any  process  of  which  he  has  jurisdiction,  at  the 
request  of  a  plaintiff;  and  that  in  such  case  the  justice  is  excused 
if  he  acts  in  good  faith,  though  the  plaintiff  is  liable,  if  the  pro- 
cess is  improper.  The  justice  seems  to  be  regarded  as  the  agent 
of  the  party  in  such  cases,  and  the  principal  alone  is  held 
liable.  The  last  two  cases  show  that  a  justice  may  be  liable  for 
issuing  improper  process,  or  for  authorizing  the  imprisonment  of 
one  who  is  exempt  therefrom,  if  he  assumes  to  act  on  his  own 
responsibility. 

There  is  a  still  different  class  of  cases  in  which  a  justice  will  be 
a  trespasser  for  issuing  process,  even  if  the  process  issued  is  the 
proper  one.  If  an  affidavit  is  necessary  to  be  made  and  delivered 
to  the  justice  as  a  preliminary  step  to  issue  a  warrant,  he  will  be 
a  trespasser  if  he  issues  the  warrant  without  such  an  affidavit. 
For,  without  such  affidavit,  there  is  no  authority  to  issue  the 
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process.  Whitney  y.  Shufelt,  1  Denio,  592;  Evertson  v.  Sutton,  5 
Wend.,  281 ;  Voshurgh  v.  Welch,  11  Johns.,  175 ;  Gold  v.  Bissell, 
1  "Wend.,  210.  The  action  was  not  against  the  justice  in  the  last 
case  cited,  and  the  language  of  the  court  is  explained  in  Rogers 
V.  Mulliner,  6  Wend.,  602. 

The  rule  in  all  cases  is,  that  the  justice  must  have  jurisdiction 
over  the  person  of  the  defendant;  and  that  such  jurisdiction  must 
be  acquired  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  law.  For,  in  every 
case  in  which  the  provisions  of  the  law  are  omitted  or  disregarded, 
the  judgment  will  be  erroneous,  and  therefore  reversible,  in  all 
such  cases ;  and,  in  many  cases,  as  has  been  seen,  the  judgment 
will  be  void  collaterally,  either  as  to  the  parties  or  the  justice,  or 
as  to  both  of  them.  Reynolds  v.  Orvis,  7  Oow.,  269. 

But  jurisdiction  is  not  obtained  by  the  mere  issuing  of  proper 
process  in  due  form,  and  in  a  proper  manner.  There  must  also 
be  a  legal  service  of  the  process  upon  the  defendant,  and  a  due 
return  made  of  that  service.  And,  when  the  action  is  one  of 
which  a  justice  has  cognizance,  and  process  is  duly  issued  in 
proper  form,  and  it  is  legally  served  on  the  defendant,  and  a 
proper  return  made,  then  a  justice  has  jurisdiction  of  the  action. 
But  where  a  justice  makes  a  summons  returnable  at  one  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon,  and  the  process  is  duly  served  and  returned,  he 
cannot  legally  call  the  cause  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  the 
same  day,  and  try  it  and  render  judgment  against  the  defendant 
in  his  absence.  If  he  does  so,  the  judgment  will  be  void,  and  it 
will  not  constitute  any  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  for  the  same 
cause.  Sagendorph  v.  Shult,  41  Barb.,  102.  If  a  justice  issues  the 
proper  process  in  a  cause,  a  mere  clerical  error  or  defect  in  the  pro- 
cess will  not  affect  its  validity;  for  the  process  is  amendable. 
Woolley  V.  WiTber,  4  Denio,  570 ;  Brace  v.  Benson,  10  Wend.,  213; 
Near  v.  Van  Alstyne,  14  Wend.,  230 ;  and  if  not  amended  in  such 
a  particular  the  judgment  will  be  valid. 

Of  the  property.']  The  law  not  only  requires  that  there  should 
be  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  and  of  the  per- 
son of  the  defendant,  but  it  is  also  required  that  there  should  be 
jurisdiction  of  the  property  of  the  defendant.  For,  there  are 
several  cases  in  which  the  property  of  the  defendant  may  be 
taken  and  sold,  even  though  no  process  is  served  on  the  defendant 
himself.  A  defendent  may  keep  himself  concealed  to  avoid  the 
service  of  civil  process ;  or,  he  may  leave  the  county  for  that 
purpose ;  or  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors  ;  or  he  may  con- 
ceal, dispose  of,  or  remove  his  property  with  such  intent.  In 
such  cases  the  law  has  provided  a  mode  of  seizing  the  defendant's 
property,  and  holding  it  to  be  sold  and  applied  to  the  payment 
of  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  action. 

The  regular  course  of  practice  is  to  serve  process  on  the  de- 
fendant, obtain  a  judgment,  and  sell  his  property  on  an  execution. 
But  when  the  fraudulent  conduct  of  the  defendant  does  not 
permit  this  course,  then  the  law  gives  the  remedy  already  men- 
tioned.   But  it  is  to  be  remembered,  that  the  defendant  still  has 
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rights  which  the  law  has  carefully  guarded.  Before  the  property 
of  any  defeudaut  can  thus  be  taken,  there  must  be  legal  proof  of 
the  facts  and  circumstances  which  authorize  the  issuing  of  such 
process.  But  this  is  not  all,  there  must  also  be  ample  security 
given  for  the -indemnity  of  the  defendant  if  the  process  is  taken 
where  there  was  no  just  cause  for  it. 

And  in  relation  to  this  class  of  cases,  the  law  is  enforced  most 
strictly. 

In  order  to  obtain  a  valid  judgment,  and  to  sell  the  property 
of  the  defendant,  there  must  be  a  strict  compliance  with  every 
requirement  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  obtaining  jurisdiction. 
If  a  justice  should  issue  an  attachment  without  an  aflSdavit,  he 
would  be  liable  as  a  trespasser  for  any  injury  which  the  defendant 
in  the  action  might  suffer  from  a  sale  of  his  property.  Adkins  v. 
Brewer,  3  Oow.,  206;  Yosburgh  v.  Welch,  11  Johns.,  175.  And 
the  justice  will  also  be  a  trespasser  if  he  issues  an  attachment 
without  requiring  the  bond  required  by  law.  Davis  v.  Marshall, 
14  Barb.,  96.  The  plaintiff  also  will  always  be  liable  as  a  tres- 
passer for  obtaining  an  attachment  and  proceeding  with  it,  if 
there  is  not  furnished  both  an  affidavit  and  a  bond.  Adlcins  v. 
Brewer,  3  Oow.,  206;  Davis  v.  Marshall,  14  Barb.,  96. 

Such  judgments  are  reversible  on  an  appeal,  both  in  those  cases 
in  which  there  was  no  affidavit  and  bond,  and  in  those  cases  in 
which  the  affidavit  was  insufficient.  Dewey  v.  Greene,  4  Denio, 
93;  Stewart  v.  Broivn,  16  Barb.,  367;  Bennett  v.  Broivn,  4  Oomst., 
254.  The  cases  on  this  point  are  very  numerous.  The  judgments 
are  also  void  collaterally  in  every  case,  and  in  every  manner  in 
which  their  validity  may  come  in  question.  Davis  v.  Marshall,  14 
Barb.,  96;  Adkins  v.  Brewer,  3  Oow.,  206;  Yosburgh  v.  Welch,  11 
Johns.,  175.  There  is,  however,  this  qualification  of  the  general 
rule,  viz.,  when  the  affidavit  states  facts  and  circumstances  which 
are  sufficient  to  call  for  an  exercise  of  the  judicial  authority  of  the 
justice  in  deciding  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits,  then, 
although  the  proof  is  slight  and  inconclusive,  and  would  not  sus- 
tain the  judgment  on  an  appeal,  yet  it  will  be  a  valid  judgment 
whenever  the  question  arises  collaterally.  Miller  v.  Brinkerhoof, 
4  Denio,  118;  Skinnion  v.  Kelley,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  355,  356.  In 
the  last  case,  the  court  said:  "In  this  class  of  cases,  where  facts 
are  preliminarily  to  be  proved  as  the  basis  of  the  right  to  employ 
the  process,  if  the  proof  has  a  legal  tendency  to  make  out  the  case 
required  by  the  statute,  although  it  be  so  slight  and  inconclusive 
that,  upon  a  direct  proceeding  to  review  it  the  magistrate's  action 
would  be  reversed,  yet  in  a  collateral  action  the  process  will  be 
deemed  valid.  It  will  be  deemed  so,  because  the  justice,  having 
proof  jjresented  to  him,  and  being  required  by  law  to  determine 
upon  the  weight  of  the  proof,  has  acted  judicially  in  making  his 
determination.  His  decision  may  be  erroneous,  but  it  is  not 
void."  Kissock  v.  Grant,  34  Barb.,  144,  is  to  the  same  effect. 

As  to  amount^  The  justice  must  also  keep  within  his  jurisdic- 
tion as  to  the  amount  involved  in  the  action.     A  judgment 
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rendered  by  him  for  an  amount  exceeding  that  allowed  by  law, 
will  not  only  be  erroneous,  but  entirely  void.  Mattison  v.  Baucus, 
Lalor's  Sup.  to  Hill  &  Denio,  321 ;  S.  0.,  1  Oomst.,  295. 

It  was  formerly  held,  that  a  summons  which  stated  an  amount 
exceeding  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  was  entirely  void,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  not  under  any  obligation  to  appear  and 
answer  to  it.  Yager  v.  Hannah,  6  Hill,  631.  But,  this  rule  has 
been  changed  by  the  Code,  §  53,  subd.  6,  7  ;  Yol.  I,  5  ;  and  there 
are  cases  in  which  a  judgment  for  more  than  two  hundred  dol- 
lars may  be  rendered.  The  cause  of  action  need  not  be  stated 
in  the  summons.  Cornell  v.  Bennett,  11  Barb.,  657;  8mith  v.  Joyce, 
12  Barb.,  21;  Delancey  v.  Nagle,  16  Barb.,  96;  Humprey  y.  Persons, 
23  Barb.,  313. 

And,  therefore,  the  defendant  is  bound  to  appear  ons  the  return 
day  of  the  summons,  to  see  if  the  cause  of  action  is  one  for 
which  a  judgment  for  more  than  one  hundred  dollars  may  be 
legally  rendered.  Humphrey  v.  Persons,  23  Barb.,  313.  Though, 
of  course,  the  judgment  would  be  void  whether  the  defendant 
appeared  and  objected,  or  if  he  did.  not  appear,  if  the  judgment 
was  for  more  th^n  two  hundred  dollars,  when  it  was  not  ren- 
dered on  one  of  the  claims  for  which  a  judgment  may  be  legally 
taken  for  an  amount  exceeding  that  sum. 

Of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action.']  A  justice  may  exercise  his 
judicial  authority  within  the  proper  territorial  limits,  and  he  may 
issue  process  which  is  proper  in  form,  but  all  that  will  not  be  of  - 
any  avail  if  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action  is 
wanting.  And,  in  cases  relating  to  the  subject  matter  of  the 
action,  the  rule  is,  that  there  must  be  a  clear  and  affirmative 
grant  of  jurisdiction  or  it  does  not  exist.  For,  since  there  is  no 
authority  by  which  a  justice  can  try  a  civil,  action  unless  the 
statute  has  conferred  it,  the  want  of  authority  will  be  as  fatal 
if  express  jurisdiction  is  not  given,  as  though  there  had  been  a 
prohibition  of  its  exercise  in  the  given  case.  Dudley  v.  Mayhew, 
3  Oomst.,  9;  Beach  v.  Nixon,  5  Seld.,  36;  Blin  v.  Campbell,  14 
Johns.,  432;  Coffin  v.  Tracy,  3  Oaines,  129.  In  the  one  case  there 
would  be  no  jurisdiction  because  none  was  conferred  by  law,  and, 
of  course,  none  would  exist ;  and,  in  the  other  case,  there  would 
be  no  jurisdiction  because  it  was  expressly  prohibited ;  the  result 
would  be  precisely  alike  in  both  cases,  viz.,  a  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion. There  will  not  be  any  attempt  to  state  here  any  of  the 
numerous  cases  in  which  a  justice  has  jurisdiction  in  civil  actions. 

When  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction.']  When  the  statute  has  not 
conferred  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  any 
judgment  which  may  be  rendered  will  be  absolutely  void.  Coffin 
v.  Tracy,  3  Oaines,  120;  Blin  v.  Campbell,  14  Johns.,  432;  Bud- 
ley  V.  Mayhew,  3  Oomst.,  9;  Beach  v.  Nixon,  5  Seld.,  36.  It  is  the 
law  which  confers  jurisdiction,  in  every  case  where  it  exists.  And 
in  all  cases  a  party  is  at  liberty  to  show  the  want  of  jurisdiction  in 
relation  to  subject  matter,  or  the  legality  of  the  organization  of 
the  court,  even  when  the  judgment  was  rendered  by  his  consent, 
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or  at  his  request.  Oakley  v.  Aspinwall,  3  Oomst.,  547;  Noyes  v. 
Butler,  6  Barb.,  613. 

When  erroneous  for  want  of  jurisdiction^  There  is  no  class  of 
cases  in  the  books  of  reports  which  relate  to  jurisdiction  that  are 
more  numerous  than  those  in  which  the  question  arose  upon  an 
appeal,  because  of  some  alleged  error  in  jurisdictional  matters. 
The  general  rule  is,  that  there  must  be  a  strict  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute  as  to  the  manner  of  acquiring  juris- 
diction ;  or  in  default  or  neglect  thereof,  the  judgment  will  bo 
erroneous,  and  consequently  reversible  on  an  appeal.  Tiffany  v. 
Gilbert,  4  Barb.,  320;  Fitch  v.  Devlin,  15  Barb.,  47;  Willins 
V.  Wheeler,  8  Abb.,  116;  8.  C,  28  Barb.,  669;  8.  C,  17  How.,  93. 
These  are  but  a  few  of  the  numerous  cases  on  the  question. 
There  is  one  distinction  which  it  is  important  to  observe  in  all  of 
these  cases  relating  to  jurisdictional  defects.  It  has  been  already- 
seen  that  if  the  justice  originally  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
matter  of  the  action,  and  over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  his 
his  subsequent  errors  will  not  render  the  judgment  void.  Ante,  4. 
But  a  different  rule  prevails  when  the  question  is  raised  by  an 
appeal  from  the  judgments,  for  if  it  should  then  appear  that  the 
justice  had  erred  in  the  exercise  of  his  jurisdiction,  the  judgment 
will  be  reversed.  A  familiar  illustration  of  this  rule  is  found  in 
the  case  of  an  adjournment,  which  is  granted  by  the  justice  in  a 
case  which  is  not  authorized  by  law ;  the  judgment  is  not  void, 
but  it  is  erroneous,  and  will  be  reversed  on  appeal.  Gamage  v. 
Law,  2  Johns.,  192;  Wiest  v.  Critsinger,  4  Johns.,  117;  Froudfit 
V.  Henman,  8  Johns.,  391;  Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb.,  530;  Beland 
v.  Bichardson,  4  Denio,  95;  Hard  v.  8hip'mun,  6  Barb.,  621.  An 
other  instance  is  when  a  justice  receives  a  verdict  in  the  absence 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  judgment  is  not  void,  Belyea  v.  Ramsay,  2 
Wend.,  602;  though  such  a  judgment  is  clearly  erroneous. 
Douglass  v.  BlacTcman,  14  Barb.,  381. 

What  proceedings  are  necessary.']  From  what  has  preceded 
there  has  perhaps  enough  been  said  to  show  what  steps  ought 
to  be  observed  in  a  civil  action.  But,  it  will  not  be  amiss  to 
state,  that,  in  all  matters  which  relate  to  acquiring  jurisdiction 
over  the  person  or  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  also  in  re- 
lation to  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  or  to  the  territorial 
extent  of  its  limits,  there  must  be  a  strict  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute  or  jurisdiction  will  never  be  attained. 
8eymour  v.  Judd,  2  Oomst.,  464.  And  unless  jurisdiction  is  once 
acquired  the  judgment  will  be  utterly  void.  lb. 

How  far  consent  will  confer  it.]  It  is  frequently  said  that  con- 
sent will  confer  jurisdiction  over  the  person,  though  not  so  in 
relation  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  action.  This  statement  is 
not  entirely  accurate.  For  there  cannot  be  any  jurisdiction  as 
a  court  unless  it  is  conferred  by  the  law.  Consent  would  not 
authorize  a  private  person  to  take  cognizance  of  an  action  and 
render  a  valid  judgment.    And  yet  that  might  be  done  if  it  were 
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true  that  consent  could  confer  jurisdiction.  Parties  may  arbi- 
trate their  claims,  but  the  award  is  not  a  judgment. 

The  utmost  that  can  properly  be  said  is,  that  where  there  is 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  and  there 
is  also  a  right  to  jurisdiction  over  the  person,  if  appropriate 
process  is  issued  and  served,  there  the  justice  may  acquire  juris- 
diction over  the  person  of  the  defendant  by  his  consent,  notwith- 
standing a  defect  in  the  process.  In  such  a  case,  the  law  gave  a 
right  to  jurisdiction,  and  the  defendant  waived  an  irregularity 
in  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdiction.  In  such  a  case,  a  waiver 
would  render  the  judgment  as  valid  as  though  no  defect  ever 
existed. 

The  right  to  object  was  given  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant. 
And  there  is  no  maxim  of  the  law  more  familiar  than  that  which 
declares  that  every  man  is  at  liberty  to  renounce  any  benefit 
which  the  law  has  reserved  for  him.  Tombs  v.  Bochester  and  Syra- 
cuse B.  E.,  18  Barb.,  583 ;  ConTding  v.  King,  6  Seld.,  446,  opinion  ; 
JBuel  V.  Trustees  of  LocTiport,  3  Oomst.,  197 ;  Balcer  v.  Braman,  6 
Hill,  47. 

Errors  ivJien  waived  hy  pleading,  &c.]  The  remarks  just  made 
have  explained  the  question  so  far  as  express  consent  is  concerned. 
But  there  is  an  other  and  more  extensive  application  of  the  same 
principle.  For,  in  relation  to  defects  in  the  process,  it  is  a  most 
extensive  rule  that  every  step  which  is  taken  in  a  cause  without 
objection,  is  a  waiver  of  every  previous  defect  or  irregularity.  To 
enumerate  all  the  instances  in  which  this  rule  has  been  applied 
and  enforced  is  entirely  unnecessary,  since  the  object  of  the 
present  section  is  to  show  what  the  general  rule  is,  aud  to  leave 
the  application  for  a  more  appropriate  place  in  the  work. 

The  following  cases  show  its  application  when  the  party  plead 
without  objection,  and  previous  irregularities  were  held  to  be 
waived :  OnderdonTi  v.  Banlett,  3  Hill,  323 ;  Aldritch  v.  Ketcliam, 
3  E.  D.  Smith,  577 ;  Bray  v.  Andreas,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  388 ; 
Malone  v.  Clark,  2  Hill,  658.  This  rule  is  so  well  established  that 
it  would  be  deemed  out  of  place  to  cite  authorities,  were  it  not 
for  two  cases  which  will  be  here  noticed. 

In  Cornell  v.  Smith,  2  Sandf.,  290,  it  was  held  that  pleading  in 
the  action  was  not  a  waiver,  so  as  to  confer  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  of  the  defendant,  who  was  a  non-resident.  But,  in  that 
case,  the  statute  declared  that  the  justice  should  dismiss  the 
action  with  costs  of  suit,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  plaintiff 
were  nonsuited  on  the  trial  on  the  merits ;  and  it  also  declared 
that  the  judgment  should  be  utterly  void.  Laws  of  1813,  379, 
■5, 103.  TTie  statute  was  here  imperative  and  express,  that  the 
action  should  be  dismissed,  and  also  that  the  judgment  itself 
should  be  void. 

In  Bohinson  v.  West,  11  Barb.,  309,  the  defendant  was  a  non- 
resident of  the  city  of  New  York,  where  he  was  sued  in  the  marine 
court  by  a  long  summons. 

The  superior  court  held  that,  by  pleading  without  objection, 
Wait  n— 3 
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the  defendant  waived  the  error,  and  thns  conferred  jurisdiction 
over  his  person.  1  Sandf.,  19.  This  decision  was  pronounced  by 
a  very  able  judge,  and  concurred  in  by  a  learned  court.  But  it 
was  reversed  in  the  supreme  court ;  and  as  the  superior  court  and 
the  supreme  court  are  both  courts  of  ability  and  learning,  it  can- 
not be  said  that  the  question  is  settled  by  the  decision  in  Robin- 
son V.  West. 

There  is  a  statute  which  declares  that  the  parties  may  appear 
and  join  issue  without  any  process  whatever.  Vol.  I,  38,  §§  9  ^^^ 
10,  sub.  3 ;  Vol.  I,  44,  §  40.  Whenever,  therefore,  the  parties 
voluntarily  appear  and  join  issue,  the  justice  has  jurisdiction  over 
the  person  of  the  defendant.  In  the  case  of  Robinson  v.  West, 
the  court  attach  a  great  deal  of  importance  to  the  expression 
of  the  statute,  which  is:  "and  if  such  defendant  be  proceeded 
against  otherwise,  the  justice  shall  have  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause."  Vol.  I,  75,  "§.  215.  Full  effect  may  be  given  to  the  statute, 
and  still  hold  that  the  parties  may  waive  the  irregularity,  by 
appearing  and  pleading  without  objection. 

It  has  been  already  seen,  from  numerous  cases,  that  the  justice 
would  not  acquire  jurisdiction  if  he  issued  improper  process,  and 
that  the  judgment  would  be  void,  as  between  the  parties  ;  and 
that  it  was  also  reversible  at  the  option  of  the  defendant.  And, 
surely,  this  is  protection  enough,  for  the  defendant  may  reverse  it 
at  the  expense  of  the  other  party  if  he  chooses ;  or  he  may  treat 
it  as  utterly  void  when  an  attempt  is  made  to  enforce  it  against 
him. 

With  all  deference  to  the  learned  court  which  decided  Robinson 
V.  West,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  true  construction  of  the  statute 
is,  that  if  the  justice  issues  any  other  process  than  a  short  sum- 
mons in  such  a  case,  he  will  not  acquire  any  jurisdiction  of  the 
action  by  virtue  of  the  process  which  he  issues.  If  the  defendant 
does  not  appear  to  answer  the  process,  the  judgment  will  be  void. 

If  the  defendant  does  appear,  and  expressly  agrees  to  join 
issue  there  is  no  reason  why  the  action  is  not  one  in  whi^h  issue 
is  joined  by  consent  as  the  law  permits.  The  true  question 
ought  to  be  whether  the  parties  in  such  a  case  voluntarily  joined 
issue.  And  the  court,  in  the  case  cited,  seems  to  entertain  the 
same  view,  for  it  is  said :  "  The  court  below  say  that  the  defend- 
ant, by  pleading  over,  must  have  agreed  to  enter  an  action  in  the 
court  without  process." 

"  This  would  be  to  infer  an  agreement,  contrary  to  all  the  facts  in 
the  case,  brought  home  to  the  knowledge  of  the  court  by  the  record 
before  it.  The  return  shows  that  the  defendant  was  brought 
before  the  court  by  this  illegal  process ;  and  that  it  was  imder 
that  process  that  he  asked  for  an  adjournment  and  obtained  it, 
and  asked  that  he  might  send  for  counsel,  and  got  ten  minutes 
to  do  it  in,  and  under  the  force  of  that  process  he  pleaded,  and 
by  virtue  of  that  process,  and  not  of  any  agreement  to  enter  an 
action  without  process,  the  plaintiff  took  judgment  against  the 
defendant  in  his  absence,  after  waiting  more  than  hour  for  his 
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return.  The  process  is  returned  as  the  foundation  to  the  action, 
and  no  agreement  to  enter  the  action  without  process  is  pre- 
tended in  the  return.  To  infer  such  an  agreement  under  these 
circumstances,  is  to  do  violence  to  one's  common  sense.  The 
suit  being  commenced  by  process,  an  agreement  to  enter  the 
action  without  process,  could  hardly  be  established,  without  an 
express  abandonment  of  the  process,  or  an  express  agreement  to 
enter  or  commence  the  action  anew,  without  i)rocess."  11  Barb., 
311.  The  opinion  of  the  court  has  been  thus  partially  cited  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  court  did  not  think,  in  that  case, 
that  the  defendant  voluntarily  joined  issue.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  case  which  really  militates  against  the  rule  as  stated  in  the 
commencement  of  this  section.  If  the  process  is  made  use  of 
fraudulently  or  oppressively,  as  the  court  evidently  thought  was 
done  in  that  case,  then  the  decision,  on  the  facts  of  that  case, 
was  right. 

But  if  a  defendant  voluntarily  joins  issue,  kijowing  of  the 
defect  at  the  time,  and  making  no  objection  thereto,  he  ought 
then  to  be  regarded  as  voluntarily  joining  issue,  and  as  tacitly 
agreeing  to  waive  all  defects  as  to  the  process.  Good  faith  and 
fair  dealing  require  this ;  for,  in  the  first  place,  the  defendant  was 
under  no  legal  obligation  to  appear  and  answer  the  process,  and 
his  appearance  is,  therefore,  voluntary ;  and,  in  the  second  place, 
a  voluntary  joining  of  issue,  without  any  objection,  is  an  implied 
agreement  to  waive  the  irregularity,  and  no  one  ought  to  be 
allowed  to  retract  a  consent  once  fairly  and  knowinglj^  given. 
It  may  be  said,  that  the  party  may  consent  because  he  is  igno- 
rant of  the  law.  Be  it  so.  The  rule  of  law  is  clear,  that  every 
man  is  presumed  to  know  the  law,  and  is  bound  to  act  accord- 
ingly— a  rule  most  extensively  applied,  and  most  invariably  en- 
forced, both  in  civil  and  criminal  matters. 

The  rule,  that  a  defendant,  by  voluntarily  appearing  and 
joining  issue,  without  objection,  waives  the  objection  so  far  that 
jurisdiQjtiou  is  obtained  over  his  person,  is  sustained  by  a  nu- 
merous, and.nearly  unbroken  series  of  cases  in  this  state.  Bay  v. 
Wilher,  2  Gaines,  134 ;  Malone  v.  Clark,  2  Hill,  658 ;  Onderdonk 
V.  Hanlett,  3  Hill,  323 ;  Bloodgood  v.  Overseers  of  Jamaica,  12 
Johns.,  285 ;  Andreivs  v.  Tliorp,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  615 ;  Monteith  v. 
Cash,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  412 ;  Aldritch  v.  Ketcham,  3  E.  D.  Smith, 
577;  Bray  v.  Andreas,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  388;  Cunningham  v.  Phillips, 
1  E.  D.  Smith,  417 ;  Hogan  v.  Baker,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  22;  Paulding 
V.  Hudson  Manuf.  Co.,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  38 ;  Gossling  v.  Broach,  1 
Hilt.,  49 ;  Mahoney  v.  Penman,  4  Duer,  603;  Bempsey  v.  Paige,  4 
E.  D.  Smith,  218;  EoUnson  v.  West,  1  Sandf.,  19. 

Since  the  foregoing  remarks  were  written,  the  court  of  appeals 
have  finally  settled  the  question.  And  it  is  expressly  held  that, 
if  a  long  summons  is  issued  against  a  non-resident  defendant, 
the  process  is  not  a  nullity  if  the  defendant  voluntarily  appears 
and  joins  issue  without  objection.  Clapp  v.  Graves,  12  E.  P, 
Smith,  418.    Nor  is  the  judgment  even  erroneous  in  such  a  case, 
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and  it  will  not  be  reversed  on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment.  Ih. 
But  it  is  clear  that  a  party  may  appear  and  object  to  tbe  defects 
In  the  process ;  and,  if  his  objections  are  overruled,  he  may  then 
join  issue  on  the  merits  without  waiving  his  previous  objections. 
Wheeler  \.  Laminnan,  14  Johns.,  481;  Shannon  y.  Comstoclc,  21 
Wend.,  457;  Camp  v.  Tihhetts,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  20;  Detvey  v.  Greene, 
4  Denio,  93 ;  Allen  v.  Stone,  9  Barb.,  61 ;  Eessequie  v.  Brmvnson, 
4  Barb.,  541;  Cunningham  v.  Goelet,  4  Denio,  71;  Belden  v.  N.  Y. 
and  Harlem  E.  E.  Co.,  15  How.,  17;  Avery  v.  Slack,  17  Wend., 
85.  In  the  last  case,  the  court  said,  Cowen,  J.:  "  But  it  is  said 
that  the  defendant  waived  the  objection  by  pleading  over.  Not 
so.  He  made  a  specific  objection  in  due  season,  and  that  being- 
overruled,  he  was  compelled  to  plead  or  give  up  all  he  had  to  say 
on  the  merits.  Eesistance,  to  the  extent  of  a  man's  power,  is 
certainly  a  new  kind  of  waiver."  Process  for  the  commencement 
of  an  action  against  a  convict  in  the  state  prison,  may  be  served 
on  him  in  the  prison.  Although  his  right  to  sue  is  suspended,  he 
may  still  be  sued,  and  the  suit  prosecuted  to  judgment.  Davis  v. 
Buffie,  8  Bosw.,  617. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  (3  E.  S.,  90,  §  h  5th  ed.),  for  the 
appointment  of  trustees  of  the  estate  of  an  imprisoned  debtor,  do 
not  in  any  manner  interfere  with  the  right  of  prosecuting  an 
action  if  the  creditor  prefers  that  course.  II). ;  and  see  Harvey  v. 
Jacob,  1  Barn.  &  Aid.,  159. 

There  is  nothing  better  settled  in  the  practice  of  justices'  courts 
and  in  those  of  record,  than  that  which  holds  that  a  party  who  takes 
any  steps  in  a  cause  voluntarily,  and  without  objection,  waives 
all  previous  defects  or  irregularities,  not  merely  in  the  process, 
but  in  all  subsequent  proceedings.  If  a  cause  is  irregularly 
adjourned,  yet  an  appearance  at  the  trial  without  objection, 
waives  the  objection,  and  the  judgment  is  entirely  regular  and 
valid.  Dunham  v.  Heyden,  7  Johns.,  381 ;  WiUougliby  v.  Carleton, 
9  Johns.,  136  ;  Kilmore  v.  Sudam,  7  Johns.,  529  ;  Hill  v.  Downer, 
11  Johns.,  461 ;  Tifft  v.  Culver,  3  Hill,  180 ;  Allen  v.  JEdwards,  3 
Hill,  499 ;  Nellis  v.  McCairn,  35  Barb.,  115  ;  Seymour  v.  Bradfleld, 
Id.,  49.  So  the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  may  be  waived  by  the  acts 
of  a  party.  Id.,  52. 

How  far  it  may  le  lost.']  Upon  this  subject  it  is  merely  necessary 
to  say  that  when  the  justice  has  once  possessed  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  and  over  the  person  of  the  defend- 
ant, no  subsequent  irregularity  will  render  the  judgment  void, 
where  the  question  comes  up  collaterally.  Ante,  16.  And  on  the 
other  hand,  a  justice  may  try  a  cause  so  improperly  as  to  lose 
jurisdiction  in  the  sense  that  the  judgment  is  erroneous,  and 
therefore  reversible  on  appeal.  See  the  cases,  ante,  16. 

Ought  to  appear  on  the  face  affirmatively.']  The  proceedings  of 
every  court  ought  to  shoA?  on  their  face  that  there  was  a  legal 
jurisdiction  to  render  the  judgment. 

In  the  superior  courts  of  record  it  is  not  strictly  necessary  that 
such  facts  should  be  stated  in  the  record,  because  jurisdiction  is 
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presumed  to  exist  ia  such  cases.  But  in  inferior  courts  there  is 
no  such  presumption,  and  their  proceedings  must  all  show  affirm- 
atively that  they  had  jurisdiction,  or  they  will  be  of  no  validity 
whatever,  unless,  in  those  cases  in  which  it  may  be  legally  done, 
it  is  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  there  was,  in  fact,  jurisdic- 
tion. Simons  V.  De  Barre,  8  Abb.,  269  ;  Noyes  v.  Butler,  6  Barb., 
613 ;  Harrington  v.  People,  6  Barb..  607 ;  Hard  v.  Shipnan,  6 
Barb.,  621 ;  Benn  v.  Borst,  5  Wend.,  292. 

There  are  numerous  cases  in  which  it  may  be  shown  that  there 
was  in  fact  jurisdiction,  notwithstanding  the  omission  of  the 
record  to  show  it.  But  it  will  not  be  of  any  avail  to  insert  facts 
in  the  record  which  would,  if  true,  show  jurisdiction ;  because 
the  question  whether  the  justice  originally  acquired  jurisdiction 
is  always  open  for  examination  by  the  defendant.  Ante,  5, 13,  15. 

This  principle  does  not  in  the  least  conflict  with  the  rule  that  a 
judgment  is  conclusive  between  the  parties  and  their  privies ; 
because,  if  the  justice  never  had  jurisdiction  then  it  is  not  a 
judgment  but  a  mere  nullity. 

But  when  jurisdiction  is  shown  to  have  once  existed,  then  the 
judgment  will  be  conclusive;  and  the  judgment  of  a  justice  will 
be  as  conclusive  as  that  of  a  court  of  record.  Wesson  v.  Chamber- 
lain, 3  Oomst.,  331.  And  so,  when  jurisdiction  is  shown,  the 
regularity  of  the  proceedings  of  a  justice  is  presumed  as  much 
as  those  of  a  court  of  record.  Wilson  v.  Fenner,  3  Johns.,  439  ; 
Clements  v.  Benjamin,  12  Johns.,  299  ;  Fuller  v.  Wilcox,  19  VVend., 
351;  Oaldey  sr.  Tan  Home,  21  Wend.,  305;  Baum  v.  Tarjtenny, 
3  Hill,  75  ;  Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  182. 

But  when  an  ai)i)eal  is  taken  from  the  judgment  of  a  justice 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction,  the  return  must  then 
show  affirmatively  that  there  was  originally  jurisdiction  to  render 
a  valid  judgment.  And  if  the  jurisdictional  facts  were  not 
proved  before  the  justice,  it  will  not  be  of  any  avail  that  such 
facts  really  existed. 

If  an  attachment  or  a  warrant  is  issued  without  an  affidavit,  it 
is  of  no  consequence  that  the  defendant  is  a  fraudulent  debtor. 
It  is  only  in  those  cases  in  which  such  facts  are  proved  before  the 
justice,  that  he  is  authorized  to  act,  and  these  facts  must  appear 
in  the  return  or  the  judgment  will  be  reversed. 

Personal  disqualifications.']  The  administration  of  justice  ought 
to  be  impartial.  And  there  ought  not  to  be  the  slightest  cause 
for  questioning  the  purity  of  the  motives  of  the  justice.  The 
confidence  of  the  people  in  any  tribunal  must  be  founded  upon 
the  intelligence  and  the  integrity  which  it  exhibits  in  the  course 
of  its  proceedings.  The  circumstances  which  influence  the  mind 
are  frequently  very  powerful,  even  when  the  person  affected  is 
unconscious  of  it.  A  juror  who  has  heard  the  circumstances  of 
a  case,  and  has  formed  an  opinion,  is  not  permitted  to  sit  as  juror 
at  the  trial. 

And  a  justice  ought  to  be  as  far  above  suspicion  as  a  juror ; 
and,  for  that  reason,  a  justice  ought  never  to  advise  with  either 
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of  the  parties  in  relation  to  the  law  of  the  case  on  the  merits, 
nor  as  to  the  manner  of  ijrosecuting  the  cause.  It  is  impossible 
for  a  justice  to  counsel  either  party  in  relation  to  the  cause,  and 
then  to  feel  entirely  indiiierent  whether  the  advice  given,  or  the 
opinion  expressed,  shall  prove  correct.  And  this  is  of  the  highest 
importance,  since  the  justice  must  sit  in  judgment  upon  that 
opinion ;  for  it  would  be  most  strange,  indeed,  if  the  opinion 
expressed  did  not  produce  any  influence  upon  either  the  judg- 
ment or  the  feelings  of  the  justice.  But,  however  that  may  be  ; 
and  however  just  the  action  of  the  justice  might  be  under  such 
circumstances,  j'et  the  opposite  party  could  not  fail  to  feel  that 
there  were  just  and  reasonable  grounds  to  question  his  impar- 
tiahty.  And,  therefore,  no  justice  ought  to  place  himself  in  a 
position  so  questionable.  Every  one  who  has  observed  the 
action  of  the  human  mind,  must  have  seen  how  naturally  it  sides 
•with  one  party  or  the  other,  even  when  no  part  is  taken  in  the 
controversy ;  and  for  that  reason  the  justice  should  make  impar- 
tiality his  constant  study  in  all  his  official  acts.  A  justice  can- 
not, like  a  juror,  be  challenged  because  he  has  expressed  an 
opinion  in  tlie  cause.  McDowell  v.  Tan  Deusen,  12  Johns.,  356. 
The  only  remedy  of  a  party  in  such  a  case  is  to  call  for  a  jurj-, 
which  is  liable  to  challenges  until  an  impartial  one  is  obtained. 

In  one  case  in  the  Delaware  county  court,  it  was  held  by 
Gleason,  county  judge,  that  judgment  must  be  reversed  where 
it  appeared  that  the  justice  who  rendered  it  had  himself  acted  as 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  before  an  other  justice  for  the  same  claim  ; 
and  that  he  refused  to  dismiss  the  action  when  pending  before 
him,  although  the  defendant  aj^plied  to  him  to  do  so.  Carrington 
v.  Andreivs,  12  Abb.,  348  ;  see  also  People  v.  Olarlc,  21  Barb.,  214. 

Interest  of  the  justice,  or  a  party  to  the  record.^  There  are  cases, 
however,  in  which  a  justice  on  ■  account  of  reasons  personal  to 
himself,  cannot  sit  as  a  judge  or  a  justice  in  the  cause,  even  if  he 
would.  The  statute  declares :  "ISTo  judge  of  any  court  can  sit,  as 
such,  in  any  cause  to  which  he  is  a  party,  or  in  which  he  is 
interested,  or  in  which  he  would  be  excluded  from  being  a  juror 
by  reason  of  consanguinity  or  affinity  to  either  of  the  parties." 
Vol.  I,  78,  §  2.  This  statute  applies  to  justices  of  the  peace  as 
much  as  to  judges  of  courts  of  record.  Every  judgment  which  is 
rendered  in  violation  of  it  will  be  utterly  void.  It  is  scarcely 
possible  to  conceive  a  case  in  which  the  justice  would  be  named 
as  a  party  to  the  record  in  an  action  brought  before  himself  But 
the  statute  applies  to  a  case  in  which  the  justice  is  beneficially 
interested  in  the  judgment,  although  the  action  may  be  nominally 
in  the  name  of  other  parties.  Foot  v.  Morgan,  1  Hill,  654.  And 
where  several  persons  are  necessary  to  form  a  court,  or  t-o  consti- 
tute a  quorum  of  it,  for  the  transaction  of  business,  if  any  one 
of  those  members  necessary  to  form  a  coiut,  or  a  quorum  thereof, 
are  parties  to  the  action,  the  judgment  will  be  void.  Converse  v. 
McArihur,  17  Barb.,  410 ;  Baldwin  v.  MeArthur,  17  Barb.,  414. 

In  these  cases  it  is  not  important  that  the  justice  is  not  the  only 
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one  interested ;  that  his  interest  is  remote  and  trifling ;  or,  that 
it  is  in  common  with  many  others ;  for,  when  he  is  a  i)arty  to  the 
record,  the  statute  declares  that  he  cannot  sit  as  a  judge.  And, 
where  one  of  the  justices  who  sat  as  a  member  of  a  court  of  ses- 
sions, was  also,  at  the  same  time,  a  superintendent  of  the  pobr  of 
the  county  who  applied  for  and  obtained  an  order  for  the  main- 
tenance of  a  poor  person,  it  was  held  that  the  order  was  void. 
Last  two  cases  cited.  lu  these  cases,  the  county  judge  and  the 
other  justice  of  sessions,  were  as  much  interested  in  the  event  of 
the  action  of  the  court  as  the  one  who  was  named  as  a  party  to 
the  proceeding ;  but  the  causes  were  not  decided  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  interest,  for  the  reason  that  the  members  of  the  court  were 
remotely  interested  as  tax  payers ;  but  upon  the  express  ground 
that  one  of  the  members  of  the  court  was  named  as  a  jjarty  to 
the  record. 

An  interest  in  the  event  of  the  action  is  equally  a  disqualification 
of  a  judge  or  a  justice.  But  it  must  be  an  interest  in  the  event 
of  the  action,  in  which  he  sits  as  judge  or  justice,  or  he  will  not 
be  disqualified.  That  he  is  interested  in  similar  causes,  is  of  no 
consequence,  so  long  as  he  has  no  interest  in  the  cause  which  he 
tries  as  a  justice.  It  does  not  matter  in  what  manner  he  may 
hold  his  interest ;  whether  as  a  single  individual,  or  as  a  mem- 
ber of  a  corporation;  for,  when  a  corporation  is  a  party,  either 
as  a  defendant  or  as  a  plaintiff,  if  the  justice  is  a  member  of  the 
corporation,  he  cannot  sit  as  justice.  The  statute  is  to  be  so  con- 
strued as  to  disqualify  the  justice  in  every  case  in  which  he  has  a 
pecuniary  interest,  which  is  directly  involved  iu  the  determina- 
tion of  the  action  which  is  tried  before  him.  Washington  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Price,  1  Hopkins,  1 ;  Vol.  I,  78,  §§  2,  8.  The  test  is, 
to  determine  whether  he  has  a  direct  x>ersoual  pecuniary  interest 
in  the  event  of  the  particular  action,  and  whether  the  judgment 
directly  affects  that  interest ;  if  it  does  he  cannot  sit  as  a  j  ustice 
in  the  cause. 

There  is  a  partial  qualification  of  the  statute  when  a  town  is  a 
party  to  the  action.  The  statute  provides:  "Any  action  in  favor 
of  a  town,  which,  if  brought  by  an  individual,  could  be  prose- 
cuted before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  may  be  prosecuted  by  such 
town,  iu  like  manner,  before  any  such  justice;  but  no  action 
to  recover  a  penalty  given  to  a  town,  shall  be  brought  before 
any  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  residing  in  the  town  for  the 
benefit  of  which  the  same  is  prosecuted;  but  all  such  actions 
may  be  brought  before  any  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace 
residing  in  any  other  town  in  the  same  county."  1  E.  S.,  837,  §  5, 
5th  ed.  This  section  applies  to  those  cases  only  in  which  the 
town  sues  in  its  corporate  capacity  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty. 
And,  therefore,  where  an  action  was  brought  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  in  the  names  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  to  recover 
a  penalty  for  a  violation  of  the  excise  law,  in  selling  spirituous 
liquors  without  a  license,  it  was  held,  that,  although  the  penalty, 
when  recovered,  was  to  be  applied  to  the  use  of  the  poor  of  the 
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town  in  which  the  justice  resided,  he  nevertheless  had  jurisdic- 
tion. Wood  V.  Bice,  6  Hill,  68;  Corwein  v.  Haynes,  11  Johns.,  76. 
Therefore,  in  all  actions  brought  by  town  ofHcers,  as  such,  in 
their  own  names,  for  the  recovery  of  penalties,  the  justices  of 
the  same  town  will  have  jurisdiction,  notwithstanding  the  penal- 
ties, when  collected,  are  directed  by  statute  to  be  applied  to  the 
use  of  the  poor  of  the  same  town. 

Melationship  to  ])arties.']  But  there  are  other  personal  disqualifi- 
cations than  those  of  being  pecuniarily  interested  in  the  action, 
or  of  being  a  party  to  it. 

Eelationship,  either  by  consanguinity  or  by  affinity,  to  either 
of  the  i)arties  to  the  action,  is  a  disqualification  of  the  justice. 

Impartiality  in  the  administration  of  justice  is  one  of  its  essen- 
tial elements;  and,  where  there  is  partiality  in  that  administration, 
there  is  also  certain  injustice  to  one  of  the  parties. 

Nothing  is  more  likely  to  bias  the  judgment  and  the  feelings 
of  a  justice  than  his  relationship  to  one  of  the  parties;  for  that 
attachment  which  exists  for  relatives  is  founded  in  the  best  feel- 
ings and  principles  of  our  nature.  And  it  is  s,  wise  provision  of 
the  law  which  forbids  a  justice  from  sitting  in  such  a  case,  since 
it  is  important  to  the  public  interests  that  there  should  be  implicit 
confidence  in  all  courts,  and  in  the  belief  that  they  will  adminis- 
ter impartial  justice  alike  to  all,  in  whatever  circumstances  or 
condition.  The  first  question  is,  what  is  such  a  relationship  by 
consanguinity  or  affinity  as  will  disqualify  a  justice  ?  Affinity 
properly  means  the  tie  which  arises  between  the  husband  and  the 
blood  relatives  of  the  wife,  and  between  the  wife  and  the  blood 
relatives  of  the  husband,  in  consequence  of  the  marriage;  and, 
therefore,  while  the  marriage  tie  remains  unbroken,  the  blood 
relatives  of  the  wife  stand  in  the  same  degree  of  affinity  to  the 
husband  that  they  do  in  consanguinity  to  her.  But  there  is  no 
affinity  between  the  blood  relatives  of  the  husband  aud  the  blood 
relatives  of  the  wife.  Paddock  v.  Wells,  2  Barb.  Oh.,  331 ;  Higle 
V.  Leonard,  1  Denio,  186. 

Consanguinity  is  that  relation  which  subsists  among  all  the  dif- 
ferent persons  who  descended  from  the  same  stock  or  common 
ancestor.  Some  portion  of  the  blood  of  the  common  ancestor 
flows  through  the  veins  of  all  his  descendants,  and  though  mixed 
with  the  blood  fiowiug  from  many  other  families,  yet  it  consti- 
tutes the  kindred  or  alliance  by  blood  between  any  two  of  the 
individuals. 

This  relation  by  blood  is  of  two  kinds,  lineal  and  collateral. 
Lineal  consanguinity  is  that  relation  which  exists  among  persons 
where  one  is  descended  from  the  other,  as  between  the  son  and 
the  father,  or  the  grandfather,  aud  so  upwards  in  a  direct  ascend- 
ing line ;  or  the  grandson,  and  so  downwards  in  a  direct  descending 
line. 

Collateral  consanguinity  is  the  relation  subsisting  among  per- 
sons who  descend  from  the  same  common  ancestor,  but  not  from 
each  other.     It  is  essential,  to  constitute  this  relation,  that  they 
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spring  from  the  same  common  root  or  stock,  but  in  different 
branches.  The  mode  of  computing  the  degrees  is  to  discover  the 
common  ancestor,  to  begin  with  him,  to  reclion  downwards,  and  the 
degree  of  the  two  persons,  or  the  more  remote  of  them,  is  distant 
from  the  ancestor,  is  the  degree  of  kindred  subsisting  between 
them.  For  instance,  two  brothers  are  related  to  eacli  other  in  the 
first  degree,  because  from  the  father  to  each  of  them  is  one  degree. 
An  uncle  and  a  nephew  are  related  to  each  other  iu  the  second 
degree,  because  the  nephew  is  two  degrees  distant  from  the  com- 
mon ancestor ;  and  this  rule  of  computation  is  extended  to  tbe 
remotest  degrees  of  collateral  relationship.  This  is  the  mode  of 
computation  by  the  common  and  the  canon  law.  Bouv.  Law 
Diet.,  title,  Oonsanguinity.  Chancellor  Kent  says,  4  Com.,  412, 
original  paging :  "In  the  mode  of  computing  the  degrees  of  con- 
sanguinity, the  civil  law,  which  is  generally  followed  upon  that 
point,  begins  with  the  intestate,  and  ascends  from  him  to  a  com- 
mon ancestor,  and  descends  from  that  common  ancestor  to  the  next 
heir,  reckoning  a  degree  for  each  person,  as  well  iu  the  ascending 
as  descending  lines.  According  to  this  rule  of  computation,  the 
father  of  the  intestate  stands  in  the  first  degree,  his  brother  in 
the  second,  and  his  brother's  children  in  the  third  ;  or,  the  grand- 
father stands  in  the  second  degree,  the  uncle  in  the  third,  'the 
.cousins  iu  the  fourth,  and  so  on  in  a  series  in  genealogical  order." 
See  also  Dayton's  Surrogate,  212,  &c.,  2d  ed. ;  Siveesejj  v.  Willis, 
1  Bradf.,  495 ;  Bogert  v.  Furman,  10  Paige,  496  ;  Willard  on  Exe- 
cutors, 195,  196. 

There  are  several  cases  which  show  what  persons  are  so  related 
to  the  justice  as  to  disqualify  him  from  acting.  In  Edivards  v. 
Russell,  21  Wend.,  63,  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff  were  cousins, 
and  the  justice  dismissed  the  action  on  account  of  relationship, 
but  rendered  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs.  It  was 
held  that  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  because  the  justice  had 
no  authority  to  render  any  judgment  whatever.  In  Randall  y. 
Hall,  Lalor's  Sup.  to  Hill  &  Denio,  239,  the  justice  and  the 
defendant  were  second  cousins.  The  justice  dismissed  the  action, 
and  rendered  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  costs  of  the 
justice  and  those  of  the  constable,  and  nothing  more.  This  judg- 
ment was  reversed.  In  Post  v.  Black,  5  Denio,  66,  the  justice 
and  the  plaintiff  were  second  cousins,  and  the  judgment  rendered 
was  reversed.  In  Foot  v.  Morgan,  1  Hill,  654,  it  was  held  that  a 
judgment  was  void  where  the  plaintiff  was  a  nominal  party,  and 
the  real  party  in  interest  was. a  person  who  had  married  a  sister 
of  the  justice's  wife,  and  both  wives  were  living  at  the  time  the 
judgment  was  rendered.  And  see  Cain  v.  Ingham,  7  Oow.  478, 
and  note  a.  In  Place  v.  Butternuts  Woolen  Co.,  28  Barb.,  503, 
the  justice  was  a  brother  to  one  of  the  stockholders  iu  the  defend- 
ant corporation.  The  corporation  asked  to  have  the  action  dis- 
missed for  that  reason.  The  justice  refused,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
judgment.     This  was  reversed  by  the  supreme  court,  on  the 

"Wait  11—4 


26  JURISDICTION  IN  CIVIL  ACTIONS. 

ground  of  the  relationship  which  existed  between  the  justice  and 
the  brother  who  was  such  stockholder. 

There  are  also  some  cases  in  which  the  justice  was  held  not  to 
be  disqualified.  In  Carman  v.  Newell,  1  Denio,  25,  it  was  objected 
that  the  justice  could  not  sit,  and  it  was  proved  that  John  Oar- 
man,  a  brother  of  the  plaintiff,  had  married  the  widow  of  a 
deceased  brother  of  the  justice,  and  that  the  widow  was  then 
dead.  It  did  not  appear  that  there  were  any  children  of  the 
widow  living.  It  was  held  that  the  justice  was  not  disqualified 
from  acting  by  reason  of  affinity. 

In.  Rigle  v.  Leonard,  1  Denio,  186,  a  brother  of  the  justice  had 
intermarried  with  a  sister  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  parties  were 
married  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  trial  and  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  were  still  living. 
It  was  held  that  the  justice  was  not  disqualified.  See  the  terms 
Affinity,  &c.,  ante,  24. 

The  foregoing  cases  were  all  decided  since  the  enactment  of 
the  statute  which  forbids  a  judge  from  sitting  if  related  to  either 
party.  And  the  same  cases  hold  that  the  statute  applies  to 
justices  of  the  peace  as  well  as  to  courts  of  record.  The  statute 
is  as  follows:  "No  judge  of  any  court  can  sit,  as  such,  in  any 
cause  to  which^he  is  a  party,  or  in  which  he  would  be  excluded 
from  being  a  juror  by  reason  of  consanguinity  or  affinity  to  either 
of  the  parties."  Vol.  I,  78,  §  2. 

This  statute  is  imperative;  and  it  renders  the  decisions  which 
were  made  before  the  enactment  of  the  statute  entirely  useless 
upon  this  question ;  and,  so  far  as  they  may  lay  down  a  different 
rule  from  that  declared  Iby  the  statute,  they  are  void.  See  JEggle- 
ston  V.  Smiley,  17  Johns.,  133,  which  is  not  law  since  the  statute; 
see  also  Piei-ce  v.  Sheldon,  13  Johns.,  191,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
was  a  son-in-law  of  .the  justice,  the  judgment  was  reversed,  but 
it  was  not  then  settled  that  the  justice  was  disqualified  as  the 
statute  now  does.  In  Bellows  v.  Pearson,  19  Johns.,  172,  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  son-in-law  of  the  justice,  the  judgment  was  also 
reversed.  The  last  two  decisions  were  both  right;  but  neither 
of  them  was  founded  on  the  disqualification  of  the  justice,  in  the 
sense  that  the  statute  now  disqualifies  them. 

The  death  of  the  husband,  without  issue,  will  sever  the  tie  of 
affinity  between  the  wife  and  a  third  person  to  whom  she  was 
related,  in  consequence  of  the  husband's  relationship  to  him  by 
consanguinity  only. 

But  if  there  be  living  issue  of  .the  marriage,  who  survive  the 
husband,  such  issue  will  continue  the  relationship  by  affinity 
between  the  wife  and  the  blood  relatives  of  her  deceased  husband. 
Paddock  v.  Wells,  2  Barb.  Oh.,  331;  Cain  v.  Inglmm,  7  Oow.,  478, 
and  note  a.  And,  of  course,  the  death  of  the  wife,  without  issue, 
will  sever  the  tie  of  affinity  between  the  husband  and  the  blood 
relatives  of  the  wife ;  though  if  there  be  issue  of  the  marriage 
living,  the  relationship  will  be  continued.  Ih. 

It  has  been  made  a  question  whether  this  statutory  disqualifi- 
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cation  may  not  be  waived  by  the  consent  of  the  parties.  And 
in  Oaldeij  v.  Aspimvall,  3  Oomst.,  547,  the  court  of  appeals  held 
that,  where  a  judge  is  disqualified  to  sit  in  a  cause  by  reason  of 
consanguinity  to  one  of  the  parties,  he  cannot  sit  even  by  the 
consent  of  both  the  parties.  And,  in  this  case,  the  judge  parti- 
cipated in  the  decision  at  the  request  of  the  party  who  subse- 
quently moved  to  have  the  judgment  vacated,  which  motion 
was  granted. 

It  is  a  matter  of  some  importance  to  determine  the  character 
of  the  judgment,  if  such  a  one  is  rendered.  In  Foot  v.  Morgan, 
1  Hill,  654,  it  was  held  that  such  a  judgment  was  absolutely 
void,  and  that  it  could  not  be  set  off  against  an  other  judgment. 
In  other  cases,  where  the  question  arose  on  appeal,  the  judg- 
ments were  reversed  because  they  were  erroneous.  JEdtoards  v. 
Russell,  21  Wend.,  63;  Randall  v.  Hall,  Hill  &  Denio,  Sup.,  239; 
Post  V.  Black,  5  Denio,  66;  Place  v.  Butternuts  Woolen  Co.,  28 
Barb.,  503.  In  the  cases  just  cited,  the  question  whether  the 
judgments  were  absolutely  void  did  not  arise,  although  the  judges 
said  in  some  of  these  cases  that  the  judgments  were  void.  And, 
in  view  of  the  plain  declaration  of  the  statute  that  in  such  cases 
the  judge  shall  not  sit  as  such,  it  seems  too  plain  for  argument 
that  the  judgment  is  absolutely  void;  for  it  is  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  that  he  "has  jurisdiction,  and  when  he  is  prohibited  by 
statute  from  acting  in  a  given  case,  he  has  no  more  authority  to 
act  in  that  case  than  a  private  citizen  would  have.  It  therefore 
follows,  that  such  a  judgment  may  be  treated  as  a  nullity  in  all 
,  places  and  for  all  purposes,  either  collaterally  or  on  apjjeal. 
And  it  is  now  settled  by  authority,  that  a  jiadgment  which  is 
rendered  by  a  justice  who  is  related  to  one  of  the  parties,  is 
absolutely  void,  whether  the  question  arises  directly  or  col- 
laterally. Sclioonmalier  v.  Clearwater,  41  Barb.,  200. 

The  fact  of  the  relationship  of  the  justice  to  the  party,  may  be 
shown  by  the  return  of  the  justice  on  an  appeal ;  and  if  it 
appears  in  the  return,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.  Edumrds  v. 
Russell,  21  Wend.,  63;  Post  v.  Blach,  5  Denio,  66;  Randall  y. 
Hall,  Hill  &  Denio,  Sup.,  239;  Place  y.  Butternuts  Woollen  Co., 
28  Barb.,  503. 

The  question  may  also  be  raised  by  assigning  the  relationship 
as  error  in  fact,  on  an  appeal.  And  the  truth  of  the  allegations 
may  be  determined  in  the  county  court  on  affidavits,  or  by  the 
oral  evidence  of  witnesses  sworn  by  the  court.  Code,  §  366.  This 
section  of  the  Code  is  intended  to  permit  the  parties  to  determine 
every  thing  assigned  as  error  in  fact,  upon  affidavits,  or  upon  oral 
evidence,  if  the  facts  are  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  justice; 
or,  if  they  cannot  be  properly  made  to  appear  in  the  retiun. 
Coolc  V.  Swift,  18  How.,  454;  S.  C,  10,  Abb.,  218;  Surd  v.  Bee- 
man,  8  How.,  254;  Adsit  v.  Wilson,  7  How.,  64;  Harvey  v.  Riclo- 
ett,  15  Johns.,  87;  Roberts  v.  Failis,  1  Cow.,  238;  Rose  v.  Smith, 
4  Cow.,  17 ;  Tiffany  v.  Cfilbert,  4  Barb.,  320. 

It  is  evident,  from  the  cases  cited,  that  no  objection  need  be 
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made  Ijefore  the  justice,  and  that  an  appearance  is  not  a  waiver 
ofHt,.  s^nce  express  consent  cannot  confer  jurisdiction.  And  if 
any  such  judgment  should  be  enforced  by  an  execution,  the 
justice!  and  the  plaintiff  would  both  be  trespassers.  The  proper 
course  for  the  justice,  when  the  question  arises,  is  to  dismiss  the 
Qjction  and  not  to  render  any  judgment  whatever. 

Innkeeper,  &c.]  The  statute  disqualifies  innkeepers  from  acting 
as  a  court  in  certain  cases.  Vol.  I,  37,  §§  3,  4.  Under  these 
sections  it  has  been  held  that  a  tavern  keeper  might  be  elected 
justice,  provided  he  was  such  at  the  time  of  his  election.  Parmelee 
v.  Thompson,  7  Hill,  77. 

It  has  been  held,  under  this  amended  section  (4),  that  the  only 
effect  of  the  statute  was  to  deprive  the  justice  of  his  jurisdiction 
in  the  civil  actions,  which  are  provided  for  in  the  sections 
mentioned.  And  it  was  held,  that  the  justice,  although  a  tavern 
keeper  in  fact,  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  complaints  for  neglecting 
to  work  on  highways  as  is  required  by  the  statute,  and  on  proper 
evidence,  to  impose  and  collect  fines.  JS,ice  v.  Milks,  7  Barb.,  337. 

If  a  justice  should  keep  a  tavern  in  fact,  by  keeping  up  a  sign, 
receiving  travelers  and  selling  liquor,  though  he  has  no  license, 
that  is  keeping  taveru  in  fact  withiu  the  statute.  Clayton  v.  Per 
Dun,  13  Johns.,  218;  Schermerhorn  v.  Tripp,  2  Oaines,  108. 

Actions  expressly  excepted.]  The  language  of  the  statute'  which 
confers  jurisdiction  on  justices,  is  necessarily  general  in  its 
character,  and  it  relates  to  classes  of  actions,  rather  than  to 
particular  cases.  Code,  §  53,  Vol.  I,  5.  There  are  many  actions 
which  would  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice,  under  the 
general  language  mentioned,  were  it  not  that  the  statute  has 
expressly  excepted  certain  classes  of  actions  from  stich  jurisdiction. 
The  statute  declares.  Code,  *§>  54:  "But  no  justice  of  the  i)eace 
shall  have  cognizance  of  a  civil  action: 

"  1.  In  which  the  people  of  this  state  are  a  party,  excepting  for 
penalties  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  ; 

"2.  Kov  where  the  title  to  real  property  shall  come  in  question, 
as  provided  by  sections  55  to  62  iuclnsive; 

"3.  ]S"or  of  a  civil  action  for  an  assault,  battery,  false  imprison- 
ment, libel,  slander,  malicious  prosecution,  criminal  conversation 
or  seduction ; 

"4.  ISTor  of  a  matter  of  accoimt,  where  the  sum  total  of  the 
accounts  of  both  parties,  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice, 
shall  exceed  four  hundred  dollars; 

"  5.  ISTor  of  an  action  against  an  executor  or  administrator  as 
such." 

This  section  of  the  Code  is  substantially  a  re-enactment  of  a 
section  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  in  relation  to  justices'  courts, 
although  it  excepts  some  cases  not  excepted  by  those  statutes. 

There  have  been  many  cases  decided  which  have  settled  what 
construction  the  statute  is  to  receive.  And  the  cases  decided 
under  the  Eevised  Statutes  are  entirely  applicable  to  cases  aris- 
ing under  the  Code,  unless  where,  in  some  particular  instance, 
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tlie  Code  has  expressly  changed  the  former  rule.     And  these 
changes  will  be  hereafter  pointed  out  in  an  appropriate  jjlace. 

People  a  party.']  The  first  subdivision  of  '^  54,  prohibits  a  justice 
from  trying  any  civil  action  in  which  the  people  of  this  state  are 
a  party,  except  in  actions  for  penalties  not  exceeding  one  hun- 
dred dollars.  This,  by  implication,  permits  an  action  for  such 
penalties  when  the  amount  does  not  exceed  that  sum.  But  sub- 
division 3  of  "^  53  of  the  Code,  expressly  gives  jurisdiction  to 
the  extent  of  two  hundred  dollars  in  ordinary  cases. 

Title  to  lands  in  question.']  The  most  intricate,  the  most  frequent 
and  the  most  important  cases  have  arisen  under  the  second 
subdivision. 

The  prominent  object  of  the  statute,  is  to  prevent  an  inferior 
court  like  that  held  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  from  determining 
in  any  manner  the  rights  of  parties  in  relation  to  the  title  to  real 
estate.  While,  on  the  other  hand,  such  courts  are  permitted  to 
hear  and  determine  questions  in  relation  to  the  possession  of 
lands. 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  to  be  carefully  noticed.  It  does 
not  deprive  a  justice  of  jurisdiction  absolutely,  in  all  cases  in 
which  the  title  to  lands  may  come  in  question.  Code,  §  54,  sub. 
2.  But  it  is  in  those  cases  in  which  the  title  to  real  property 
shall  come  in  question,  as  provided  by  §§  55  to  62  of  the  Code, 
both  inclusive. 

It  is  important,  therefore,  to  determine  what  is  prescribed  by 
those  sections  relative  to  the  title  of  real  property. 

The  55th  section  of  the  Code  reads  as  follows :  "  In  every 
action  brought  in  a  court  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  where  the  title 
to  real  property  shall  come  in  question,  the  defendant  may, 
either  with  or  without  other  matter  of  defense,  set  forth  in  his 
answer  any  matter  showing  that  such  title  will  come  in  question. 
Such  answer  shall  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  defendant  or  his 
attorney,  and  delivered  to  the  justice.  The  justice  shall  thereupon 
countersign  the  same  and  deliver  it  to  the  plaintiff." 

But  a  mere  answer  of  title  in  the  defendant  is  not  alone  suffi- 
cient. And  the  56th  section  of  the  Code  provides  that  an  under- 
taking shall  also  be  given.  The  conditions  of  the  undertaking 
are  specified  in  this  section.  The  57th  section  provides  for  a , 
discontinuance  of  the  action  when  the  defendant  has  complied 
with  sections  55  and  56. 

Section  58  reads  as  follows:  "If  the  undertaking  be  not  de- 
livered to  the  justice,  he  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  and 
shall  proceed  therein;  and  the  defendant  shall  be  precluded,  in  his 
defense,  from  drawing  the  title  in  question." 

By  section  59,  it  is  further  provided:  "K,  however,  it  appear 
on  the  trial,  from  the  plaintiff's  mvn  showing,  that  the  title  to  real 
property  is  in  question,  and  such  title  shall  'be  disputed  hy  the 
defendant,  the  justice  shall  dismiss  the  action,  and  render  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff  for  the  costs." 

It  is  evident  from  the  reading  of  these  sections,  that  the  inten- 
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tion  of  the  law  is,  that  the  defendant  shall  always  set  up  title  in 
his  answer  if  he  relies  upon  that,  or  if  he  desires  to  avail  himself 
of  that  defense.  If  he  neglects  to  set  up  such  defense,  the  statute 
declares  that  he  shall  be  precluded  from  drawing  title  in  question 
by  way  of  defense. 

And  in  such  oases,  however  valid  his  title  luay  be,  it  will  be  of 
no  avail  to  him  because  of  his  omission  to  set  it  up  in  his  defense. 
It  has  been  already  seen  that  an  undertaking  is  also  necessary  in 
order  to  deprive  the  justice  of  jurisdiction.  But  there  are  also 
many  cases  in  which  the  title  to  real  estate  may  come  in  ques- 
tion, in  other  ways  than  on  the  shoAviug  of  the  defendant. 

If  the  plaintiff  cannot  make  out  his  case  without  showing  title, 
the  defendant  may  dispute  that  title  and  the  justice  is  bound  to 
dismiss  the  action.  Eor  although  the  defendant  is  not  permitted 
to  show  title  on  his  part,  the  statute  declares  that  he  may  dispute 
the  title  of  the  plaintiif  if  he  proves  any  on  the  trial,  and  if  the 
defendant  does  dispute  that  title,  it  is  fatal  to  the  plaintiff's  action. 
The  only  effect,  therefore,  which  is  produced  by  an  omission  of 
the  defendant  to  set  up  title,  is  to  deprive  him  of  the  right  to 
show  liis  title  in  his  defense,  for  it  does  not  in  any  manner  deprive 
him  of  the  right  of  disputing  any  title  which  the  plaintiff  may 
show  on  the  trial,  in  order  to  make  out  his  case.  And  it  is  of  the 
highest  importance,  therefore,  to  determine  correctly  whether 
the  title  to  lands  is  really  in  question  in  a  given  case. 

And,  in  the  first  place,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  title  to  lands  is 
not  in  question  where  the  sole  point  to  be  determined  is  as  to 
■who  is  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  land.  Fredonia,  &c-,  Planlc 
Road  Co.  V.  Wait,  '2,1  Barb.,  214  ;  Elile  v.  Quaclcenhoss,  6  Hill,  537. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
right  to  the  possession  of  land,  because  it  is  assumed  that  the 
right  to  the  possession  is  of  itself  a  question  of  title.  That 
statement  is  not  accurate,  if  it  is  to  be  taken  as  broadly  as  it 
is  stated. 

If  the  plaintiff,  or  the  defendant,  claims  a  right  to  the  possession 
of  the  land,  solely  because  he  is  the  legal  owner  of  it  in  fee,  which 
carries  with  it  the  right  to  the  possession,  then  the  title  to  land 
undoubtedly  comes  in  question.  But  there  may  be  a  right  to  the 
possession  of  land  independently  of  a  claim  of  title  to  it.  And  a 
litigation  of  the  right  of  possession  would  not,  in  such  a  case,  be 
in  any  sense  a  trying  of  the  title  to  lands. 

Take  the  case  of  a  landlord  and  tenant,  where  a  farm  is  leased  to 
the  tenant  for  the  term  of  one  year.  If  the  landlord  is  guilty  of 
a  trespass  during  that  year  the  tenant  may  maintain  an  action 
against  him  as  well  as  against  a  stranger.  And  a  litigation  of 
the  right  to  the  possession  would  not  be  a  question  of  title. 

If  the  tenant  proved  his  right  to  the  possession  of  the  land  by 
producing  the  lease,  that  lease  of  itself  would  be  conclusive  evi- 
dence that  the  title  was  in  the  landlord.  So  that,  so  far  from 
being  a  question  of  title,  the  lease  would  be  an  express  admission 
that  the  title  was  in  the  landlord.    Where  a  party  claims  posses- 
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sion  of  lauds  by  virtue  of  a  contract,  which  gives  him  a  right  to 
the  possession,  and  no  claim  is  made  to  the  ownership,  then  the 
question  may  be  tried  by  a  justice. 

But  wher^the  right  to  the  possession  is  founded  solely  on  the 
ownership  of  the  lands,  then  the  justice  cannot  try  the  right  to 
possession  under  such  a  claim.  There  are  several  cases  which 
will  illustrate  these  principles.  Where  the  defense  interposed  is 
that  the  plaintiff  gave  a  license  to  the  defendant  to  do  the  acts 
complained  of,  the  title  does  not  come  in  question.  Eatlibone  v. 
McConnell,  7  E.  P.  Smith,  466 ;  People  v.  N.  Y.  Com.  Pleas,  18 
Wend.,  579  ;  Wicliliam  v.  Seely,  18  Wend.,  649  ;  Launits  v.  JSar- 
nu m,  4  Sandf.,  637.  And  a  mere  license  is  not  an  interest  in  lands, 
so  as  to  draw  the  title  in  question.  Bolittle  v.  Eddy,  7  Barb.,  75  ; 
3  Kent's  Com.,  452,  453,  orig.  pag. ;  and  see  the  note  to  Prince 
V.  Case,  and  Berick  v.  Kern,  2  Am.  Lead.  Oases,  728  to  777  ;  Vol. 
I,  772,  &c. 

Where  the  defendant  cut  down  growing  trees,  under  a  parol 
license  and  before  its  revocation,  it  was  held  that,  though  grow- 
ing trees  constitute  an  interest  in  land,  yet  a  parol  license  was  a 
good  defense  for  acts  done  before  its  revocation.  Pierrepont  v. 
Barnard,  2  Seld.,  279.  So,  where  the  defendant,  by  a  parol 
license  of  the  plaintiff,  took  gravel  from  the  plaintiff's  land  to 
repair  highways,  before  a  revocation  of  the  permission,  it  was 
held  that  the  license  was  a  good  defense.  Syron  v.  BlaTceman,  22 
Barb.,  336.  Title  is  not  in  question  in  such  cases,  for  the  license 
admits  the  title  to  be  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  action  would 
Lie  were  there  no  license. 

O'Beilly  v.  Davies,  4  Sandf.,  722,  is  an  instructive  case  on  this 
branch  of  the  law.  The  complaint  was  in  trespass  for  entering 
on  the  plaintiff's  lot  and  blasting  and  carrying  away  rock  and 
stone  therefrom. 

The  answer  stated  that  plaintiff  contracted  with  defendant  to 
blast  off  the  rock  and  stone,  to  enable  cellars  to  be  made  and 
buildings  erected  on  the  premises,  and,  among  other  things,  de- 
fendant was  to  have  the  rock  obtained  in  blasting.  The  court, 
by  Sandford,  J.,  said:  "We  think,  on  consideration,  that  there 
was  no  'claim  of  title  to  real  property'  made  by  the  pleadings  in 
this  case.  The  answer  admits  the  plaintiff's  title  unequivocally. 
It  attempts  to  justify  what  has  been  done,  by  a  contract  made 
with  the  plaintiff  to  blast  the  rock  on  his  land,  and  remove  it  out 
of  his  way,  so  that  he  might  build  houses  there,  and,  as  a  part  of 
his  reward  for  his  labor,  the  rock  removed  was  to  be  the  defend- 
ant's. This  sets  up  no  title  to  the  rock  in  the  land,  nor  to  any 
part  of  the  freehold.  It  is  a  contract  to  do  certain  acts  on  the 
plaintiff's  land,  as  his  laborer  or  servant,  and  for  his  benefit.  If 
there  were  such  a  contract  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  enter  on 
the  land  to  do  the  work.  If  there  were  none,  his  entry  was  a 
trespass.  His  claim  is  no  more  than  a  license.  It  does  not  savor 
of  title.  His  claim  to  the  stone  is  not  that  he  had  right  or  title  to 
them  as  stone  or  rock  in  the  plaintiff's  soil,  or  as  being  a  part  of 
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the  soil.  Before  they  were  blasted  out,  he  could  not  mark  out  or 
desiwuate  any  portion  of  the  rock  or  stone  which  was  his,  or  ever 
wouTd  become  his  under  the  contract.  His  claim  of  right  to 
them  was  a  mere  corollary  to  the  execution  of  his  contract  to  do 
labor  for  the  plaintiff,  and  arose  from  its  execution.  It  was  a 
claim  to  the  rock  after  it  was  removed  and  blasted,  not  to  the 
rock  attached  to  the  freehold." 

The  question  of  title  to  lauds  is  in  all  cases  a  question  of 
ownership.  Smith  v.  Eigys,  2  Duer,  622.  In  the  case  last  cited, 
the  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of 
a  covenant,  by  which  the  defendant  bound  himself  to  convey  to 
the  plaintiff,  on  or  before  a  certain  day,  a  house  and  lot  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  "by  a  good  and  sufficient  deed,  free  from 
incumbrances."  The  deed  was  executed  by  the  defendant,  but 
not  by  his  wife,  so  that  her  inchoate  right  of  dower  would  not 
be  barred. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  with  six  cents  damages,  and  he 
claimed  to  recover  costs  because  title  was  in  question.  The  court 
said :  "  The  controversy  turned  wholly  upon  the  question,  whether 
an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  defendant's  wife  was  a  sub- 
sisting incumbrance,  which  was  necessary  to  be  removed  by  a 
release  to  enable  the  defendant  to  perform  his  covenant ;  and 
this  was  not  a  question  of  title,  but  of  the  legal  construction  of 
the  agreement.  It  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  house  and  lot,  which  he  agreed  to 
convey.  The  title  of  an  owner  is  certainly  not  divested  by  an 
outstanding  incumbrance,  and,  according  to  the  decisions,  the 
question  of  title  is,  in  all  cases,  a  question  of  ownership.  We 
entirely  agree  with  the  counsel  for  the  iilaintiff,  that  an  action 
like  the  present  is  no  more  fit  to  be  tried  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace  than  a  suit  in  equity  to  enforce  a  specific  performance  of  a 
contract ;  but,  looking  at  the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings,  we 
cannot  say  that  under  the  terms  of  the  Code,  as  formerly  under 
those  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  this  action  might  not  have  been 
tried  by  a  justice,  had  the  damages  claimed  not  exceeded  the 
limits  of  his  jurisdiction." 

This  case  was  decided  solely  on  the  grounds  that  the  answer 
admitted  the  title  in  the  lands  to  have  been  in  the  defendant ; 
and  that  a  mere  incumbrance,  though  a  breach  of  the  covenant 
did  not  raise  a  question  of  title  to  lands.  The  action  was  for  a 
breach  of  a  contract,  and  it  claimed  to  recover  money,  so  that  it 
may  be  said  to  be  within  the  1st  subdivision  of  the  53d  section 
of  the  Code.  The  Code  does  not  provide  whether  the  con- 
tract shall  be  one  relating  to  personal  or  to  real  property. 
And  there  are  numerous  cases  in  which  actions  will  lie  on  con- 
tracts relating  to  real  property,  for  instance,  between  landlord 
and  tenant.  The  only  restriction  in  actions  relating  to  real 
estate  is,  that  the  title  to  land  shall  not  come  in  question,  and 
that  the  action  arises  on  contract.  If  the  action  is  for  a  fraud 
in  the  sale  of  real  estate,  no  action  of  that  kind  can  be  tried 
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before  a  justice  of  tlie  peace.  White  v.  Seaver,  25  Barb.  235. 
The  Code,  §  53,  sub.  9,  confers  jurisdictiou  for  a  fraud  in  relation 
to  tbe  sale  of  personal  property,  but  not  for  ftauds  in  the  sale 
of  real  property. 

The  defendant  ought  to  raise  the  question  below,  if  he  insists 
that  title  is  in  question  on  the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  or  he  will 
waive  the  objection.  But  such  an  action  is  open  to  the  still 
more  serious  objection  that  the  Code  has  not  conferred  jurisdic- 
tion to  try  such  an  action  in  any  event ;  and,  in  that  case,  the 
objection  may  be  made  at  any  time  and  in  all  places,  because 
the  judgment  would  be  absolutely  void,  for  we  have  seen  that 
consent  never  confers  jurisdiction  as  to  the  subject  matter  of 
actions.  Ante,  16. 

Where  a  plaintiff,  in  his  complaint,  averred  the  ownership  and 
possession  of  a  certain  piece  of  land,  and  alleged  an  entry 
thereon  by  the  defendant,  with  teams  and  plows,  and  the  plowing 
up  and  destroying  the  shrubbery,  vines  and  trees  growing  thereon ; 
and  the  defendant  alleged,  in  his  answer,  that  he  entered  and 
took  the  vines,  &c.,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  agreement  made 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  on  the  sale  of  the  premises 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  containing  certain  reservations, 
&c. ;  it  was  held  that,  under  this  issue,  the  title  to  land  came  in 
question.  Powell  v.  Bust,  8  Barb.,  567.  In  the  case  last  cited, 
the  defendant  claimed  to  own  the  growing  trees,  &c.,  which 
were  a  part  of  the  real  estate  while  growing,  and  he  based  his 
defense  on  the  ground  of  his  ownership  of  the  trees,  &c. 

It  therefore  differs  materially  from  the  cases  already  cited,  in 
which  the  defense  was  a  license,  &c.,  for  that  admitted  title 
in  the  plaintiff.  Where  an  action  is  brought  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  by  the  assignee  of  the  lessor  in  a  lease  in  fee  against 
the  assignee  of  the  lessee,  to  recover  rent,  and  the  defendant  in 
his  answer  denies  all  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  the  title 
to  land  necessarily  comes  in  question,  and  the  justice  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  render  a  judgment  if  the  plaintiff  shows  his  title 
as  the  ground  upon  which  he  claims  to  recover,  and  the  defend- 
ant disputes  that  title.  Main  v.  Cooper,  26  Barb.,  468 ;  S.  C,  11 
E.  P.  Smith,  180. 

If  the  action  is  one  in  the  nature  of  waste,  alleging  a  forfeiture 
and  praying  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  land,  title 
is  in  question,  and  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction.  Snyder  v.  Beyer, 
3  E.  D.  Smith,  235.  Where  the  defendant  claims  a  right  by  pre- 
scription to  plow  the  plaintiffs  lands,  title  is  in  question.  Eustace 
V.  Tuthill,  2  Johns.,  185. 

An  occupant  of  a  house  which  is  damaged  by  blasting  rocks, 
may  maintain  an  action  for  the  injury  to  his  possession,  whether 
he  is  owner  or  merely  a  tenant,  and  the  title  to  land  is  not  in 
question.  Sardrop  v.  Gallagher,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  523.  And  so,  in 
an  action  for  obstructing  a  right  of  way,  where  the  defendant 
answers  by  a  general  denial,  the  title  to  real  estate  cannot  be 
said  to  be  in  question  so  as  to  oust  a  justice's  court  of  jurisdic- 
Wait  II— 5 
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tion,  if  the  defendant,  being  called  as  a  witness,  in  the  course  of 
his  testimony  proves  on  his  own  behalf  the  plaintiflF's  title.  The 
defendant  himself  having  shown  the  title,  it  cannot  be  regarded 
as  disputed,  within  the  metining  of  the  statute,  so  as  to  oust  the 
justice  of  jurisdiction.  Hastings  v.  Glenn.,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  402.  So, 
where  a  defendant  had  agreed  to  remove  his  fence,  so  as  to  open 
a  road  to  its  original  width,  title  is  not  in  question.  Storms  v. 
Snyder,  10  Johns.,  109.  In  actions  by  overseers  of  highways  to 
recover  penalties  for  encroachments  upon  the  highway,  title  to  the 
land  in  the  highway  is  no  defense,  and  no  such  question  of  title 
can  be  properly  raised  ;  because,  though  the  ultimate  title  to  the 
lands  may  be  in  the  defendant  beyond  any  dispute,  that  will  be 
no  defense  to  an  action  for  the  penalty,  for  the  statute  imposes 
the  penalty  on  the  owner  of  the  ultimate  fee,  as  much  as  on  an 
entire  stranger  to  the  title.  Fleet  v.  Youngs,  7  Wend.,  291,  299, 
opinion  ;  Parker  v.  Van  Houten,  7  Wend.,  145. 

But,  in  an  action  of  trespass  between  individuals,  if  the  defense 
interposed  is,  that  the  place  where  the  trespass  was  committed  is 
a  public  highway,  that  raises  a  question  of  title.  Whiting  v. 
Dudley,  19  Wend.,  373 ;  Willougliby  v.  Jenlcs,  20  Wend.,  96;  Ba7i- 
dall  V.  Crandall,  6  Hill,  342 ;  Dinehart  v.  Wells,  2  Barb.,  432. 
And  the  justice  will  not  have  jurisdiction  to  try  the  question 
whether  it  is  a  highway,  even  by  the  consent  of  both  parties.  Ih. 

So,  where  the  defendant  claims  a  right  of  way  over  the  plain- 
tiflF's lands  by  prescription,  the  title  to  lands  is  in  question.  Striker 
V.  Ifott,  6  Wend.,  465.  Many  of  the  foregoing  cases  were  where 
the  defendant  set  up  the  defense  of  title  in  his  answer. 

But  the  question  frequently  arises  in  a  class  of  cases  in  which 
no  defense  of  title  is  interposed. 

If  the  action  is  brought  for  a  trespass  on  wild,  uncultivated 
and  unoccupied  lands,  the  plaintiff  is  then  compelled  to  prove  his 
title  to  the"  lands  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  constructive  pos- 
session. Hulbellv.Eochester,  8  Cow.,  115;  Aikin  v.  Buck,  1  Wend., 
466  ;  Tan  Rensselaer  v.  Raddiff,  10  Wend.,  639.  The  defendant 
may  object  to  such  evidence,  and  he  may  dispute  the  plaintiif' s 
title,  and  insist  on  having  the  action  dismissed  on  the  plaintiff"'s 
own  showing,  and  the  justice  is  bound  to  dismiss  the  action. 
Main  v.  Cooper,  26  Barb.,  468.  If  the  defendant  does  not  object 
to  the  evidence,  nor  expressly  dispute  the  plaintiflf 's  title,  the  jus- 
tice may  receive  the  plaintiff's  deed  in  evidence,  and  render  a 
judgment  in  his  favor,  which  will  be  entirely  vahd.  Vol.  I,  770  ; 
Koon  V.  Mazuzan,  6  Hill,  44 ;  Adams  v.  Beach,  6  Hill,  271 ;  Bel- 
lows V.  Sackett,  15  Barb.,  97.  For  the  Code,  §  59,  only  requires 
the  justice  to  dismiss  the  action  when  title  is  in  question,  even 
on  the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  in  case  the  title  shall  be  disputed 
by  the  defendant.  And  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the 
defendant  is  bound  to  dispute  the  title  of  the  plaintiflf  before  the 
justice,  by  explicitly  calling  his  attention  to  it,  and  disputing  the 
title,  or  the  objection  will  not  be  of  any  avail  on  an  appeal. 
Koon  V.  Mazuzan,  6  Hill,  44;   Adams  v.  Beach,  6  HiU,  271; 
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Browne  v.  ScofieU,  8  Barb.,  239 ;  Adams  v.  Elvers,  11  Barb.,  390 ; 
Bellou's  Y.  Sackett,  15  Barb.,  97. 

Where  a  deed  of  land  is  offered  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  in 
a  justice's  court,  to  prove  the  mere  fact  of  the  purchase  of  the 
land  as  evidence  of  the  performance  of  a  condition  precedent  to 
defendant's  liability  upon  a  written  instrument  which  is  the 
foundation  of  the  action,  it  is  admissible,  although  the  title  is 
disputed  by  the  defendant  as  insufficient  to  convey  the  premises. 
Its  admission  in  such  a  case,  and  for  such  a  purpose,  does  not 
draw  the  title  to  the  premises  in  question  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  oust  the  justice  of  jurisdiction.  Nichols  v.  Bain,  27  How.. 
286.   8.-  a,  42  Barb.,  353. 

These  cases  show  that  it  is  not  a  ground  of  dismissing  the 
action  in  every  case  in  which  title  comes  in  question;  but  only  in 
those  cases  in  which  title  comes  in  question  as  prescribed  by  the 
sections  of  the  Code  mentioned,  viz.,  55  to  62,  both  inclusive. 
Code,  §  54,  sub.  2. 

It  may  sometimes  be  a  question  what  is  disputing  the  title 
withiu  the  meaning  of  the  59th  section  of  the  Code. 

And  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  whenever  the  defendant  on 
the  trial  below  distinctly  asserts  that  the  title  is  in  question  on  the 
plaintiff's  own  showing,  and  he  asks  the  justice  to  dismiss  the 
action  for  that  reason,  this  will  be  entirely  sufficient  as  an  objec- 
tion to  raise  the  question  of  title. 

And  where  the  parties  actually  litigate  the  title  by  the  introduc- 
tion of  evidence  of  title  on  both  sides,  that  is  sufficient  to  raise 
the  question  of  title.  Whiting  v.  Dudley,  19  Wend.,  373;  Striker 
T.  Mott,  6  Wend.,  465.  In  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  fire- 
wood, the  defendant  set  up  in  his  answer,  these  facts,  viz.,  that 
such  wood  grew  and  was  cut  upon  the  Tonawanda  Eeservation 
in  the  county  Genesee;  that  such  reservation  is  Indian  lands, 
and  is  owned  and  occupied  by  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians, 
that  such  Indians  reside  thereon ;  that  the  defendants  are  Seneca 
Indians,  and  occupy  and  reside  on  the  said  reservation,  and  are 
members  of  said  nation,  and  that  in  their  own  right  as  such 
Indians  they  took,  carried  away,  &c.  It  was  held  that  this  raised 
a  question  of  title  to  lands.  Smith  v.  Mitten,  13  How.,  325. 

It  is  an  important  question,  sometimes  to  know  whether  the 
judgment  will  be  void  or  merely  erroneous,  in  case  a  justice 
should  improperly  refuse  to  dismiss  a  cause  when  requested  to 
do  so  in  a  proper  case. 

It  was  casually  said  in  Koon  v.  Mazuzan,  6  Hill,  46,  that  the 
judgment  would  not  be  void  but  merely  voidable  for  error.  That 
point  was  not  involved  in  that  case,  and  it  was  a  case  on  error, 
so  that  the  question  could  not  properly  arise  as  to  its  validity 
collaterally.  Such  a  case  is  not  at  all  like  a  case  where  a  justice 
has  jurisdiction  and  errs  in  exercising  it,  like  that  of  an  improper 
adjournment  of  a  cause. 

The  statute  declares,  that  in  case  title  comes  in  question  as 


86  JURISDICTION  IN  CIVIL  ACTIONS. 

provided  by  tlie  Code,  the  justice  shall  liave  no  jurisdiction.  Code, 
\  54,  Sub.  2. 

In  such  a  case,  the  jurisdiction  as  to  the  subject  matter  of  the 
action  is  conditional ;  and  it  is  declared  that  in  a  certain  contin- 
gency, no  jurisdiction  shall  exist;  and  when  that  contingency 
occurs,  the  right  to  trj^  the  action  is  gone.  And  this  is  the  rule, 
whether  the  question  arises  on  a  case  where  the  plaintiff"  shows 
title,  or  one  where  the  defendant  [)leads  title  and  gives  the  proper 
undertaking.  Whenever  the  question  is  properly  raised  as  pro- 
vided by  the  Code,  the  judgment  will  be  utterly  void,  if  the  justice 
assumes  to  proceed  and  try  the  cause  and  render  a  judgment. 

Assault  and  iattery,  &c.]  The  third  subdivision  of  section  54  of 
the  Code  declares  that  no  justice  of  the  peace  shall  have  cognizance 
of  a  civil  action  for  an  assault,  battery,  false  imprisonment,  libel, 
slander,  malicious  prosecution,  criminal  conversation,  or  seduction. 
The  damages  claimed  in  such  actions  are  generally  much  greater 
than  the  amount  of  a  justice's  jurisdiction.  The  nature  of  the 
actions  are  so  generally  understood,  that  it  is  not  difficult  to 
determine  whether  a  given  action  is  one  of  those  excluded  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice.  It  was  held,  before  the  enactment 
of  this  section  of  the  Code,  or  of  any  similar  statute,  that  a  justice 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution. 
Main  v.  Prosser,  1  Johns.  Oas.,  130 ;  Yanduzor  v.  Linderman,  10 
Johns.,  106.  Since  the  enactment  of  the  statute,  very  few  cases 
have  been  decided  and  reported  on  this  subject. 

In  SliorTce  v.  Charles,  18  Wend.,  616,  it  was  held  that  an  action 
on  the  case  for  an  assault  and  battery  could  not  be  tried  before  a 
justice. 

In  Eich  V.  Hogeboom,  4  Denio,  453,  it  was  held  that  trespass 
cannot  be  maintained  in  a  justice's  court  for  tearing  and  injuring 
the  plaintiff's  clothes,  if  it  appears  that  the  damage  was  done  in 
connection  with  an  assault  on  his  person. 

In  Bull  V.  Colton,  22  Barb.,  94,  in  an  action  brought  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant 
made  an  assault  upon  the  horse  of  the  plaintiff,  while  said  horse 
was  attached  to  a  buggy  wagon,  "  and  while  jjlaintiff  was  in  said 
wagon,  by  willfully  and  maliciously  striking,  whipping,  beating 
and  pounding  said  horse  with  a  whip  and  hoe,  and  greatly 
inJTired,  hurt  and  damaged  said  horse,  and  caused  said  horse  to 
rear  up,  jump  and  run,  while  said  plaintiff  was  in  said  buggy  wagon, 
causing  said  horse  to  be  greatly  frightened,  to  plaintiffs  damage 
$100.  Held,  that  the  action  was  not  one  for  an  assault  and 
battery  upon  the  complaint  as  put  in ;  but  that  it  was  proper  for 
the  justice  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  amend  the  complaint  by 
striking  out  the  allegations  relative  to  the  plaintiff's  being  in  the 
wagon,  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence  and  that  after  such  amend- 
ment, the  action  was  clearly  an  action  for  injuring  property, 
which  the  justice  had  jurisdiction  to  try. 

Demands  exceeding  four  hundred  dollars.']  An  other  class  of 
cases  of  which  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction,  is  specified  in  sub- 
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division  4,  of  section  54  of  the  Code :  "  Nor  of  a  matter  of 
account  where  the  sum  total  of  the  accounts  of  both  parties, 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  shall  exceed  four  hun- 
dred dollars."  The  first  thing  to  be  noticed  is,  that  the  statute 
does  not  apply  unless  the  accounts  or  claims  litigated  exceed  four 
hundred  dollars.  For,  if  the  accounts  have  exceeded  four  hun- 
dred dollars,  but  the  parties  have  settled  and  struck  a  balance, 
so  that  the  amount  in  controversy  is  less  than  that  sum,  the  jus- 
tice will  have  jurisdiction.  Abernathy  v.  Abernathy,  2  Cow.,  413, 
416.  So  where  the  accounts  have  exceeded  four  hundred  dollars, 
and  the  amount  has  been  reduced  hj  payments  to  less  than  that 
sum,  the  justice  has  jurisdiction.  Matteson  v.  Bloomfield,  10 
Wend.,  555,  and  note  at  the  end  of  case  ;  Ward  v.  Ingraham,  1 
E.  D.  Smith,  538 ;  Crim  v.  Oronhhite,  15  How.,  250. 

In  Hoodless  v.  Brundage,  8  How.,  263,  the  plaintiff  sued  the 
defendant  on  a  promissory  note  which,  with  interest,  amounted 
to  $258.60,  but  claimed  and  demanded  judgment  for  a  balance 
only  of  $95.85.  The  defendant,  on  the  trial,  proved  his  account 
to  be  $253.48,  and  the  referee  reported  a  balance  due  the  plain- 
tiff of  $5.20.  The  question  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  costs  on  the  ground  that  the  demands  of  the  parties 
allowed  by  the  referee,  in  the  a>ggregate  exceeded  $400,  and 
therefore  deprived  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  jurisdiction.  Held, 
that  he  was  not.  The  only  claim  proved  was  the  defendant's 
claim,  which,  with  the  plaintift"'s  demand,  was  short  of  $400. 
If  the  plaintiff's  claim  exceeded  $400,  and  the  amount  is  reduced 
by  a  set-off  to  a  sum  less  than  $100,  the  justice  will  not  have 
jurisdiction  even  if  the  amount  of  the  recovery  does  not  exceed 
six  cents.  Stillwell  v.  Staples,  3  Abb.,  365 ;  S.  C,  5  Duer,  691. 
If  the  pleadings  show  that  the  amount  of  the  accounts  on  both 
sides  exceed  $400,  and' the  pair  ties  on  the  trial  admit  the  correct- 
ness of  the  items,  and  the  balance  recovered  is  less  than  $100, 
the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction,  for  the  admissions  of  the  parties 
would  be  proving  the  accounts  within  the  statute.  Stilwell  v. 
Staples,  3  Abb.,  365;  S.'C,  5  Duer,  691. 

In  Qilliland  v.  Campbell,  18  How.,  177,  an  action  was  brought 
upon  a  promissory  note  for  $186,  given  on  a  settlement  of 
accounts  between  the  parties,  and  a  defense  interposed  on  the 
ground  of  a  mistake  in  fact  as  to  any  amount  being  due  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  referee,  on  the  trial,  examined  all  the 
accounts  between  the  parties,  which  exceeded  $2,000,  and  cor- 
rected the  errors  committed  in  their  settlement,  which  reduced 
the  amount  of  the  note  down  to  $26.12,  and  thereupon  reported 
his  conclusions  of  fact,  and  added  thereto  his  conclusion  of  law, 
"  that  the  plaintiff  recover  of  the  defendant  $26,12,  with  costs," 
Held,  that  by  the  facts  found,  a  justice  of  the  peace  had  no  juris- 
diction of  the  action. 

Where  the  amount  of  the  accounts,  still  subsisting  open  and 
unliquidated  between  the  parties,  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  the 
evidence  is  conflicting,  the  determination  of  the  justice  upon  that 
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point  is  necessarily  as  conclusive  as  upon  any  other  question  of 
fact  where  his  jurisdiction  is  not  affected  by  his  finding.  And 
if,  under  such  circumstances,  the  justice  decides  that  the  accounts 
of  the  parties,  as  proved  to  his  satisfaction,  exceed  $400,  and  that 
he  is,  therefore,  ousted  of  his  jurisdiction,  the  county  court  has 
no  right  to  reverse  his  judgment,  on  appeal.  Parlcer  v.  JEaton.  25 
Barb.,  122 ;  and  see  Sheldon  v.  Wright,  1  Seld.,  497 ;  and  SMn- 
nion  V.  Kelly,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  355. 

The  statute  declares,  that  if  the  amount  of  the  accounts  exceed 
$400,  the  justice  shall  not  have  jurisdiction.  And  though  in 
Lamoure  v.  Caryl,  4  Denio,  372,  it  is  said  that  a  judgment  would 
be  merely  erroneous  and  not  void,  if  the  justice  improperly 
refused  to  dismiss  the  action,  such  a  remark  was  not  called  for 
in  the  case,  nor  was  the  point  decided,  because  the  question  arose 
on  a  writ  of  error.  Whenever  it  is  conceded  by  the  parties,  or 
found  as  a  fact  from  the  evidence,  that  the  amount  of  the  accounts 
litigated  exceeds  $400,  the  statute  declares  positively  that  the 
justice  shall  have  no  jurisdiction. 

Actions  against  executors,  &c.]  The  last  subdivision  of  section 
54,  declares  that  a  justice  shall  not  have  jurisdiction  of  an  action 
against  an  executor  or  administrator  as  such.  They  would  be 
liable,  however,  on  their  own  personal  contracts  in  relation  to  the 
property  or  estate  which  they  represent.  And  an  action  against 
one  of  the  obligors  of  a  bond,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  execution 
of  his  duties  as  an  administrator,  is  an  action  against  the  defend- 
ant personally,  and  may  be  sued  in  a  justice's  court.  O'Neil  v. 
Martin,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  404.  Executors  and  administrators  may 
sue  as  plaintiffs  in  a  justice's  court  for  any  claim  of  the  estate, 
just  as  though  the  claim  were  a  ijersonal  one  in  their  own  behalf. 

Oath  of  office.]  A  justice  is  required  to  take  an  oath  of  office 
before  entering  upon  the  official  discharge  of  its  duties.  1  E.  S., 
402,  §  98 ;  Id.  410,  <^  24.  And  if  any  person  shall  execute  any 
of  the  duties  of  the  office  without  having  taken  and  subscribed 
the  oath  of  office  required  by  law,  he  will  forfeit  the  office  and 
be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  1  E.  S.,  412,  §  36. 

But  though  no  oath  of  office  has  been  taken,  yet  he  is  an  offi- 
cer de  facto ;  and  his  acts  will  be  as  binding  as  between  the 
parties  to  the  action,  and  as  to  third  persons,  as  though  he  were 
an  officer  dejure.  GreenleafY.  Low,  4  Denio,  168;  Weeks  y.  Ellis, 
2  Barb.,  320.  And  this  is  the  rule  even  as  to  ministerial  officers, 
for  it  will  be  no  defense  to  an  indictment  for  an  assault  on  a  con- 
stable in  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  that  he  had  not  taken  the 
oath  of  office,  because  it  is  sufficient  that  he  is  an  officer  de  facto. 
People  V.  Hopson,  1  Denio,  574 ;  and  see  Bentley  v.  Phelps,  27 
Barb.  524. 

But  a  different  rule  would  prevail  if  such  an  officer  should  sue 
for  his  fees,  for  he  must  then  be  an  officer  de  jure  to  entitle  him 
to  recover.  And  if  he  should  render  a  judgment,  which,  as  we 
have  seen,  would  be  binding  as  between  the  parties ;  yet,  if  the 


OF  ACTIONS  AND  OF  PROCESS.  39 

judgment  should  be  enforced  against  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  justice  would  be  a  trespasser. 

The  sound  distinction  in  such  cases  is,  that  the  office  is  void  as 
to  the  oflBcer  himself;  but  valid  as  to  strangers.  Riddle  v.  Bed- 
ford, 7  Serg.  &  Eawle,  386 ;  cited  in  Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend., 
503 ;  People  v.  Peabody,  6  Abb.,  234 ;  and  cases  there  cited. 

Nature  of  justice's  jurisdiction.']  A  justice  of  the  peace  does  not 
exercise  a  common  law  jurisdiction  of  a  general  character ;  but  it 
is  a  limited  statutory  authority. 

And  in  all  matters  relating  to  the  acquirement  of  jurisdiction, 
the  authority  conferred  must  be  strictly  pursued.  As  to  jurisdic- 
tional matters,  nothing  can  be  taken  by  implication.  Jones  v. 
Beed,  1  Johns.  Oas.,  20.  And  in  every  preliminary  step  which  is 
required  by  law  in  order  to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  person  or 
the  property  of  the  defendant,  there  must  be  the  strictest  compli- 
ance with  the  statute,  or  jurisdiction  will  not  be  obtained. 

If  an  affidavit  or  a  bond  is  required  as  a  pre-requisite  to  the 
issuing  of  process,  it  must  be  furnished  or  the  proceedings  will 
be  void.  But  to  furnish  an  affidavit  or  a  bond  is  not  all  that  is 
required,  for  it  must  be  substantially  such  as  the  law  requires  or 
it  will  be  entirely  useless,  The  distinction  to  be  observed  is,  that 
in  acquiring  jurisdiction  the  strictest  observance  of  the  statute  is 
necessary,  or  the  proceedings  will  be  void.  But  when  jurisdic- 
tion is  once  obtained,  though  the  subsequent  proceedings  may  bo 
irregular  or  erroneous,  yet  the  judgment  will  not  be  void,  though 
it  may  be  erroneous. 

Amendments,  (fee]  In  relation  to  amendments,  a  justice  possesses 
the  same  authority,  in  relation  to  jurisdictional  matters,  as  in 
reference  to  any  other  amendment.  Woolley  v.  Wither,  4  Denio, 
570 ;  Bull  V.  Oolton,  22  Barb,  94. 

This  brief  review  o5  the  general  principles  relating  to  jurisdic- 
tion may  be  of  service  to  those  for  whom  this  work  is  intended. 

For,  though  it  is  far  from  being  a  complete  exposition  of  the 
entire  law  upon  the  subject,  yet,  it  will  be  found  to  be  practically 
useful  in  elucidating  those  questions  which  so  frequently  occur 
in  the  practice  before  justices  of  the  peace. 

CHAPTER  III. 

COMMENCEMENT   OP    ACTIONS. 

SECTION  L 

'  OP   ACTIONS   AND   OF   PROCESS. 

Whenever  one  person  is  satisfied  that  he  has  a  perfect  and 
legal  cause  of  action  against  an  other,  which  he  wishes  to  prose- 
cute, the  next  consideration  will  be,  how  to  legally  pursue  the 
remedy. 

No  notice  will  be  here  taken  of  that  class  of  cases  in  which  a 
party  is  permitted  by  law,  if  he  chooses,  to  redress  the  injury 
without  a  resort  to  an  action.     But  the  only  matters  which  will 
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now  be  considered,  are  those  in  relation  to  cases  in  which  a  party 
resorts  to  an  action  at  law  as  the  means  of  obtaining  redress. 

It  will  be  assumed  that  a  right  of  action  exists,  and  that  the 
remedy  sought  may  be  obtained  in  a  justice's  court,  by  an  action 
therein.  The  Code  defines  an  action  thus :  "  An  action  is  an 
ordinary  proceeding  iu  a  court  of  justice,  by  which  a  party  pro- 
secutes an  other  party  for  the  enforcement  or  protection  of  a  right, 
the  redress  or  prevention  of  a  wrong,  or  the  punishment  of  a  pub- 
lic offense."  Code,  §  2.  Judge  Habbis  comments  on  this  definition 
thus :  "  It  must  be  conceded,  I  think,  that  this  definition  is  not 
remarkable  for  its  perspicuity  or  distinctness.  I  suppose,  myself, 
that  any  judicial  proceeding  which,  if  conducted  to  a  termination 
will  result  in  a  judgment,  is  an  action."  People  v.  County  Judge  of 
Rensselaer,  13  How.,  400.  In  the  older  books  an  action  was  defined 
thus :  "  A  lawful  demand  of  one's  right."  Co.  Litt.,  285 ;  1  Bac. 
Ab.  63;  Com.  Dig.  Action,  A,  1.  It  is  true  that  an  action  is  a 
lawful  demand  of  one's  right.  But  the  converse  is  not  equally 
true,  that  every  lawful  demand  of  one's  right  is  an  action  ;  because 
there  may  be  a  lawful  demand  of  a  right  without  any  action. 

The  following  is  submitted  as  my  definition  of  an  action :  A 
civil  action  is  a  legal  prosecution,  iu  an  appropriate  court,  by  a 
party  complainant,  against  a  party  defendant,  to  obtain  the  judg- 
ment of  that  court  in  relation  to  some  right  claimed  to  be  secured, 
or  some  remedy  claimed  to  be  given,  by  law,  to  the  party  com- 
plaining. In  every  civil  action  which  is  legally  prosecuted,  it 
must  be  in  a  court  which  has  jurisdiction,  or  it  will  not  be  in  an 
appropriate  court ;  there  must  be  a  party  complaining,  who  brings 
the  action  before  that  court ;  there  must  be  a  party  who  is  charged 
with  doing  or  omitting  to  do  something,  for  which  he  is  brought 
into  court;  there  must  be  a  subject  matter  of  litigation;  and,  upon 
the  whole  case,  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  to  be  determined  by 
a  judgment  of  the  court. 

"The  distinction  between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity, 
and  tlie  forms  of  all  such  actions  and  suits,  heretofore  existing,  are 
abolished,  and  there  shall  be,  in  this  state,  hereafter  lut  one  form 
of  action  for  the  enforcement  or  protection  of  private  rights  and 
the  redress  of  private  wrongs,  which  shall  be  denominated  a  civil 
action:'  Code,  §  69 ;  Vol.  I,  12. 

"In  such  action,  the  party  complaining  shall  be  known  as  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  adverse  party  as  the  defendant."  Code,  §  70; 
Vol.  I,  12.  A  judgment  may  be  obtained  in  an  action  without 
process  if  the  parties  choose  to  appear  voluntarily  and  join  issue. 
But  the  general  rule  is,  that  every  action  must  be  coflamenced  by 
the  issuing  the  service,  and  the  return  of  legal  process,  before  a 
legal  judgment  can  be  rendered  therein.  There  are  several  kinds 
of  process  which  are  used  during  the  course  of  an  action,  and 
many  of  the  general  rules  hereafter  stated  relate  to  each  of  these 
kinds  of  process. 

The  term  process,  however,  when  it  refers  to  the  commence- 
ment of  a  civil  action  in  a  justice's  court,  may  be  defined  thus : 
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It  is  that  official  mandate  or  precept  which,  by  authority  of  law, 
may  be  made  and  issued  by  a  court  or  officer  for  the  commence- 
ment of  a  civil  action. 

The  law  has  provided  several  different  kinds  of  process  for  the 
commencement  of  actions,  each  of  which  was  intended  to  be 
adapted  to  some  purpose  of  its  own,  &c.,  and  to  have,  in  some 
respects,  an  object  different  from  that  of  the  others ;  and  each  of 
these  differences  and  peculiarities  must  be  carefully  observed  in 
practice.  Judgments  may  be  rendered  on  confession,  or  in  an 
action  without  process.  When  process  is  issued,  for  commencing 
actions,  the  following  are  the  kinds  which  are  in  use  in  justices' 
courts:  1.  A  long  summons;  2.  A  short  summons;  3.  A  long 
attachment ;  4.  A  short  attachment ;  5.  A  warrant ;  6.  Replevin 
proceedings ;  7.  Mechanics'  lien  proceedings.  The  particular  in- 
stances in  which  each  of  these  will  be  proper,  and  the  necessary 
preliminaries  to  be  observed  to  render  them  regular,  will  be 
noticed  when  discussing  them  separately  in  a  subsequent  place. 

To  ie  in  name  of  people.']  "All  writs  and  process  shall  be  in  the 
name  of  the  people  of  this  state,  except  where  otherwise  provided 
by  law."  Vol.  I,  80,  §  17. 

To  he  in  English.]  "All  writs,  process,  proceedings  and  records 
in  any  court  within  this  state  shall  be  in  the  English  language 
(except  that  the  proper  and  known  names  of  process  and  techni- 
cal words  may  be  expressed  in  the  language  heretofore  and  now 
commonly  used),  and  shall  be  made  out  on  paper  or  parchment, 
in  a  fair,  legible  character,  in  words  at  length  and  not  abbreviated ; 
but  such  abbreviations  as  are  now  commonly  used  in  the  English 
language  may  be  used,  and  numbers  may  be  expressed  by  Arabic 
figures  or  Eoman  numerals,  in  the  customary  manner."  Vol.  I, 
80,  §  18. 

The  year  and  the  day  of  the  month,  and  the  amounts  or  sums 
of  money  mentioned  in  the  process  or  proceedings  or  record, 
may,  therefore,  be  expressed  in  figures. 

A  transcript  was  objected  to  in  one  case,  for  the  reason  that  it 
was  not  in  the  English  language.  But  the  supreme  court  said : 
"The  transcript  is  written  in  bad  English,  and  probably  worse 
Dutch,  and  so  far  is  liable  to  the  criticisms  made  upon  it,  but  the 
essential  j^arts  of  it  are  sufliciently  intelligible  to  answer  all  legal 
purposes."  Jackson  v.  Browner,  7  Wend.,  389. 

Must  he  signed.]  "All  process  issued  by  any  justice  of  the  peace 
shall  be  signed  by  him,  and  may  be  under  seal  or  without  seal." 
Vol.  I.  66,  §  158. 

Must  not  he  issued  in  hlanh]  "Every  summons,  warrant,  attach- 
ment and  execution  issued  hf  a  justice  of  the  peace  shall  be 
entirely  filled  up,  and  shall  have  no  blank  in  the  date  or  otherwise, 
at  the  time  of  its  delivery  to  an  officer  to  be  executed.  Every 
such  process  which  shall  be  issued  and  delivered  to  an  officer,  to 
be  executed  contrary  to  the  foregoing  provision,  shall  be  void." 
Vol.  I,  66,  §  159. 

The  object  this  statute  and  its  construction  is  thus  expressed 
Wait  II— 6 
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by  the  supreme  court  in  a  case  where  a  justice  omitted  to  insert 
in  an  attachment  the  amount  of  the  debt  sworn  to,  and  where, 
on  an  objection  made  to  the  process,  the  justice  amended  it  by 
inserting  the  amount  of  the  debt  sworn  to.  The  court  said : 
"  The  provision  requiring  process  to  be  filled  up  before  issuing, 
was  intended  to  guard  against  the  abuse  which  at  one  time  was  but 
too  common.  Justices  put  blank  process  into  the  hands  of  con- 
stables and  others,  to  be  filled  up  by  them  as  they  saw  fit,  in  the 
same  manner  as  attorneys  in  courts  of  record  issue  process.  To 
such  cases  the  statute  is  applicable ;  but  does  not  interfere  with  the 
power  of  amendment  in  clerical  mistakes  in  process  issued  properly 
by  the  justice  himself."  Near  v.  Tan  Alstyne,  14  Wend.,  230. 

So  a  justice  may  amend  a  summons  in  the  date,  after  its  ser- 
vice, or  he  may  disregard  the  error,  if  the  defendant  does  not 
appear.  Arnold  v.  Maltby,  4  Denio,  498.  So,  where  the  summons 
contained  only  the  given  name  of  the  plaintiff",  it  was  held 
amendable  as  a  clerical  defect,  and  the  surname  was  inserted.  ' 
Stanton  v.  Leland,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  88.  So  after  the  service  and 
return  of  a  summons,  the  name  of  one  of  the  plaintiff's  was 
amended  from  Joseph  to  Jasper.  Brace  v.  Bensen,  10  Wend.,  213. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  justice  should  fill  up  and  sign  the 
process  with  his  own  hand.  This  may  be  done  by  an  other  per- 
son, if  it  is  done  at  the  request  of  the  justice,  in  his  immediate 
presence,  and  by  his  express  and  explicit  directions.  A  constable 
is  required  to  sign  his  return  to  a  summons.  But  that  may  be 
done  by  the  justice  before  whom  the  summons  is  returnable, 
if  done  at  the  request  of  the  constable,  and  in  his  presence,  and 
by  his  direction.  Eeno  v.  Finder,  6  B.  P.  Smith,  298,  301,  302, 
303,  reversing  the  same  case  in  24  Barb.,  423;  see,  also,  Borro- 
daile  v.  Leeh,  9  Barb.,  611.  Any  person  may  fill  up  a  summons 
or  other  process,  whether  in  the  presence  of  the  justice  or  not; 
and  if  the  justice  sees  fit  to  sign  it,  this  will  be  well  enough,  for, 
by  adopting  what  has  been  done,  the  justice  makes  the  whole 
his  own  act. 

It  is  important  to  a  justice  that  he  should  not  disregard  this 
statute.  "Every  justice  or  constable  offending  against  either  of 
the  provisions  of  the  last  three  sections  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction,  shall  be  subject  to  fine  or 
imprisonment,  or  both,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  Every 
such  conviction  shall  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  office  of  the 
justice  or  constable  so  convicted."  Vol.  I,  66.  §  162. 

This  statute  is  to  be  construed  as  all  other  similar  statutes  are. 
If  a  justice  should  by  mistake  leave  a  blank  in  the  date  of  pro- 
cess, or  should  give  it  a  wrong  date,  or  should  commit  any  other 
clerical  error,  he  would  not  be  liable  to  the  penalties  mentioned. 
It  was  not  mistakes  of  that  kind  that  the  statute  was  directed 
against.  And,  besides,  if  there  was  no  intention  to  omit  filling 
up  the  process,  there  would  not  be  any  offense.  The  intent  is 
essential  to  the  crime.  But  it  must  not  be  understood,  that  a 
justice  may  sign  blank  process  and  deliver  it  in  violation  of  the 
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statute,  and  then  escape  the  consequences  by  a  plea  of  ignorance 
of  the  existence  of  the  statute.  Every  man  is  presumed  to  know 
the  law,  and  ignorance  of  it  is  fio  excuse.  The  Intendment  of 
law  will  be  in  favor  of  innocence,  and  if  the  case  is  open  to  two 
constructions,  one  of  innocence  the  other  of  guilt,  then  innocence 
will  be  presumed.  People  v.  Smith,  20  Johns!,  63. 

Must  ie  properly  directed.']  When  process  is  regular  on  its  face, 
the  officer  to  whom  it  is  directed  is  bound  to  execute  it  accord- 
ing to  its  command.  2  E.  S.,  696,  §  38,  1st  ed.;  3  E.  S.,  979,  <^  53, 
5th  ed. ;  People  v.  Brooks,  1  Denio,  457. 

If  it  is  not  directed  to  an  officer  he  is  under  no  obligation  to 
serve  it.  The  statute  requires  every  summons,  attachment,  war- 
rant or  execution  to  be  directed  to  any  constable  of  the  county 
in  which  the  justice  resides.  Vol.  I,  38,  §  12 ;  Id.,  40,  "^  18 ;  Id., 
41,  -^^  28,  29 ;  Id.,  57,  §  120. 

And  where  a  warrant  of  commitment,  issued  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  upon  a  conviction  for  petit  larceny,  was  not  directed  to 
any  officer,  class  of  officers,  or  other  person  by  whom  it  was  to 
be  executed,  it  was  held  to  be  void,  and  a  constable  who  executed 
it  was  held  liable  to  an  action  for  an  assault  and  battery  and  false 
imprisonment.  Russell  v.  JSuihard,  6  Barb.,  654.  A  magistrate 
who  issues  void  process,  is  liable  for  the  injury  inflicted  upon  the 
party  against  whom  it  issued.  But  this  is  so  in  those  cases 
only  in  which  the  process  is  executed  according  to  its  mandate. 
And,  therefore,  where  a  justice  of  the  peace  issued  an  attach- 
ment without  jurisdiction,  directed,  according  to  the  statue,  to  any 
constable  of  the  county,  but  the  party  who  sued  it  out  placed  it  in 
the  hands  of  a  deputy  sheriff,  with  directions  to  execute  it,  which 
he  accordingly  did ;  it  was  held,  in  an  action  of  trespass  by  the 
party  against  whom  the  attachment  was  issued,  that  the  justice 
was  not  liable.  Merritt  v.  Bead,  5  Denio,  352.  The  court  said : 
"  It  is  a  direction  to  the  particular  officer  or  class  of  officers  named, 
and  not  to  a  different  one ;  and  if  a  person  not  mentioned  or  re- 
ferred to  in  it,  undertake  to  execute  it,  he  is  considered  not  only 
as  having  volunteered  but  as  having  intended  to  act  officiously, 
without  the  consent  of  the  magistrate  and  against  his  express 
direction,  as  contained  in  the  process."  Id.,  353,  354 ;  and  see 
Fregard  v.  Barnes,  7  Exch.,  827. 

Process  to  state  nam,e  of  plaintiff .]  The  general  rules  in  relation 
to  the  names  of  the  plaintiff  are,  that  the  names  should  be  truly 
and  accurately  given ;  that  the  names  should  be  stated  in  full, 
both  christian  and  surname,  unless  a  plaintiff  has  several  christian 
names,  when  one  of  those  must  be  stated  and  the  others  may  be 
expressed  by  the  initials.  The  law,  however,  does  not  recognize 
but  one  christian  name,  and  the  addition  or  the  omission  of  the 
other  names  will  be  of  no  consequence.  FranMin  v.  Talmadge,  5 
Johns.,  84  ;  Roosevelt  v.  Qardinier,  2  Cow.,  463 ;  Millt  v.  Christie, 
1  Hill,  102.  If  there  are  several  parties  plaintiffs,  the  names  of 
each  of  them  must  be  stated  in  the  same  manner  as  those  of  single 
plaintiffs ;  the  names  of  partners,  or  others  jointly  interested,  must 
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be  stated  separately  and  in  full,  and  not  in  the  firm  name.  Bent- 
ley  V.  Smith,  3  Oaines,  170.  In  actions  by  town  or  county  officers, 
the  name  of  the  plaintitf  must  t)e  stated,  with  the  addition  of  his 
title  of  ofiice,  and  it  is  improper  to  state  the  name  of  the  ofiice 
alone.  Supervisor  of  Gahvay  v.  Stimson,  4  Hill,  136.  In  actions 
by  a  plaintiff  in  a  representative  character,  the  name  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  character  in  which  he  sues,  should  be  fully  and 
accurately  stated.  In  actions  by  infants  and  others  who  appear 
by  guardian,  the  name  of  the  infant  and  that  of  the  guardian 
should  be  so  stated  as  to  show  that  one  was  infant  and  the  other 
guardian.  Executors  and  administrators  should  state  their  names 
and  that  of  the  person  whom  they  represent.  Corporations  should 
sue  in  their  corporate  name,  if  they  have  one.  Lunatics  should  sue 
in  their  own  name,  with  the  addition  of  their  committee,  if  there 
is  one,  or  by  guardian  if  there  is  none.  McKillvp  v.  McKillip,  8 
Barb.,  552.  An  action  could  not  be  maintained  in  the  name  of 
the  committee  alone.  Lane  v.  Scliermerhorn,  1  Hill,  97.  The 
question  who  are  proper  parties  to  an  action,  will  be  fully  dis- 
cussed in  another  place.  The  object  of  the  foregoing  remarks 
was  to  show  in  what  .manner  the  names  of  the  plaintiffs  should 
be  stated,  not  who  ought  to  be  plaintiff. 

Process  to  state  nanie  of  defendant.']  The  general  rules  in  rela- 
tion to  plaintiffs,  are  equally  applicable  to  defendants. 

Fictitious  names.]  "  When  the  name  of  any  defendant  shall  not 
be  known  to  the  plaintiff,  he  may  be  described  in  the  summons  or 
warrant  by  a  fictitious  name ;  and  if  a  plea  in  abatement  be 
interposed  by  such  defendant,  the  justice  before  whom  the  suit  is 
pending  shall  amend  the  proceedings  according  to  the  truth  of 
the  matter,  and  shall  thereafter  proceed  therein  in  like  manner  as 
if  the  defendant  had  been  sued  by  his  right  name."  Vol.  I,  74, 
§207. 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  section  of  the  statute  applies  only 
to  defendants,  and  to  process  by  summons  and  warrant.  Previous 
to  this  enactment,  where  a  warrant  was  issued  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  against  "  John  Doe,  the  person  carrying  off  the  cannon," 
instead  of  Levi  Mead,  who  was,  when  it  issued,  in  the  act  of 
carrying  off  a  cannon,  and  for  whom  it  was  intended,  and  where 
Mead  was  arrested  under  that  warrant,  it  was  held  that  he  might 
maintain  trespass  against  the  persons  concerned  in  the  arrest. 
Mead  v.  Haws,  7  Cow.,  332 ;  see  also  Scott  v.  My,  4  Wend.,  555 ; 
Miller  v.  Foley,  28  Barb.,  630.  In  the  case  last  cited,  a  warrant 
was  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  which  recited  a  complaint 
against  John  B.  Miller,  for  a  felony,  and  commanded  the  officer 
to  arrest  "  the  said  William  Miller,"  and  it  was  held  that  the 
warrant  afforded  no  justification  to  the  officer  for  the  arrest  of 
John  E.  Miller,  although  it  was  proved  that  he  was  the  person 
intended. 

This  was  a  criminal  warrant,  and  the  statute  which  has  been 
cited  applies  to  civil  warrants  only.  In  all  cases,  except  warrants 
and  summonses  in  civil  actions,  the  same  strict  rule  still  prevails. 
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And,  therefore,  an  attachment  cannot  be  issued  against  a  de- 
fendant by  a  fictitious  name.  For,  if  so  issued  and  executed,  the 
justice  and  all  concerned  would  be  trespassers.  See  the  cases  last 
cited.  In  McCabe  v.  Doe,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  64,  a  judgment  in  an 
attachment  suit  was  reversed,  because  the  defendant  was  pro- 
ceeded against  by  a  fictitious  name.  In  Davenport  v.  Doady,  3 
Abb.,  409,  an  attachment  was  issued  against  Davenport,  by  the 
name  of  John  Doe,  &c.,  and  a  vessel  attached  under  it ;  judgment 
and  execution  followed,  and  Davenjiort  brought  replevin  against 
the  oflflcer  for  the  vessel,  and  he  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  re- 
cover its  possession. 

Return  day.']  Every  summons  and  attachment  should  have  a 
time  and  place  mentioned  in  it  as  the  return  day  of  such  process. 
It  should  specify  some  particular  day,  and  hour  of  the  day,  and 
some  particular  place  for  the  return  of  the  process,  and  for  the 
appearance  .of  the  person  who  is  required  to  appear  in  obedience 
to  its  mandate.  The  judgment  of  a  justice  will  be  reversed, 
when  from  the  return  on  an  appeal,  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
summons  served  on  the  defendant  set  forth  the  time  and  place 
for  his  appearance,  if  he  did  not  appear  in  the  action  below. 
Stetvart  v.  Smith,  17  Wend.,  517.  The  place  for  the  return  may 
be  mentioned  thus :  at  the  office  of  John  Erothingham,  in  the 
village  of  Johnstown,  or  at  the  inn  of  John  H.  Gross,  in  the  vil- 
lage of  Johnstown.  A  justice  must  not  only  state  a  day  and 
hour  of  appearance  in  the  process,  but  he  must  also  observe  it  in 
his  practice.  If  he  specifies  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  as  the 
time  for  the  defendant  to  appear  and  answer,  and  he  then  calls 
the  cause  at  10  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day,  and  renders 
judgment  against  the  defendant  in  his  absence,  such  judgment 
will  be  utterly  void.  Sagendorph  v.  Shult,  41  Barb.,  102. 

Time,  hoiv  computed.']  The  general  rule  for  the  computation  of 
the  time  which  may  intervene  between  the  date  and  the  return 
day  of  process  is,  to  exclude  the  day  of  the  date,  and  to  include 
the  day  of  the  return.  Bissell  v.  Bissell,  11  Barb.,  96 ;  Judd  v. 
Fulton,  10  Barb.,  117 ;  JEx  parte  Dodge,  7  Cow.,  147. 

"  The  time  within  which  an  act  is  to  be  done,  as  herein  pro- 
vided, shall  be  computed  by  excluding  the  first  day,  and  includ- 
ing the  last.  If  the  last  day  be  Sunday,  it  shall  be  excluded." 
Code,  §  407. 

This  section  applies  to  the  practice  under  the  Code,  and  does 
not  affect  the  general  rule,  in  relation  to  the  construction  of  time 
under  general  statutes.  And  in  fixing  the  time  for  the  return  of 
a  long  summons,  if  the  day  selected  would  fall  on  Sunday,  then 
the  return  day  must  be  on  the  day  following,  or  some  other  day 
not  exceeding  twelve,  nor  less  than  six  days  from  the  date.  The 
same  rule  applies  to  a  short  summons,  except  that  the  time  must 
not  be  less  than  two,  nor  more  than  four  days  fi"om  the  date  of 
the  process. 

If  Sunday  is  one  of  the  days  intervening  between  the  date  and 
the  return  day,  it  is  counted  in  the  same  manner  as  a  week  day. 
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King  v.  Dowdall,  2  Sandf.,  131.  A  short  summons,  therefore, 
may  be  issued  ou  Saturday,  and  returnable  on  the  Monday  fol- 
lowing. A  long  summons,  issued  on  the  fii'st  day  of  the  month, 
cannot  be  made  returnable  later  than  the  thirteenth  day  of  the 
same  month ;  and  if  the  last  day  is  Sunday,  it  must  be  made 
returnable  on  the  day  preceding.  A  long  summons  which  is 
returnable  on  Friday,  must  be  served  as  early  as  the  Saturday 
preceding.  So,  a  summons  returnable  on  Saturday,  must  be 
issued  and  served  as  early  as  the  Saturday  preceding,  though 
there  would  then  be  seven  days  between  the  date  and  the  return 
day.  The  reason  is,  because  the  process  could  not  be  served  on 
Sunday,  and  its  service  on  Monday  would  not  leave  six  days 
between  the  service  and  the  return  day.  Fractions  of  a  day  are 
not  counted  in  the  computation  of  time,  so  that  a  short  summons^ 
issued  at  any  time  on  Saturday,  may  be  returnable  at  any  time 
on  the  Monday  following.  Columbia  Ttirnpilce  v.  Haytvood,  10 
Wend.,  422.  And  a  short  summons  served  on  the  14th,  which  is 
returnable  on  the  16th,  is  regular.  Ball  v.  Mander,  19  How.,  468. 
The  same  rules  of  computation,  as  to  time,  are  applicable  to  the 
service  and  return  of  process.  The  day  of  service  is  excluded ; 
fractions  of  a  day  are  disregarded  ;  intermediate  Sundays  counted 
like  other  days,  and  the  return  day  is  always  included. 

Plea  in  the  process.']  The  statute  provides  that  a  summons  or 
a  warrant  shall  contain  the  plea  to  which  the  defendant  is 
to  answer.  Vol.  I,  38,  §  12 ;  Id.,  40,  §  18.  The  object  of  stating 
this  plea  in  the  process  was,  i)robably,  for  the  purpose  of  inform- 
ing the  defendant  of  the  general  nature  of  the  action  against 
him,  and  whether  it  arose  upon  contract,  or  for  a  tort.  What- 
ever may  have  been  the  reason  for  requiring  it,  is  of  little 
consequence,  because  it  is  practically  disregarded.  It  was  decided 
many  yeai^s  ago,  that  it  was  no  ground  of  error  that  the  cause  of 
action  stated  in  the  summons  was  different  from  that  stated  in 
the  complaint.  Bowen  v.  Feme,  16  Johns.,  161.  The  same  rule 
has  been  repeatedly  enforced  by  the  supreme  court,  in  cases 
arising  since  the  Code.  Delancy  v.  Nagle,  16  Barb.,  96. 

It  has  also  been  held,  that  it  was  no  cause  of  reversal  of  the 
judgment,  though  the  summons  did  not  in  any  manner  state 
the  caxise  of  action,  or  its  nature.  Smith  v.  Joyce,  12  Barb.,  21 ; 
Cornell  v.  Bennett,  11  Barb.,  657 ;  Humphrey  v.  Persons,  23 
Barb.,  313.  The  jiractical  effect  of  these  cases  is,  to  render  the 
summons  or  warrant  a  mere  means  of  bringing  a  party  into 
court,  where  he  will  learn  from  the  complaint  what  the  cause  of 
action  is. 

Sunday,  issuing  or  service  of  process  on.]  'No  civil  process  can 
be  legally  issued  on  Sunday.  Van  Vechten  v.  PaddocJc,  12  Johns., 
178.  Nor  can  civil  ])rocess  be  legally  served  on  that  day.  Boh 
v.  Moffat,  3  Johns.,  257  ;  Yanderpoel  v.  'Wright,  1  Cow.,  209.  ISTo 
civil  process  can  be  legally  served  on  Saturday  on  a  person  who 
keeps  that  day  as  the  Sabbath.  Maxson  v.  Annas,  1  Denio,  204  ; 
Laws  1839,  page  305,    Nor  can  such  process  be  made  returnable 
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on  Saturday  as  against  such  persons.  2  E.  S.,  936,  §§  69,  70,  71, 
5th  ed.  If  any  civil  process  is  served  ud  Sunday,  the  service  will 
be  absolutely  void.  2  E.  S.,  935,  §  65,  5th  ed. 

By  the  method  of  computing  time  in  this  state,  established  by 
the  Eevised  Statutes,  a  day  consists  of  twenty-four  hours,  and 
commences  and  ends  at  midnight.  Whenever,  therefore,  a  statute 
forbids  an  act  to  be  done  on  a  particular  day,  it  has  reference  to 
this  mode  of  computation  by  the  calendar,  unless  there  is  some 
express  declaration  to  the  contrary.  Pulling  v.  People,  8  Barb., 
384. 

Election  day.]  No  civil  process  can  be  legally  served  on  an 
elector  on  any  day  on  which  a  general  election  is  held,  and  at 
which  he  is  entitled  to  vote.  1  E.  S.,  418,  §  3,  5th  ed. ;  Meelis  v. 
Noxon,  1  Abb.,  280;  Bierce  v.  Smith,  2  Abb.,  411.     * 

Town  meetings.]  "Whenever  a  town  meeting  shall  be  held  in 
any  town,  no  civil  process  shall  be  served  in  any  such  town,  on 
any  elector  entitled  to  vote  therein,  on  any  day  during  which 
such  town  meeting  shall  be  held."  1  E.  S.,  819,  <§  22,  5th  ed. 
This  statute  does  not,  in  terms,  forbid  the  service  of  process  on 
any  elector  in  any  other  town,  if  he  should  happen  to  be  there. 

Penalties,  process  to  ie  indorsed.]  "  Upon  every  process  issued 
for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  to 
any  action  for  the  recovery  of  any  penalty  or  forfeiture,  shall 
be  indorsed  a  general  reference  to  the  statute  by  which  such 
action  is  gixsan,  in  the  following  form :  'According  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statute  regulating  the  rate  of  interest  on  money ;'  or, 
'  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  concerning  sheriffs,' 
as  the  case  may  require,  or  in  some  other  general  terms  referring 
to  such  statute."  Vol.  I,  755,  §  7.  The  following  indorsements 
have  been  held  sufficient.  In  an  action  for  a  violation  of  the 
excise  law,  the  process  was  indorsed  thus :  "  Issued  according  to 
the  proceedings  of  title  nine,  chapter  20th,  part  first,  of  the  Ee- 
vised Statutes."  Andrews  v.  Harrington,  19  Barb.,  343.  In  an 
other  action  of  a  similar  kind,  the  indorsement  was,  "  according 
to  the  provisions  of  title  9,  part  1,  chapter  20,  of  the  statute  of 
excise  and  the  regulations  of  taverns  and  groceries."  Perry  v. 
Tynen,  22  Barb.,  137. 

In  an  action  for  a  penalty  for  receiving  illegal  toll  at  a  plank- 
road  gate :  "  Issued  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
concerning  the  incorporation  of  turnpike  and  plankroad  compa- 
nies, and  the  collection  of  penalties  for  demanding  and  recovering 
more  than  lawful  toll,  in  passing  through  toll  gates  on  such 
roads."  Marselis  v.  Seaman,  21  Barb.,  319.  But  the  foUowiug 
was  held  defective,  in  an  action  for  a  violation  of  the  excise  law : 
"  According  to  the  act '  Of  the  internal  police  of  the  state.'  " 

The  object  of  such  an  indorsement  is  to  inform  the  defendant 
what  particular  statute  it  is  claimed  that  he  has  violated.  There 
ought,  therefore,  to  be  such  a  reference  as  will  accomplish  that 
purpose.  If  a  reference  is  made  to  the  Eevised  Statutes,  it  may 
be  thus:  "Issued  according  to  the  provisions  of  article        of 
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title  of  chapter  of  part  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  entitled" 
&c. ;  or,  the  reference  may  be  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the 
section  of  the  statute  which  has  been  quoted.  Or  the  reference 
may  be  to  the  laws  of  some  particular  year,  as  :  "Issued  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  laws  of        chapter      ,  entitled,"  &c. 

When  the  process  is  served  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  sum- 
mons to  the  defendant,  there  ought  also  to  be  a  copy  of  the 
indorsement  served,  and  duly  certified  as  a  part  of  the  process. 
A  general  appearance  in  the  action,  without  objection,  will  waive 
the  objection  that  the  process  ought  to  have  been  indorsed  in  the 
manner  required  by  the  statute.  Sprague  v.  Irwin,  27  How.,  51. 
And  the  effect  of  the  appearance  is  the  same,  whether  the  defend- 
ant knew  of  ^the  irregularity  or  not,  at  the  time  of  appearing.  Ih. 

In  actions'for  a  willful  trespass  on  land,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
indorse  the  process,  because  the  statute  does  not  give  the  action ; 
it  merely  creates  a  forfeiture  for  treble  damages,  where  the  evi- 
dence warrants  such  damages.  IT). 

Amount,  jurisdiction  as  to.]  It  was  formerly  held  that  a  sum- 
mons must  not  claim  an  amount  exceeding  the  ordinary  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  justice,  or  it  would  be  void,  and  that  the  defendant 
would  be  under  no  obligation  to  appear  and  answer  it.  Yager  v. 
Hannah,  6  Hill,  631.  This  is  no  longer  the  rule.  There  are  some 
cases  in  which  a  justice  may  render  judgment  for  more  than  two 
hundred  dollars ;  and  a  defendant  is  therefore  bound  to  attend  on 
the  return  day,  and  learn  whether  the  case  is  one  of  that  character. 
If  he  does  not  appear,  and  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgmenf  on  a 
claim  where  more  than  two  hundred  dollars  is  recoverable,  the 
defendant  will  be  remediless  on  an  appeal.  Htimphrey  v.  Persons, 
23  Barb.,  313. 

Deputing  person  to  serve  process.']  "  Every  justice  who  shall  issue 
any  process  authorized  by  this  title,  excepting  a  venire,  whenever 
he  shall  judge  it  expedient,  on  the  request  of  a  party,  may,  by 
written  authority  indorsed  on  such  process,  empower  any  proper 
person,  being  of  lawful  age,  and  not  a  party  in  interest  in  the 
suit,  to  execute,  the  same."  Vol.  I,  72,  §  196 ;  Montdth  v.  Cash,  1 
E.  D.  Smith,  412.  "  The  person  so  empowered,  shall  thereupon 
possess  all  the  aiithority  of  a  constable,  in  relation  to  the  execu- 
tion of  such  process,  and  shall  be  sxabject  to  the  same  obligations, 
but  shall  not  receive  any  fee  or  reward  for  his  services  therein." 
Id.,  §  197. 

"Every  constable  to  whom  process  shall  be  directed  and 
delivered,  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  this  title,  shall  execute 
the  same  in  person,  and  shall  not  act  by  deputy  in  any  case." 
Id.,  §  198. 

By  the  terms  of  the  statute,  a  person  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  cannot  be  deputed  to  serve  such  process.  Miln  v.  Bus- 
sell,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  303,  When  an  execution  is  duly  issued  to  a 
constable,  it  becomes  his  duty  to  execute  it  in  person.  He  has 
no  power  to  substitute  another  constable  in  his  place.  Downs  v. 
McGlynn,  2  Hilt.,  14;  S.  C,  6  Abb,,  241. 
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Form  of  dentation  to  ie  indorsed  on  the  process. 

Fulton  ComsTT,  ss:  On  the  request  of  the  within  named  plaintiff,  I  do 
adjudge  it  expedient  to  empower  some  proper  person  to  execute  the  within 
process ;  and  I,  therefore,  empower  John  P.  Albro,  being  of  lawful  age, 
and  not  a  party  in  interest  in  the  suit,  to  execute  the  same.  November  2d, 
1864.  DAVID  KENNEDY,  Justice. 

The  deputation  ought  to  show  that  the  appointment  was  made 
at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  person  appointed  was  of 
lawful  age,  and  that  he  was  not  a  party  in  interest.  In  all  pro- 
ceedings in  inferior  courts,  it  ought  to  appear  affirmatively,  that 
the  justice  had  jurisdiction  to  render  the  judgment  which  he  has 
given. 

Officer,  when  protected  and  when  not^  A  mere  ministerial  officer 
will  always  be  protected  in  executing  process,  if  it  is  regular  and 
legal  on  its  face ;  and  if  the  process  be  such  as  the  court  or  officer 
issuing  it,  has  general  jurisdiction  to  issue  in  proper  cases.  The 
officer  need  not  look  behind  his  process,  to  know  that  there  was 
authority  to  issue  it.  Savacool  v.  Boughton,  5  Wend.,  170;  Cornell 
V.  Barnes,  7  Hill,  35 ;  ParTcer  v.  Walrod,  16  Wend.,  514;  Fulton  v. 
Heaton,  1  Barb.,  552. 

But  if  process  shows  on  its  face,  either  that  it  was  issued  with- 
out authority,  or  that  the  person  who  issued  it  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  issue  such  process,  then  the  process  will  not  afford  any  protec- 
tion to  the  officer  executing  it.  Stroud  v.  Butler,  18  Balrb.,  327; 
Parker  v.  Walrod,  16  Wend.,  514;  Vol.  I,  739. 

Again,  if  process  is  regular  and  legal  on  its  face,  and  is  issued 
by  a  court  or  a  person  who  is  authorized  to  issue  such  process, 
it  will  not  invalidate  the  protection  to  the  officer,  to  allege  and 
prove  that  he  knew  of  a  want  of  jurisdiction  in  issuing  it.  In 
such  cases  the  general  rule  is  still  enforced,  that  the  officer  need 
look  only  to  his  process.  Webber  v.  Gay,  24  Wend.,  485 ;  People 
V.  Warren,  5  Hill,  440.  But  though  an  officer,  may,  he  is  not 
hound  to  execute  process,  which  he  knows  to  be  void.  Cornell  v. 
Barnes,  7  Hill,  35.  If,  however,  there  is  merely  some  irregularity 
in  the  issuing  of  the  process  which  does  not  affect  its  jurisdiction, 
and  which  the  defendant  might  waive,  the  officer  will  not  be 
excused  from  serving  it.  Bacon  v.  Cropsey,  3  Seld.,  195  and  199, 
and  cases  there  cited. 

Officer  hound  to  execute  process.']  Whenever  the  law  imposes  a 
duty  upon  an  officer,  he  is  bound  to  discharge  it  to  the  best  <of 
his  ability.  If  a  justice  should  refuse  to  swear  a  party  to  an  affi- 
davit in  a  proper  case,  he  would  be  liable  to  an  indictment  for 
the  refusal.  People  v.  Brooks,  1  Denio,  457. 

It  is,  therefore,  the  duty  of  a  ministerial  officer  to  execute  all 
legal  process  which  is  directed  to  him  by  name,  or  as  one  of  a 
class  of  officers.  A  refusal  would  not  only  be  indictable,  but  the 
officer  refusing  would  also  be  liable  to  the  party  injured,  for  such 
damages  as  he  might  sustain  in  consequence. 

It  is  not  permitted  to  a  constable  to  serve  process,  or  to  refuse 
to  serve  it  at  his  pleasure.  If  process  is  regular  on  its  face,  and  it 
Wait  II—? 


50  OF  ACTIONS  AND  OF  PROCESS. 

is  issued  by  one  who  has  competent  authority  for  that  purpose, 
the  constable  is  bound  to  serve  or  execute  the  process  according 
to  its  mandate.  He  may,  however,  demand  his  legal  fees  for 
the  service  before  the  summons  or  process  is  served.  And  if  the 
payment  of  such  fees  is  refused,  he  may  lawfully  refuse  to  serve 
it  until  he  is  paid.  But  when  his  legal  fees  are  tendered  to  him, 
he  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  liable  to  fine  and  imprison- 
ment, if  he  willfully  refuses  to  serve  the  process.  2  E.  S.,  696,  ^ 
38,  1st  ed. ;  3  E.  S.,  979,  §  53,  5th  ed. 

The  term  willfully  includes  every  intentional  refusal,  even 
although  the  constable  may  honestly  think  that  he  is  not  bound 
to  serve  the  process.  It  will  not  bo  any  defense  to  an  indictment, 
that  the  officer  was  not  guilty  of  bad  faith  in  refusing,  and  that 
his  refusal  was  upon  the  ground  that  he  thought  the  law  did  not 
require  him  to  do  the  act.  People  v.  Brooks,  1  Denio,  457. 

There  are,  however,  instances  in  which  a  refusal  would  not  be 
willful.  If  the  constable  is  sick  and  unable  to  serve  the  process, 
or  if  his  health  is  such  that  a  service  of  such  process  would  be 
attended  with  great  danger  to  him,  the  law  would  not  be  violated, 
since  such  a  refusal  would  not  be  regarded  as  willful.  So,  if  a 
member  of  the  constable's  family  is  so  sick  as  to  require  his  con- 
stant attention,  the  law  would  excuse  him  from  serving  process 
which  would  cause  him  to  be  long  absent,  and  besides  that  such  a 
refusal  would  not  be  willful.  Again,  if  a  constable  is  engaged  in 
other  official  duties,  he  is  not  bound  to  leave  those  before  they  are 
discharged. 

Officer  cannot  take  reivard,  extra  fees,  &c.]  "No  constable  shall 
ask  or  receive  any  money  or  valuable  thing  from  a  defendant,  or 
any  other  person,  as  a  considei-ation,  reward  or  inducement  for 
omitting  to  arrest  any  defendant,  or  to  carry  him  before  any  jus- 
tice, or  for  delaying  to  take  any  party  to  prison,  or  for  postponing 
the  sale  of  any  property  under  any  execution,  or  for  omitting  or 
delaying  the  execution  of  any  duty  pertaining  to  his  office."  Vol. 
I,  66,  ^  160.  A  violation  of  this  statute  is  a  misdemeanor,  punish- 
able by  fine  and  imprisonment,  and,  on  conviction,  a  forfeiture 
of  the  office.  Id.,  §.  162. 

No  constable  can  maintain  an  action  to  recover  more  than  the 
legal  fees  for  his  services,  though  they  may  have  been  worth 
much  more  than  the  fees  given  bylaw;,  and  though  the  party 
may  have  expressly  agreed  to  pay  such  additional  sum  before  the 
services  were  rendered.  Hatch  v.  Mann,  15  Wend.,  44;  Downs  v. 
McGlynn,  2  Hilt.,  14 ;  S.  C,  6  Abb.  241;  Vol.  I,  105. 

Process  amendable.']  It  is  a  rule  of  very  extensive  application, 
that  process  is  amendable  either  in  form  or  substance.  The 
principles  will  be  fully  stated  under  title  Amendments. 

Waiver  of  defects  in  process.'].  If  process  is  defective  in  form  or 
in  substance,  or  if  it  is  irregularly  issued,  or  is  improperly  served, 
a  party  is  at  liberty  to  disregard  the  defects.  And  all  such  defects 
or  omissions,  and  all  irregularities,  will  be  waived  by  voluntarily 
taking  any  subsequent  steps  in  the  action  without  making  ob- 
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jection.    For  a  full  review  of  the  cases,  see  title,  "Waiver  by- 
pleading,"  and  "Jurisdiction." 

Process,  ivhen  set  aside  for  fraud.']  The  law  condemns  every 
species  of  fraud  and  unfair  practice.  And  whenever  there  is  an 
attempt  to  pervert  and  prostitute  the  process  of  the  law,  to  the 
purposes  of  base  men,  in  their  unjust  designs,  it  is  the  duty  of 
every  court  to  enforce  a  proper  remedy,  by  promptly  setting 
aside  such  process  as  may  have  been  fraudulently  obtained.  No 
justice,  who  is  fit  to  hold  his  office,  will  tolerate  an  abuse  of  his 
process  by  any  man  who  would  employ  it  for  an  unlawful  pur- 
pose. And  where  an  unlawful  use  is  made  of  his  process,  or 
where  there  is  a  gross  abuse  of  it,  in  the  commencement  of 
actions,  the  justice  has  the  same  power  to  correct  that  wrong 
that  is  possessed  by  a  court  of  record.  Vol.  I,  37,  §  1 ;  Bdbcock  v. 
Lipe,  1  Denio,  139;  Mosher  \.  Lawrence,  4  Denio,  419;  Bobbins 
V.  Gorham,  26  Barb.,  586,  592,  opinion  of  court;  S.  C,  11  E.  P. 
Smith,  588 ;  Fulton  v.  Heaton,  1  Barb.,  552 ;  Brace  v.  Benson,  10 
Wend.,  213.  In  one  case  the  defendants  moved  to  set  aside  a 
warrant  because  they  were  not  liable  to  arrest ;  and  they  offered 
to  prove  the  facts,  which  were  conceded  by  the  plaintiffs.  The 
justice  refused  to  set  the  warrant  aside;  and  after  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  county  court 
of  Washington  county,  the  judgment  of  the  justice  and  that  of 
the  county  court  were  both  reversed  by  the  supreme  court.  It 
was  conceded  that  the  defendants  were  not  liable  to  arrest  by 
warrant;  but  the  plaintiffs'  affidavits  made  a  prima  facie  case, 
and  it  was  insisted  that  the  defendants  could  not  controvert  their 
truth.  Judge  OowBi*f  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and 
said:  "Upon  the  motion  to  quash  the  warrant,  the  plaintiffs, 
before  the  justice,  admitted  that  the  defendants  were  residents  of 
Granville,  in  Washington  county,  and  had  been  so  for  more  than 
thirty  days  before  the  warrant  was  taken  out.  The  justice  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  process,  and  the  affidavit  on  which  the  warrant 
was  issued  made  it  regular  in  the  first  instance.  But  certainly 
the  affidavit  was  not  conclusive.  It  was  still  open  to  be  met  by 
the  defendants,  on  proof  that  it  was  made  under  a  plain  mistake. 
That  was  admitted,  and  the  justice  should,,  therefore,  have  dis- 
missed the  suit;  or,  to  speak  more  technically,  he  should  have  set 
aside  the  proceedings  for  irregularity."  Shannon  v.  Comstocli,  21 
Wend.,  457,  459.  It  will  readily  be  seen  that  if  this  is  the  rule 
when  process  is  obtained  by  mistake,  a  far  more  cogent  reason 
exists  for  its  exercise  in  cases  of  fraud.  No  court  will  sanction 
any  attempt  by  fraud  or  misrepresentation  to  bring  a  party  within 
its  jurisdiction. 

And  if  a  party  has  been  induced  by  a  false  statement  to  come 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  is  there  served  with  pro- 
cess, the  service  and  the  process  will  be  set  aside.  Carpenter  v. 
Spooner,  2  Sandf.,  717.  And  if  he  has  been  arrested  under  such 
circumstances  the  court  will  set  aside  the  service  and  discbarge 
the  defendant  from  arrest.  Goupil  v.  Simonson,  3  Abb,,  474; 
Metcay"  V.  Clark,  41  Barb.,  45. 
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Process,  service  ly  constable  in  his  own  favor.]  It  has  been  held 
that  a  constable  may  serve  a  summons  when  he  is  plaintiff  in 
the  action.  Putnam  v.  Man,  3  Wend.,  202 ;  Tuttle  v.  Hunt,2  Cow., 
436.  But  a  plaintiif  in  an  action,  who  is  not  a  constable,  cannot 
be  deputed  by  the  justice  to  serve  a  summons  in  his  own  favor, 
as  it  has  been  seen  that  the  statute  requires  that  the  person 
deputed  shall  not  be  a  party  in  interest  in  the  suit, 

SECTION  II. 

ACTIOK,    WHERE   TO    BE   COMMENCED. 

One  person  may  have  a  legal  and  perfect  cause  of  action 
against  an  other,  and  yet,  if  he  desires  a  legal  remedy,  he  must 
pursue  that  remedy  in  the  manner  which  the  law  has  prescribed. 
One  of  the  restrictions  imposed  by  law  is  that  in  relation  to  the 
town  in  which  a  defendant  may  be  sued.  It  is  not  always  left  to 
a  plaintiff  to  select  any  town  in  a  county  in  which  to  commence 
an  action.  Though  there  are  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  may 
sue  in  any  town  in  the  county.  These  several  cases  will  be  now 
noticed.  The  statute  is  as  follows :  "  Every  such  action  shall  be 
brought  before  some  justice  of  the  town  wherein,  either,  1,  the 
plaintiffs,  or  any  one  of  them  reside ;  or  2,  where  the  defendants, 
or  any  one  of  them  reside  ;  or  3,  before  some  justice  of  an  other 
town  in  the  same  county,  next  adjoining  the  residence  of  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant."  Vol.  I,  38,  §  6.  The  preceding  section 
relates  exclusively  to  those  cases  in  which  both  parties,  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  are  residents  of  the  county  in  which  the  action  is 
commenced.  And  the  first  clause  of  the  next  section  cited  also 
relates  to  a  case  in  which  both  parties  are  residents  of  the 
county,  but  in  which  the  defendant  has  absconded  from  his  resi- 
dence in  that  county.  It  will  be  observed  that  in  every  instance 
the  statute  says,  the  town  in  which  the  party  resides,  &c.,  or 
adjoining  the  residence,  &c.,  which  could  not  be  applicable  to  a 
non-resident,  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant. 

"  But  if  a  defendant  has  absconded  from  his  residence,  such 
action  may  be  brought  before  a  justice  of  the  town  in  which 
such  defendant  or  his  property  may  be ;  and  if  the  plaintiffs  be 
all  non-residents  of  .the  county,  or  if  the  defendant  be  a  non- 
resident of  the  county,  then  such  action  may  be  brought  before 
any  justice  of  the  town  in  which  such  plaintiffs  or  defendant 
may  be."  Id.,  §  7. 

The  latter  portion  of  the  preceding  section  relates  exclu- 
sively to  the  case  of  non-resident  parties,  whether  plaintiff  or 
defendant. 

This  is  evident  from  the  plain  reading  of  the  statute ;  and 
besides  that,  the  case  of  resident  parties  had  already  been  fully 
provided  for.  These  provisions  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  the 
town  in  which  the  action  must  be  commenced  are  equally  appli- 
cable to  every  kind  of  process.  So  that,  when  a  summons,  long 
or  short,  or  process  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property,  or  an 
attachment,  long  or  short,  or  a  warrant,  is  issued  against  a  non- 
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resident  defendant,  the  process  must  be  returnable  before  some 
justice  of  the  town  in  which  the  defendant  may  be  at  the  time 
■when  the  action  is  commenced. 

These  provisions  of  the  statute  seem  to  be  very  plain ;  and 
yet  a  little  further  explanation  may  be  of  service  to  a  Justice 
who  is  not  experienced  in  the  duties  of  his  office;  or  to  the 
student  at  law  who  is  not  yet  familiar  with  all  the  principles  of 
the  law. 

The  plaintiff  may  exercise  a  very  considerable  choice  in  the 
selection  of  a  town  in  which  to  sue,  notwithstanding  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statute  referred  to. 

If  the  parties  are  all  residents  of  the  county,  the  action  may 
be  brought  in  any  town  in  which  any  one  of  the  plaintiffs  resides  ; 
or  in  any  town  in  which  any  one  of  the  defendants  resides  ;  or  in 
any  town,  in  the  same  county,  adjoining  the  residence  of  either 
of  the  plaintiffs,  or  either  of  the  defendants. 

If  there  is  but  one  plaintiff  and  one  defendant,  and  they  both 
reside  in  the  same  town,  there  will  generally  be  several  adjoining 
towns,  and  the  plaintiff  may  sue  in  the  town  in  which  he  resides, 
or  in  any  adjoining  town  in  the  same  county,  and  before  any 
justice  in  any  one  of  such  towns. 

If  there  are  several  plaintiffs  and  several  defendants,  all  of 
whom  reside  in  the  same  county,  but  in  different  towns,  then  the 
number  of  towns  in  which  the  action  may  be  brought,  will  be 
increased,  since  the  action  may  be  brought  in  any  town  in  which 
any  one  of  the  plaintiffs  or  any  one  of  the  defendants  resides,  or 
in  any  adjoining  town  in  the  same  county.  The  plaintiff,  how- 
ever, will  not  be  permitted  \o  bring  his  action  in  any  other  town 
than  those  specified.  And  if  he  does  so,  the  defendant  will  not 
be  under  any  obligation  to  appear  and  answer  the  process,  but  he 
may  bring  an  appeal  to  reverse  it.  As  to  the  validity  of  such  a 
judgment,  see  ante,  7. 

But  if  a  defendant  has  absconded  from  his  residence,  then  an 
action  may  be  brought  against  him  in  any  town  in  which  such 
absconding  defendant  or  his  property  may  be.  The  object  of  the 
law  in  restricting  a  plaintiff  as  to  the  town  in  which  he  might 
bring  an  action,  was  for  the  benefit  of  defendants,  and  to  protect 
them  from  the  vexation,  trouble  and  expense  of  attending  an 
action  in  a  town  remote  from  their  residence.  But  if  a  person 
absconds  from  his  residence,  he  forfeits  all  claim  to  any  special 
consideration  as  to  his  convenience;  and  the  creditor  is  per- 
mitted to  pursue  his  remedy  by  action  in  any  town  in  which  such 
defendant  or  his  property  may  be  at  the  time  when  the  action  is 
commenced.  It  may  happen  that  the  absconding  defendant  is  in 
one  town,  while  his  property  may  be  in  an  other;  and  in  that 
case,  the  plaintiff  may  sue  in  either  town.  It  may  be,  too,  that  the 
defendant  is  removing  his  property  with  the  intention  of  secreting 
it  within  the  county,  or  of  removing  it  therefrom ;  and  in  such 
cases,  the  plaintiff  may,  in  a  proper  case,  have  an  attachment  in 
any  town  in  which  the  defendant  or  his  property  may  be. 
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Again,  the  plaintiffs  may  all  be  non-residents  of  the  county; 
and  in  that  case,  the  action  may  be  commenced  in  any  town  of 
the  county  in  which  the  defendant  resides ;  and  the  plaintiff  need 
not  be  present  in  person,  but  may  act  by  attorney.  Hunter  v. 
Burtis,  10  Wend.,  358,  360;  Onderdonk  v.  Eanlett,  3  Hill,  323. 
But  if  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  he  must  be 
sued  in  the  town  in  which  he  may  be  at  the  time  when  the  action 
is  commenced,  especially  if  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident  of  that 
county.  See  language  of  Opinion  in  Siinter  v.  Burtis,  10  Wend., 
361.  The  statute  does  not  in  express  terms  provide  for  a  case  in 
■which  both  parties,  plaintiff  and  defendant,  are  non-residents. 

Were  it  not  for  the  restrictions  of  the  two  sections  which 
have  been  cited,  ante,  52,  a  plaintiff  would  be  authorized  to 
commence  an  action  in  any  town  in  the  county,  whether  the 
defendants  were  residents  of  the  county  or  not.  And  if 
the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident,  and  the  defendant  is  a  resident,  the 
plaintiff  may  still  sue  in  any  town  in  the  county.  But  a  non- 
resident defendant,  if  sued  by  a  resident  plaintitf,  must  be  sued 
in  the  town  in  which  he  may  be  at  the  time  the  action  is  com- 
menced. If  both  parties  are  non-residents,  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  sue  in  any  town  in  the  county  is  not  restricted,  unless  by  the 
terms  of  the  statute,  which  declare,  that  in  case  the  defendant  is 
a  non-resident,  the  action  may  be  brought  in  any  town  in  which 
he  may  be. 

The  evident  object  of  the  statute  was  to  provide,  as  far  as 
possible,  for  the  convenience  of  non-resident  parties,  whether 
plaintiffs  or  defendants.  And  when  both  are  non-residents,  there 
is  no  reason  why  the  convenience  oT  one  party  should  be  con- 
sulted more  than  that  of  the  other.  And  the  reasonable  rule 
would  be  that  the  action  might  be  commenced  in  the  town  in 
which  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  might  be  at  the  time  of  com- 
mencing the  action ;  since  the  general  provisions  of  the  law 
would  allow  an  action  in  any  town  in  the  county,  were  there  no 
restrictions,  and  that  general  rule  ought  to  prevail  in  the  absence 
of  a  statute  expressly  forbidding  it.  As  to  the  consequences  of 
suing  in  the  wrong  town,  see  ante,  7. 

SECTION  III. 

ISSUE   WITHOUT   PROCESS. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant  can  be  obtained  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  and  in  no  other  way,  unless  a  party 
waives  some  irregularity  by  voluntarily  appearing  or  taking 
some  step  in  the  action.  And,  though  process  is  generally  issued 
for  commencing  actions,  yet  an  action  may  be  commenced  with- 
out process.  The  statute  provides:  "Suits  may  be  instituted 
before  a  justice,  either  by  the  voluntary  appearance  and  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  or  by  process  ;  when  by  process,  it  shall  be 
either  a  summons,  a  warrant,  or  an  attachment."  Vol.  I,  38,  ^  9. 
Parties  do  not  generally  volunteer  to  join  issue  without  process. 
Though  it  frequently  occurs  that  process  is  issued  and  served, 
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and  that  there  is  some  irregularity  in  issuing  it ;  or  that  it  is 
defective  in  form  or  in  substance ;  or  that  it  has  not  been  pro- 
perly served.  In  all  such  cases,  if  the  party  sued  appears  in 
the  action  and  voluntarily  puts  in  an  answer  without  making 
.any  objection  to  the  defects,  that  will  be  deemed  a  voluntary 
joining  of  issue,  and  jurisdiction  of  the  person  will  be  complete, 
because  an  issue  might  be  joined  without  any  process ;  and 
irregular,  and  even  void  process,  which  may  have  been  issued 
and  served,  will  not,  in  any  manner,  invalidate  an  issue  volunta- 
rily joined.  The  statute  cited  is  of  value,  therefore,  since,  if  juris- 
diction could  not  be  obtained  over  the  person  of  the  defendant 
except  by  process,  there  could  not  be  a  waiver,  perhaps,  in  case 
of  void  process,  though  as  to  process  merely  irregular,  a  diflferent 
rule  would  be  applied.  When  no  process  has  been  issued ;  or 
when  the  service  of  process  is  not  sufficient  to  require  the  defend- 
ant to  appear  and  answer  it,  there  will  not  be  any  action  pending 
until  issue  is  actually  joined.  In  one  case  the  summons  was 
served  by  copy,  not  personally,  aSid  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
appeared  before  the  justice  and  an  adjournment  was  had  on 
motion  of  the  defendant,  but  no  issue  was  joined,  nor  any  plead- 
ings put  in.  The  plaintiff  appeared  on  the  adjourned  day  and 
took  judgment.  The  defendant  did  not  appear  at  the  trial.  The 
judgment  was  held  erroneous  and  reversed,  because  there  was 
not  any  action  pending.  Lester  v.  Grary,  1  Denio,  81.  In  such 
a  case  the  service  of  the  process  was  not  personal,  and  the  justice, 
therefore,  did  not  acquire  jurisdiction  by  the  ijrocess.  And  since 
no  issue  was  joined,  it  could  not  be  an  action  pending  by  virtue 
of  a  voluntary  joining  of  issue. 

SECTION  IV. 

ACTION,    WHEN   DEEMED   COMMENCED. 

When  process  is  issued,  the  statute  determ  nes  at  what  time 
the  action  is  commenced.  "  Suits  shall  be  considered  as  com- 
menced at  the  times  following:  1.  Upon  process  by  warrant,  at 
the  time  of  the  arrest  of  the  defendant;  2.  Upon  process  by 
attachment  or  summons,  on  the  day  when  the  process  shall  be 
delivered  to  the  constable.  But  if  two  or  more  suits  be  com- 
menced by  summons  or  attachment,  on  the  same  day,  the  suits 
in  which  the  process  was  first  served  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  first  commenced ;  3.  Where  the  suit  is  instituted  without 
process,  at  the  time  of  the  parties  joining  issue."  Vol.  1, 38,  ^  10. 

The  law  does  not  make  it  any  part  of  the  official  duty  of  a 
justice  to  deliver  a  summons,  a  warrant  or  an  attachment  to 
a  constable  for  service ;  though  it  is  entirely  proper  for  him  to  do 
so  if  he  pleases.  And  when  the  constable  applies  for  the  sum- 
mons, at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  as  is  frequently  the  case,  it 
is  the  general  practice  for  the  justice  to  deliver  the  process  to  him. 
In  such  a  case,  the  justice  will,  of  course,  know  precisely  when 
the  action  is  commenced,  by  the  delivery  of  the  process  to  the 
constable.    But  that  knowledge  on  his  part,  and  even  the  return 
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of  the  justice  on  an  appeal,  that  the  process  was  delivered  by  him 
to  a  constable  on  a  specified  day,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  as  to 
the  time  when  the  action  was  commenced.  And  where  the 
statute  of  limitations  is  interposed  as  a  defense,  and  it  becomes 
important  to  show  on  what  day  the  process  was  delivered  to  the. 
constable  for  service,  that  fact  must  be  proved  on  the  trial  before 
the  justice,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  fact  in  the  cause. 
Neither  the  knowledge  of  the  justice  that  the  process  was  issued 
in  due  time,  nor  his  return  of  that  fact  to  the  county  court,  will 
prevent  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  if  it  appears  that  the  serAdce 
of  such  process  was  not  made  until  after  the  statute  had  attached. 
Cornell  v.  Moulton,  3  Denio,  12  ;  McGratv  v.  Walker,  2  Hilt.,  404. 
The  reason  why  the  justice  cannot  act  upon  his  own  knowledge 
of  the  time  when  the  process  was  issued,  is,  because  in  the  trial  of 
all  causes  before  him,  he  must  act  solely  on  such  legal  evidence 
as  may  be  given  before  him.  And  he  cannot  in  any  case  decide 
a  cause  upon  facts  within  his  own  knowledge,  if  they  are  not 
legally  proved  before  him.  It»may  be  said  that  the  justice  may 
have  entered  in  his  minutes,  or  his  docket,  the  time  of  the  delivery 
of  the  process  to  the  constable.  But,  if  this  were  so,  the  two 
cases  last  cited  expressly  hold,  that  this  will  not  be  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  fact. 

The  statute  does  not  require  any  entry  in  the  docket  in  rela- 
tion to  the  delivery  of  the  process  to  a  constable,  though  it  does 
require  an  entry  as  to  the  time  when  the  first  process  was  issued. 
Vol.  I,  69,  §  174,  sub.  2.  It  may  be  true  that  the  docket  is  evi- 
dence as  to  the  time  when  the  process  was  issued.  But  the 
process  may  have  been  issued  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  And 
if  it  was  not  delivered  to  a  constable  in  due  time,  that  would  be 
of  no  avail  as  an  answer  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  It  is  not 
the  issuing  of  the  process,  but  the  delivery  of  it  to  a  constable 
that  constitutes  the  commencement  of  an  action. 

The  docket  of  the  justice  will  be  legal  evidence  before  him  of 
every  fact  which  he  is  required  by  law  to  enter  therein.  But  it 
will  not  be  evidence  of  any  other  facts.  The  return  of  a  con- 
stable is  legal  evidence  of  the  time  and  manner  of  the  service  of 
process,  because  the  law  makes  it  so.  And  in  the  absence  of  any 
other  evidence,  the  action  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  com- 
menced at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  process,  as  it  appears  by 
the  constable's  return.  Cornell  v.  Moulton,  3  Denio,  12 ;  McGraw 
V.  Walker,  2  Hilt.,  404. 

But  the  indorsement  by  a  sheriff  or  a  constable,  of  the  time  of 
the  receipt  of  a  summons  by  him,  is  not  sufficient  legal  evidence, 
as  to  the  time  when  he  received  such  process.  Such  an  entry  is 
not  required  by  law,  and  therefore  it  is  not  evidence.  WardMiell 
y.  Patrick,,  1  Bosw.,  406.  But  it  is  evidence  of  any  entry  which 
is  required  by  law ;  as  for  instance,  a  sheriff  is  required  to  indorse 
on  an  execution  the  precise  time  when  he  received  it,  and  there- 
fore his  return  of  that  fact  is  legal  evidence. 

As  a  general  rule,  fractions  of  a  day  are  not  noticed  in  legal 
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proceedings.  Blydenburgli  v.  Cofheal,  4  Comst.,  418;  ColwaMa 
Tumpihe  Eoad  v.  Haywood,  10  Wend.,  422.  And  if  an  action  is 
commenced  at  any  time  on  the  last  day  before  the  statute  of 
limitations  has  attached,  it  will  be  in  time.  But  there  are  cases 
in  which  an  action  may  have  been  commenced,  on  a  specified 
day,  beyond  any  question ;  and  yet,  it  may  be  important  to 
determine,  at  what  sijecified  time  on  that  day  the  action  was 
commenced.  Whenever  it  is  important  to  determine  such  time 
precisely,  the  law  permits  the  inquiry  to  be  made.  And,  when 
ascertained,  such  precise  time  is  conclusive. 

The  following  are  some  of  the  instances  in  which  it  may  be 
important  to  determine  precisely  when  the  action  was  com- 
menced. A  defendant  who  is  sued  may  purchase  a  claim  on  the 
day  on  which  the  action  was  commenced,  for  the  purpose  of 
setting  it  off  against  the  plaintiff's  demand.  And  if  he  pur- 
chased it  before  the  suit  was  commenced,  it  is  a  legal  set-off, 
though  it  would  be  otherwise  if  not  owned  before  the  action  was 
commenced.  Again,  a  sheriff  may  be  sued  for  the  escape  of  a 
prisoner  from  the  jail  limits.  But  if  the  action  is  not  commenced 
until  after  the  return  of  the  prisoner,  it  will  be  too  late,  for  the 
return  will  be  a  legal  defense  in  behalf  of  the  sheriff.  Wiggin  v. 
Orser,  5  Duer,  118. 

The  important  inquiry  now  occurs,  when  is  an  action  com- 
menced in  these  cases  in  which  the  precise  time  is  material  ?  In 
the  supreme  court  the  action  is  commenced  at  the  time  of  the 
service  of  the  summons.  Code,  §"^  99, 127;  Wiggin  v.  Orser,  5  Duer, 
118.  But  the  statute  has  prescribed  a  different  rule  in  justice's 
courts.  The  statute  which  has  been  cited  declares  that  a  suit 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  commenced  by  summons  or  attachment  on 
the  day  when  the  process  shall  be  delivered  to  the  constable.  Vol. 
I,  38,  §  10,  sub.  2.     See  Koon  v.  Qreenman,  7  Wend.,  121. 

Before  the  enactment  of  the  Code,  and  before  the  Eevised  Sta^ 
tutes  of  1830,  it  was  held  that  both  in  justices'  courts,  Boyce  v.  Mor- 
gan, 3  Caines,  133,  and  in  courts  of  record,  the  issuing  of  the  process 
was  the  commencement  of  the  action.  Bronson  v.  Sari,  17  Johns., 
63 ;  BurdicTi  v.  Chreen,  18  Johns.,  14 ;  Yisscher  v.  Gansevoort,  18 
Johns.,  496;  Boss  v.  Luther,  4  Cow.,  158;  Hogan  v.  Cuyler,  8  Oow., 
203.  In  a  justice's  court,  the  single  question  to  be  settled  now  is, 
at  what  time  was  the  process  detivered  to  the  constable  for  service. 
Though  there  are  cases  in  which  the  actual  service  of  the  process 
is  made  the  test,  as  where  two  actions  are  commenced  on  the 
same  day,  then  that  action  is  first  commenced  in  which  the  pro- 
cess was  first  served.  When  the  process  is  actually  delivered  to 
the  constable,  there  need  be  no  question  as  to  the  precise  time 
when  it  was  done. 

The  statute  has  not  declared,  in  terms,  whether  the  delivery  of 
the  process  to  the  constable  must  be  actual  and  personal,  or 
whether  it  may  be  constructive,  as  by  a  delivery  of  it  to  his  wife, 
if  he  is  absent  from  home.  In  the  absence  of  any  adjudication  of 
this  question  by  the  supreme  court,  the  safe  rule  will  be  to  deliver 
Wait  11—8 
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the  process  to  the  constable  personally.  In  the  following  class  of 
cases  it  is  necessary  that  a  party  should  be  certain  what  the  rule 
is  as  to  the  time  when  an  action  is  commenced. 

A  suit  is  commenced  on  a  promissory  note  by  delivering  the 
summons  to  a  constable  before  the  note  is  due.  The  service  of  the 
process  may  not  be  made  until  after  the  note  is  fully  due;  and  yet 
the  action  will  be  prematurely  brought,  and  the  plaintiff  will  fail 
at  the  trial.  Hogan  v.  Cuyler,  8  Oow.,  203;  Yol.  I,  458.  The  same 
rule  applies  to  a  case  of  set-off;  for,  if  the  demand  is  purchased 
by  the  defendant  after  the  delivery  of  the  summons  to  a  con- 
stable, though  before  it  is  actually  served,  it  cannot  be  set  off. 
11.  So,  in  all  cases,  if  the  process  is  delivered  to  the  constable 
to  serve  before  the  cause  of  action  is  perfect,  it  will  not  be  of  any 
avail  that  the  service  was  not  made  until  after  a  perfect  right  of 
action  existed.  In  thus  stating  the  rule  as  to  the  time  when  an 
action  is  deemed  to  be  comnaenced,  the  provisions  of  the  Code 
have  not  been  overlooked.  As  we  have  seen,  ante,  57,  an  action 
is  commenced  in  the  supreme  court  at  the  time  of  the  service  of 
the  summons.  Code,  §§  99,  127 ;  Wiggin  v.  Orser,  5  Duer,  118. 
And,  again,  by  §  64,  sub.  15  of  the  Code,  in  relation  to  justices' 
courts,  it  is  provided.  "  The  provisions  of  this  act,  respecting 
forms  of  action,  parties  to  actions,  the  rules  of  evidence,  the  times 
of  commencing  actions,  and  the  service  of  process  upon  corpora- 
tions, shall  apply  to  these  courts."  A  careful  examination  of  the 
question  will  render  it  plain,  that  the  reference  to  the  times  of 
commencing  actions  relates  to  the  statute  of  hmitations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Code.  And  it  is  evident  that  the  rule  is  precisely 
the  same,  either  in  a  justice's  court  or  in-  a  court  of  record,  as  to 
the  time  within  which  an  action  must  be  commenced.  And  this 
is  what  was  intended  by  the  Code,  §  64,  sub.  15,  just  cited.  But 
to  declare  within  what  times  actions  shall  be  commenced,  is  a 
totally  different  thing  from  that  of  declaring  what  acts  shall  con- 
stitute the  commencement  of  an  action.  Full  effect  is  thus  given 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  without,  in  any  manner,  interfering 
with  the  statute  which  provides  what  shall  constitute  the  com- 
mencement of  an  action  in  a  justice's  court,  which  is  by  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  summons  or  attachment  to  the  constable.  There  is  one 
more  fact  which  ought  to  be  mentioned  in  this  connection.  The 
Code,  ^  8,  declares  that  certain  provisions,  including  %%  99  and 
126,  shall  apply  to  all  the  courts  in  this  state. 

But  this  general  language  cannot  affect  the  question,  for  there 
are  many  things  in  some  of  the  sections  thus  referred  to,  which 
cannot  have  any  application  to  a  justice's  court.  The  true  con- 
struction of  section  eight  is,  that  the  provisions  of  those  sections 
referred  to  shall  apply  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  the  objects  of 
the  Code.  And  to  construe  it,  so  far  as  justices'  courts  are  con- 
cerned, as  relating  to  general  rules  of  law,  rather  than  as  to  the 
rules  of  practice  of  that  court.  And  finally,  there  is  an  other 
view  which  shows  that  this  is  the  correct  construction  of  the  Code. 
By  §  64,  subd.  15,  it  is  expressly  declared  what  provisions  of  the 
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Code  are  to  apply  to  justices'  courts.  And  no  rule  is  more 
familiar  than  that  which  declares  that  the  express  mention  of 
certain  things  or  acts  shall  exclude  the  idea  that  any  others  were 
intended.  It  would  have  been  sufficient  to  state  the  true  rule  on 
this  question  and  leave  the  matter  there.  But  the  practical 
importance  of  the  rule  may  render  such  explanation  more  satis- 
factory to  those  who  would  wish  to  know  the  reasoning  by  which 
it  is  established. 

CHAPTER  IV. 

LONG  SUMMONS. 

SECTION  I. 
LONG   SUMMONS,  WHEN   PROPER. 

This  is  the  general  or  common  process  used  for  commencing 
actions  in  justices'  courts.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  a 
plaintiff  has  his  choice  whether  to  take  this  process,  or  to  take  a 
warrant,  or  a  short  attachment,  or  a  long  one,  or  a  replevin  pro- 
cess. But  there  are  some  very  important  distinctions  to  be 
observed  in  relation  to  these  kinds  of  process.  A  long  summons 
is  always  issued  on  the  mere  request  of  a  plaintiff,  without  any 
proof  or  any  security  in  any  case  whatever.  But  neither  a  short 
summons,  nor  a  warrant,  nor  an  attachment,  whether  a  long  or 
a  short  one,  nor  a  replevin  process,  can  be  issued  without  due 
proof,  and,  in  most  instances,  by  also  giving  security.  In  treat- 
ing of  warrants,  short  summonses,  attachments  and  replevin,  the 
practice  will  be  fully  stated  in  relation  to  proof,  security,  &c. 

It  must  not  be  understood,  however,  that  a  plaintiff  may  always 
take  a  long  summons  for  commencing  his  action,  even  though  he 
may  prefer  to  do  so.  For,  though  there  are  many  cases  in  which 
he  may  take  that  process,  or  may  elect  to  take  some  other  one, 
as  has  just  been  stated,  yet  there  are  cases  in  which  a  long  sum- 
mons cannot  be  legally  issued.  There  are  some  general  rules, 
which,  if  observed,  will  leave  but  little  chance  to  err  in  selecting 
the  proper  process  to  be  issued.  If  all  the  parties,  plaintiffs  and 
defendants,  are  residents  of  the  county,  a  long  summons  may,  in  all 
cases,  be  issued.  To  this  rule  there  is  no  exception,  unless  in  those 
instances  in  which  some  statute  requires  a  warrant,  or  some  other 
process,  to  be  used  instead.  Walker  v.  Cruilcshanh,  2  Hill,  296. 

If  all  the  defendants  are  residents  of  the  county,  a  long  sum- 
mons may  always  be  taken.  And  this  is  the  rule,  even  when  the 
plaintiffs  are  non-residents,  if  the  defendants  are  residents.  For, 
though  a  non-resident  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  might  have  a  short 
summons,  on  proper  proof  and  security,  he  is  not  bound  to  take 
it,  but  may  take  the  ordinary  long  summons.  This  process  is 
always  proper  to  be  issued  against  a  railroad  corporation,  if  the 
track  of  the  road  runs  through  the  county.  Johnson  v.  Cayuga, 
&G.,  B.  B.  Co.,  11  Barb.,  621 ;  Sherwood  v.  Saratoga,  &c.,  B.  B.  Co., 
15  Barb.,  650;  Belden  v.  N.  T.  and  Ea/rlem  B.B.  Co.,  15  How.,  17. 
It  is  said  that  in  such  cases,  a  railroad  corporation  is  to  be  treated 
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as  a  freeholder  and  an  inhabitant  of  the  county.  15  Barb.,  650, 
and  15  How.,  17.  The  same  rule  is  applicable  to  plank  road  and 
turnpike  corporations.  And  in  all  cases  in  which  corporations 
of  any  kind  are  located  in  any  county,  they  may  be  treated  in 
the  same  manner  as  natural  persons  of  that  county  are,  either  as 
to  suing  or  being  sued,  except  that  the  service  of  process  on  cor- 
porations must  be  on  such  of  their  officers  as  the  law  prescribes. 

Formerly  corporations  might  sue,  but  conld  not  be  sued  in  jus- 
tices' courts.  This  rule  has  been  changed  by  statute,  and  corpo- 
rations may  now  either  sue  or  be  sued  in  these  courts.  Laws  1847, 
ch.  470,  ^  45 ;  and  see  the  three  cases  last  cited ;  see  also  Const. 
1846,  art.  8,  §  3 ;  Code,  §  64,  sub.  15. 

A  non-resident  plaintiff  may  waive  his  right  to  a  short  sum- 
mons, and  take  a  long  summons  without  making  any  affidavit  or 
giving  any  security.  Nichols  v.  Tracy,  1  Sandf.,  278 ;  Kelly  v. 
Kelly,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  250. 

Defendants  who  are  joint  debtors  (not  joint  and  several  debt- 
ors), may  be  sued  by  this  process  where  some  of  the  defendants 
are  residents,  and  others  of  the  defendants  are  non-residents  of 
the  county.  Burglmrt  v.  Bice,  2  Denio,  95 ;  Murphy  v.  Mooney, 
2  Sandf.,  288.  Bat  a  different  rule  prevails,  it  would  seem,  when 
the  debt  is  several,  or  joint  and  several;  as  where  the  defendants 
are  makers  and  indorsers  of  a  promissory  note.  The  following 
case  will  illustrate  this :  Van  Oott  sued  Harriott  in  an  action  of 
trespass,  for  unlawfully  taking  his  goods,  and  the  facts  of  the 
case  were  as  follows :  Harriott  had  brought  an  action  in  the 
marine  court  of  the  city  of  New  York  against  one  Bailey  as  the 
maker,  and  Van  Oott  as  the  indorser  of  a  promissory  note.  The 
suit  was  commenced  by  a  long  summons,  which  was  served  on 
Van  Oott  more  than  six  days  before  the  return  day,  and  on 
Bailey  less  than  six  days  before  the  return  day.  Van  Oott 
resided  in  the  county  of  Kings,  and  Bailey  in  the  city  of  New 
York.  As  the  summons  had  not  been  served  on  Bailey  in  due 
time,  Harriott  discontinued  the  action  as  to  him,  and  took  judg- 
ment against  Van  Oott,  who  did  not  appear.  An  execution  was 
issued  on  this  judgment  and  was  levied  on  Van  Oott's  goods,  and 
he  brought  his  action  against  Harriott  for  authorizing  the  taking 
of  his  goods  on  that  execution.  The  supreme  court  held  that  the 
action  was  maintainable.  It  was  attempted,  by  counsel,  to  make 
the  case  one  like  that  of  joint  debtors.  But  the  court  said : 
"  That  doctrine  may  perhaps  be  maintained  where  the  suit  is 
against  joint  debtors.  But  here  the  suit  was  against  the  maker 
and  the  indorser  of  a  promissory  note,  who  might  have  been  sued 
separately."  Harriott  v.  Van  Cott,  5  Hill,  285,  286.  It  is  worthy 
of  notice,  that  in  the  case  just  cited,  the  action  would  not  have 
been  properly  brought,  even  if  the  defendants  had  been  sued 
separately.  Bailey  was  a  resident,  and  the  summons  was  not 
served  on  him  six  days  before  the  return  day.  So  that  he  was 
not  legally  sued.  Again,  Van  Oott  was  a  non-resident,  and  he 
was  sued  by  a  long  summons,  which  was  served  more  than  six 
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days  before ;the  return  day.  And  if  he  had  been  sued  alone  it 
would  clearly  have  been  erroneous,  even  if  the  judgment  was 
not  entirely  void,  as  it  really  was,  since  there  was  no  appearance 
by  him.  The  resident  defendant  was  discharged  too,  which 
operated  to  sever  the  action,  and  make  it  a  separate  one  against 
the  defendant.  Van  Oott,  alone,  and  as  such  it  was  clearly  void, 
because  he  was  a  non-resident  of  the  county. 

This  case  does  not,  therefore,  expressly  decide  that  a  joint  and 
several  note,  or  a  note  made  by  a  resident  maker  and  a  non-resi- 
dent indorser,  may  not  be  sued  by  a  long  summons  when  the 
process  is  properly  served  on  the  resident,  and  a  judgment  taken 
against  him  jointly  with  the  non-resident  indorser. 

It  is  difficult  to  see  any  good  reason  why  joint  and  several 
debtors  may  not  be  sued  in  the  same  manner  as  joint  debtors. 
One  of  several  joint  and  several  debtors  is  liable  to  pay  the  whole 
debt,  just  as  much  as  though  they  were  joint  debtors.  And,  if 
the  plaintiff  so  elects,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  why  he  may 
not  sue  on  the  joint  liability,  since  his  right  of  action  is  joint  as 
well  as  several.  There  would  not  be  any  greater  inconvenience 
to  the  defendant  than  there  would  be  if  his  debt  were  a  joint  debt, 
and  not  a  joint  and  several  one.  In  the  case  of  Burghart  v.  Bice, 
2  Denio,  95,  which  has  been  cited  to  show  that  joint  debtors  may 
be  sued  by  long  summons,  the  court  in  referring  to  Oowen's 
Treatise,  said,  "and  he  likens  it  to  the  case  of  one  of  several 
defendants  who,  if  he  were  a  sole  defendant,  would  be  privileged 
against  being  sued  in  a  particular  manner,  but  when  prosecuted 
with  others,  may  be  proceeded  against  in  the  ordinary  way.  This 
I  think  is  the  true  rule."  In  the  absence  of  an  express  adjudica- 
tion, the  safe  course  would  be,  not  to  sue  any  but  joint  debtors, 
by  a  long  summons,  when  one  of  the  defendants  sued  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  county.  If  the  parties  are  severally  liable,  a 
judgment  may  be  obtained  against  any  of  them  by  such  process 
as  is  appropriate  when  they  are  separately  sued. 

Under  the  statute  against  joint  debtors,  authorizing  a  plaintiff 
to  proceed  to  judgment  where  all  the  defendants  have  not  been 
brought  in,  judgment  may  be  entered  as  well  where  the  defend- 
ant not  brought  in  is  an  infant,  as  where  he  is  an  adult.  Mason 
v.  Denison,  11  Wend,,  612 ;  8.  C,  15  Wend.,  64. 

Where  the  action  does  not  arise  on  contract,  but  is  for  some 
wrongful  or  unlawful  act,  the  defendants  are  not  joint  debtors, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  they  may  be  sued  jointly. 

Where  some  of  the  plaintiffs  are  residents,  and  some  of  them 
non-residents,  a  long  summons  is  proper  if  the  defendants  are  all 
residents ;  or  if  the  action  is  against  joint  debtors,  and  some  of 
them  are  residents,  though  others  may  be  non-residents. 

But  a  long  summons  is  never  a  proper  process  if  the  defend- 
ants are  all  non-residents  of  the  county.  Vol.  I,  75,  >§  215;  Laws 
1831,  ch.  300,  §  33.  Nor  in  those  cases  in  which  the  action  is  one 
not  arising  on  contract,  but  is  for  a  tort  or  wrongful  act  if  the 
defendant  is  a  non-resident.   Vol.  I,  74,  75,  §§  213,  215;  Id., 
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38,  >§  11.  Nor  in  an  action  to  recover  against  a  party  if  the  claim 
is  for  the  recovery  of  money  collected  by  a  public  officer;  or  for 
official  misconduct  or  neglect  of  duty;  or  for  damages  for  mis- 
conduct or  neglect  in  any  professional  employment  if  the 
defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county.  Vol.  I,  74,  ■§  212.  A 
warrant  is  the  proper  process  in  such  cases.  And  in  an  action 
against  an  attorney  to  recover  back  money  which  it  is  claimed 
that  he  has  wrongfully  taken  from  the  plaintiff  by  charging 
illegal  fees  in  bills  of  costs  collected  by  him  of  the  plaintiff,  a 
short  summons  is  not  proper  even  where  the  defendant  is  a  non- 
resident. Of  course,  a  long  summons  would  not  be  proper 
against  such  a  non-resident.  A  warrant  is  the  only  legal  process 
in  such  a  case.  Waters  v.  Wliittemore,  22  Barb.,  593;  Whitney 
v.  Shnfelt,  1  Deuio,  592,  594;  Vol.  I,  38,  §  11.  It  has  been  said 
that  a  person  who  has  no  legal  residence  any  where  may  be  sued 
by  a  long  summons,  as  none  are  exempted  from  that  process  by 
statute  but  those  who  "shall  reside  out  of  the  county.  Barnes  v. 
Harris,  375,  378,  opinion  of  the  court;  and  see  Vol.  I,  75,  §  215. 

The  cases  must  be  rare  indeed  in  which  the  defendant  has  no 
place  of  residence.  "Every  person  must  have  a  domicil  somewhere, 
and  he  can  only  have  one  domicil  at  one  and  the  same  time. 
Every  person  has  a  domicil  of  origin  which  he  retains  until  he 
acquires  another;  and  the  one  thus  acquired  is  in  like  manner 
retained  until  he  acquires  a  third  domicil.  The  existing  domicil 
always  continues  until  another  is  acquired."  Paige,  J.,  Crawford 
v.  Williams,  4  Barb.,  518,  519.  The  terms  residence  and  domicil 
are  said  to  mean  the  same  thing  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the 
residence  or  non-residence  of  the  defendants.  Olekke,  J.,  in  Lee 
V.  Stanley,  9  How.,  277  ;  and  see.  In  matter  of  Wrigley,  8  Wend., 
142;  2  Kent's  Com.,  430,  note  d. 

If  this  view  is  correct,  a  party  who  is  not  a  resident  of  the 
county  in  which  he  is  sued,  and  who  never  was  such,  cannot  be 
sued  by  a  long  summons,  since  he  must  of  necessity  have  a  resi- 
dence somewhere,  and  that  residence,  wherever  it  may  be,  will 
make  him  a  non-resident.  This  construction  harmonizes  with 
the  intention  of  the  law,  which  evidently  is,  that  all  persons  who 
reside  out  of  the  county,  and  all  persons  who  are  not  residents  of 
the  county,  shall  not  be  delayed  so  long  as  might  be  done  if  a 
long  summons  were  issued.  The  following  section  of  the  statute 
illustrates  this  view  of  the  question  :  "  The  first  process  against 
freeholders,  and  against  inhabitants  having  families,  except  as  is 
otherwise  hereinafter  directed,  shall  be  a  summons  ;  hut  no  person 
shall  he  proceeded  against  iy  summons  out  of  the  county  in  ivhich  he 
resides."  Vol.  I,  38,  §  11.  This  section  was  in  force  before  the 
non-imprisonment  act  of  1831.  And  before  that  year,  there  was 
no  such  process  as  a  short  summons.  It  was  either  a  long  sum- 
mons, or  a  warrant,  or  a  long  attachment.  And  if  the  defendant 
was  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  he  must  be  sued  by  warrant  in 
all  cases,  whether  the  demand  arose  upon  contract  or  for  a  tort. 
The  non-imprisonment  act  of  1831,  changed  the  law  so  far  as  to 


LONG  SUMMONS.  63 

prohibit  a  warrant  in  all  cases  arising  on  contract  express  or 
implied,  except  in  certain  specified  cases.  But  in  those  excepted 
cases,  and  in  actions  for  torts,  the  law  still  remains  unchanged. 
In  actions  arising  on  contracts,  the  general  rule  established  by 
the  statute  of  1831,  ch.  300,  was,  that  a  short  summons  was  the 
proper  process,  unless  a  short  attachment  was  taken,  which,  in 
a  proper  case,  was  equally  valid. 

A  summons  must  be  either  a  short  or  a  long  one.  There  is  no 
such  process  as  a  five  days'  summons,  which  is  recognized  by  law 
as  valid ;  and  a  judgment  rendered  on  such  process  will  be  re- 
versed. King  v.  DowdaU,  2  Sandf.,  131.  A  long  summons  is  so 
called  to  distinguish  it  from  a  short  one ;  and  because  a  longer 
time  intervenes  between  its  date  and  return  day,  than  in  a  short 
summons. 

"A  summons  shall  be  directed  to  any  constable  of  the  county 
where  the  jijstice  resides,  commanding  him  to  summon  the  de- 
fendant to  appear  before  the  justice  who  issued  the  same,  at  a 
time  and  place  to  be  named  in  such  summons,  not  less  than  six, 
nor  more  than  twelve  days  from  the  date  of  the  same,  to  answer 
the  plaintiff  in  the  plea  in  the  same  summons  to  be  mentioned." 
Vol.  I,  38,  %  12.  The  rules  to  be  observed  in  filling  up  and 
issuing  process  have  been  already  discussed.  See  ante,  42. 

Form  of  summons. 
TOWN  OF  MATTIELD,  ) 

FtJLTON  County,  j  **' 

The  people  of  the  State  of  New  York  :  To  any  constable  of  said  county, 
Greeting  :  We  command  you  to  summon  John  Doe,  to  appear  before  David 
Kennedy,  Esq.,  one  of  our  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  town  and  county  afore- 
said, on  the  12th  day  of  November,  1864,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at 
his  office,  in  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  to  answer  Rich- 
ard Roe,  in  a  civil  action  {to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  to  personal 
property  ;  or  whatever  the  cause  of  action  may  be),  to  his  damage  of  two 
hundred  dollars  or  under ;  and  have  you  then  and  there  this  precept : 
Hereof,  fail  not  at  your  peril.  Witness  our  said  justice  at  the  town  afore- 
said, the  third  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1864. 

DAVID  KENNEDY,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Where  it  appears  from  the  return  of  a  justice,  on  an  appeal, 
that  he  issued  a  summons,  giving  the  names  of  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  therein,  and  also  the  time  and  place  of  its  return  ;  the 
court  will  presume  that  the  summons  was  in  the  proper  form, 
and  an  objection  that  it  does  not  appear  from  the  return  that  the 
summons  was  directed  to  a  constable  of  the  proper  county,  is 
not  tenable.  Potter  v.  WMttaker,  27  How.,  10.  If  there  was  any 
informality  in  the  process,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  objecting  party 
to  have  caused  it  to  appear  by  the  return.  lb. 

When  the  parties  sue  or  are  sued  in  their  individual  names, 
without  any  addition  as  to  oflice,  or  other  representative  character, 
it  will  be  suflBcient  to  state  the  names  of  the  parties  simply. 
But,  if  the  action  is  brought  by  one  in,  an  oflicial  or  representative 
capacity,  the  name  of  the  party  must  be  stated,  together  with 
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the  name  of  the  office,  or  the  representative  character  in  which 
he  sues.  The  Code  requires  all  actions  to  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  real  party  in  interest.  Code,  §  111.  Though  this 
does  not  affect  the  rule  where  the  party  suing  is  acting  in  an 
official  or  representative  character,  and  where  he  is  not  the  real 
party  in  interest. 

The  following  illustrations  will  serve  to  show  the  manner  in 
which  the  character  of  the  parties  may  be  stated  in  the  process : 

Infant  plaintiff,  by  gua/rdian.}  To  answer  John  Smith,  an 
infant,  by  William  Smith  his  guardian. 

People  plaintiffs  for  a  penalty.']  To  answer  the  People  of  the 
State  of  New  York. 

Plaintiff  suing  for  a  penalty,  &c.]  To  answer  George  Clark, 
who  sues  as  well  for  himself  as  for  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton. 

Eocecutors.']  To  answer  A.  B.  and  0.  D.,  executory  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  E.  F.,  deceased. 

Surviving  executor.]  To  answer  A.  B.,  surviving  executor  of  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  0.  D.,  deceased. 

Administrator.}  To  answer  A.  B.  and  0.  D.,  administrators  of 
all  and  singular  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits,  which 
were  of  E.  F.,  deceased. 

Surviving  administrator.]  Same  as  surviving  executor,  but 
saying  administrator  instead  of  executor. 

Surviving  partner,  or  other  joint  creditor.]  To  answer  A.  B., 
survivor  of  A.  B.  and  0.  D. 

Husband  and  tvife.]  To  answer  A.  B.  and  0.  D.,  his  wife. 

Assignee  of  an  insolvent  debtor^  To  answer  A.  B.,  assignee  of 
0.  D.,  an  insolvent  debtor. 

Assignee  of  a  jail  bond.]  To  answer  A.  B.,  assignee  of  Bradford 
T.  Simmons,  Esq.,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Fulton. 

Overseers  of  poor.]  To  aqswer  A.  B.  and  0.  D.,  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  the  town  of  Broadalbin,  in  the  county  of  Fulton. 

By  supervisor.]  To  answer  William  Vail,  supervisor  of  the 
town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton. 

Board  of  supervisors^  To  answer  the  board  of  supervisors  of 
the  county  of  Fulton. 

By  a  sheriff.]  To  answer  Austin  Kasson,  Esq.,  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Fulton. 

By  corporation.]  To  answer  the  Amsterdam  and  Fish  House 
Plank  Eoad  Company.  Or,  if  it  is  any  other  corporation,  let  it  be 
stated  by  the  actual  name  of  the  corporation. 

Commissioners  of  highioays.]  To  answer  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  com- 
missioners of  highways  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county 
of  Fulton. 

Superintendents  of  poor.]  To  answer  A.  B.,  superintendent  of 
the  poor  of  the  county  of  Fulton. 

Board  of  excise.]  To  answer  the  board  of  commissioners  of 
excise  of  Fulton  county.  Pomeroy  v.  Sperry,  16  How.,  211; 
Boo/rd,  &o.,  of  Saratoga  Co.,  v.  Doherty,  16  How.,  46. 
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Town  is  plaintiff.']  To  answer  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the 
county  of  Fulton. 

Bank  is  plaintiff.']  To  answer  the  Farmers'  Bank  of  Amsterdam. 
Or,  if  the  case  is  proper,  To  answer  the  President,  Directors  and 
Company  of  the  Fulton  County  Bank. 

School  district  trustee.]  To  answer  A.  B.  and  0.  D.,  trustees  of 
school  district  number  one  in  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the 
county  of  Fulton. 

Fictitious  name  for  defendant,  in  summons  or  warrant.]  To 
summon  John  Doe,  the  real  name  of  the  defendant  being 
unknown  to  the  plaintifiF, 

"Where  the  defendant  is  a  corporation,  the  name  must  be 
described  in  the  same  manner  that  it  is  done  where  a  corporation 
is  plaintiff. 

Corporation  defendant.]  You  are  commanded  to  summon  the 
Mayfleld  and  Vail's  Mills  Plank  Eoad  Company,  &c. 

Town  is  defendant.]  To  summon  the  town  of  Johnstown  in  the 
county  of  Fulton,  &c. 

,  Town  officer  is  defendant.]  To  summon  A.  B.,  supervisor  of  the 
town  of  Northampton,  in  the  county  of  Fulton. 

The  foregoing  instances  are  sufficient  to  illustrate  the  manner 
in  which  the  names  of  parties  or  corporations  are  to  be  stated, 
whether  suing  in  their  own  right  or  in  an  official  or  representa- 
tive capacity.  The  principal  point  to  be  attended  to  is,  to  state 
fully  and  truly  the  actual  name  of  the  plaintiff  or  defendant, 
with  such  additions  as  to  character  as  are  required  by  law. 

SECTION  II. 

SERVICE   OF   SUMMONS. 

The  law  makes  it  the  duty  of  every  constable  to  serve  such 
process  as  is  directed  and  delivered  to  him  for  service.  Ante^  49, 
The  usual  practice  is  for  constables  to  serve  a  summons,  or 
other  process,  which  a  justice  issues  for  commencing  actions. 

But  a  justice  may  depute  a  private  citizen  to  serve  a  summons, 
warrant,  or  attachment,  or  any  other  civil  process,  except  a  venire. 
Ante,  48,  50.  But  the  person  so  deputed  must  be  twenty-one 
years  of  age,  and  not  a  party  in  interest  in  the  action.  Vol.  I, 
72,  §  196. 

No  plaintiff,  therefore,  can  be  deputed  to  serve  a  summons  in 
his  own  favor. 

A  constable,  however,  may  serve  a  summons  in  his  own  favor, 
when  he  is  plaintiff.  Putnam  v.  Man,  3  Wend.,  202. 

His  return  will  be  treated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  any  other 
case.  He  may  charge  the  same  fees,  and  he  will  be  liable  to  the 
same  actions  for  a  false  return.  J6,  The  statute  requires  that 
the  summons  shall,  be  directed  to  any  constable  of  the  county 
in  which  the  justice  resides.  Ante, .  63.  Any  constable  in  the 
county,  therefore,  may  serve  a  summons.  And  this  was  the  rule 
before  the  Eevised  Statutes.  Mills  v.  Kennedy,  1  Johns.,  502. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  time  when  a  summons  must  be 
Wait  n— 9 
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served,  in  order  to  render  it  a  valid  service.  A  long  summons 
must  be  served  at  least  six  days  before  the  return  day.  A  short 
summons  must  be  served  at  least  two  days  before  the  return  day. 

The  manner  of  computing  the  time  has  already  been  explained. 
Ante,  45. 

The  summons  and  notice  which  the  law  authorizes  in  an 
action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property,  diflFers  from 
the  ordinary  long  or  short  summons  in  several  material  particu- 
lars ;  and,  among  other  thiugs,  it  differs  in  relation  to  the  time 
and  manner  of  service,  and  the  time  and  manner  of  making  the 
return.  This  subject  will  be  fully  explained  in  another  part  of 
the  work.  See  Eeplevin.  The  statute  forbids  the  service  of  a 
summons  upon  Sunday,  upon  election  days,  town  meetings,  and 
upon  Saturdays,  when  the  person  sued  observes  Saturday  as  the. 
Sabbath.  Ante,  46.  It  has  been  already  seen,  that  a  summons 
cannot,  in  every  case,  be  made  returnable  in  any  town  in  the 
county.  Ante,  52.  But,  if  a  summons  is  made  returnable  in  a 
proper  town,  it  may  be  served  upon  the  defendant  in  any  town  in 
the  county.  A  summons  is  limited  to  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
county.  Ante,  6.  So  a  constable  is  limited  to  the  county  in  the 
service  of  civil  process.  Ante,  6.  And  when  a  summons  is  issued 
and  is  made  returnable  in  some  proper  town  in  the  county, 
such  summons  must  be  served  in  some  one  of  the  towns  of  the 
same  county.  If  the  summons  is  served  on  the  defendant  in  any 
other  county,  the  service  will  be  utterly  void.  Ante,  6.  It  will  not 
make  any  difference  as  to  this  rule,  that  the  town  in  which  ser- 
vice is  made,  adjoins  the  town  in  which  the  summons  is  returnable. 
If  the  service  could  be  held  to  be  valid  out  of  the  county,  even 
in  a  town  adjoining,  it  might,  with  the  same  propriety,  be  urged 
that  the  service  would  be  valid  in  any  part  of  the  state. 

The  rule  is  positive,  and  inflexible,  that  a  service  of  the  sum- 
mons out  of  the  county  where  it  is  returnable,  will  not  confer  any 
jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant.  Ante,  6.  If  any 
judgment  is  rendered  in  pursuance  of  such  a  service,  the  person 
named  as  defendant  may  reverse  the  judgment  upon  an  aijpeal, 
or  he  may  treat  it  as  a  nullity. 

If  the  return  does  not  show  where  it  was  served,  the  legal 
presumption  will  be  that  the  service  was  made  in  the  proper 
county.  Potter  v.  Whittciker,  27  How.,  10 ;  Com.  Excise  v.  JDoJierty, 
16  How.,  46,  48 ;  Saratoga  county  court. 

A  constable  has  no  right  to  unlatch  the  outer  door  of  the  defend- 
ant's dwelling  house,  for  the  purpose  of  serving  a  summons ; 
and  such  an  entry  will  be  a  trespass.  If,  however,  on  knocking 
at  the  outer  door,  or  ringing  the  door  bell,  any  proper  person 
appears,  and  invites  him  into  the  house,  he  may  lawfully  enter 
therein,  and  if  the  defendant  is  there  he  may  serve  the  summons 
upon  him  as  lawfully  as  in  any  other  place. 

So  if  a  constable  finds  the  outer  door  of  the  defendant's  house 
open,  he  may  lawfully  enter  the  house  to  serve  a  subpoena. 
Hager  v,  Danforth,  20  Barb.,  16.    The  same  rule  applies  to  the 


SETIVICE  OF  SUMMONS.  67 

"service  of  a  summons,  and  the  constable  may  legally  serve 
the  summons,  in  such  a  case,  even  though  he  is  ordered  to 
leave  the  house.  He  is  not  bound  to  leave  it  until  he  can  serve 
his  process,  and  if  an  attempt  is  made  to  put  him  out  of  doors, 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  such  service,  he  may  resist  such 
attempt,  if  he  does  nothing  more  than  is  necessary  in  self- 
defense.  Ih. 

It  is  frequently  said  that  a  constable  is  not  bound  to  look  for 
the  defendant  at  any  place  except  his  dwelling  house.  No 
reported  case  in  this  state  decides  any  such  point  as  that ;  and 
the  statement  is  not  correct.  It  is  not  easy  to  lay  down  a  rule 
which  shall  be  applicable  in  every  instance.  A  constable  is 
authorized  to  serve  a  summons  in  any  town  of  the  county  in 
which  he  may  iind  the  defendant.  And  it  is  his  duty  to  serve 
the  process  upon  the  defendant  wherever  he  may  find  him  in  the 
county.  The  law  makes  it  his  duty  to  look  for  the  defendant ; 
and  the  statute  does  not  say  that  he  need  not  look  any  where 
but  at  the  defendant's  residence.  Again,  the  statute  gives  a 
traveling  fee,  and  this  is  computed  from  the  defendant's  residence, 
or  from  the  place  where  he  shall  ie  found.  Vol.  1,  65,  §  152. 

So  che  statute  permits  a  copy  of  the  summons  to  be  served  by 
leaving  it  at  the  residence  of  the  defendant ;  but  that  service  is 
permitted  in  those  cases  only  in  which  the  defendant  shall  not  T>e 
found.  Vol.  1,  39,  §  13.  It  is  sometimes  of  the  greatest  import- 
ance to  a  plaintiff  that  the  process  should  be  served,  and  the 
object  of  the  law  was  to  provide  a  person  whose  duty  it  is  to 
promptly  and  eflQciently  serve  such  process. 

Now,  if  a  constable  is  not  bound  to  look  for  the  defendant  at 
any  place  but  at  his  residence,  he  would  not  be  under  any  obliga- 
tion to  go  a  single  mile  to  serve  the  summons,  when  such  search 
would  be  entirely  successful. 

A  constable  may  not  be  compelled  to  travel  over  an  entire 
county ;  but  he  can  inquire  at  the  residence  of  the  defendant,  and 
of  any  other  persons  who  may  know  where  he  may  be  found. 
And  he  is  bound  to  make  some  such  efforts  before  he  has  dis- 
charged the  duty  which  the  law  has  imposed  upon  him.  A  will- 
ful refusal  to  discharge  the  duties  of  his  office  is  a  misdemeanor. 
Ante,  49. 

And  if  the  plaintiff  necessarily  sustains  any  loss  from  his  will- 
ful or  negligent  conduct,  there  is  no  good  reason  why  he  should 
not  be  liable  to  pay  the  resulting  damages. 

The  statute  declares  that  a  summons  shall  be  served  by  reading 
it  to  the  defendant,  and,  if  he  requires  it,  by  delivering  a  copy 
of  it  to  him.  Vol.  1,  39,  §  13. 

It  is  a  very  rare  thing,  indeed,  that  a  summons  is  actually  and 
literally  read  to  the  defendant.  The  common  practice  is,  for  the 
constable  to  state  the  contents  of  the  summons  to  the  defendant, 
by  informing  him  of  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  defendants, 
of  the  name  of  the  justice  who  issued  the  summons,  and  of  the 
day,  hour,  and  place  of  appearance  therein  mentioned.    If  tho 
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defendant  does  not  object  to  this  mode  of  service  it  is  entirely 
valid.  The  law  requires  the  reading  of  the  summons  to  the 
defendant,  so  that  he  may  know  its  contents;  and,  if  he  is 
satisfied  to  have  the  contents  stated,  instead  of  being  read,  he 
may  waive  the  reading.  The  omission  to  except  to  such  mode 
of  service  is  deemed  a  waiver  of  reading  the  process.  But  a 
defendant  may  insist  upon  having  the  summons  served  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  statute;  and,  in  that  case,  the  con- 
stable is  bound  to  read  the  summons  to  him.  When  the  service 
is  made  by  stating  the  contents  of  the  summons  to  the  defend- 
ant, the  statement  should  be  full  and  explicit. 

In  one  case,  Carroll  v.  Goslin,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  376,  the  constable 
held  up  a  piece  of  paper,  and  said  to  the  defendant,  "here  is  a 
paper  for  you  in  the  marine  court,"  and  the  constable  then  left 
the  defendant.  This  service  was  held  to  be  defective,  and  a  new 
trial  was  ordered  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  §  366 ;  Vol.  I, 
30.  If  there  are  several  defendants,  the  service  should  be  made 
upon  each  of  them  in  due  time. 

When  the  constable  has  once  commenced  the  service  of  a  sum- 
mons upon  a  defendant,  he  cannot  evade  the  service  by  leaving 
the  constable,  or  by  running  away  from  him.  The  constable 
should  continue  the  service  in  the  same  manner  as  though  the 
defendant  had  remained,  and  the  service  will  be  entirely  valid. 
It  was  the  fault  of  the  defendant  himself,  that  he  did  not  hear 
the  service,  and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  take  advantage  of 
his  own  wrong. 

If  the  defendant  is  in  his  dwelling  house,  and  he  refuses  to 
admit  the  constable,  the  summons  may  be  served  by  reading  it 
at  the  door  in  a  loud  voice,  and  by  fastening  a  copy  thereof  upon 
the  door,  proclaiming  at  the  same  time  that  he  has  done  so.  The 
constable  should  be  certain,  however,  that  the  defendant  was  in 
the  house  at  the  time  of  such  service,  or  he  should  not  return 
that  the  summons  was  personally  served.  If  the  defendant  was 
absent,  the  service  would  not  be  personal,  and  the  return  would 
be  false.  If,  however,  the  constable  sees  the  defendant  in  his 
house,  and  commences  such  service,  the  officer  may  then  con- 
tinue it,  and  if  the  defendant  leaves  him,  the  service  will  be  as 
valid  as  in  any  other  case. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  the  service  may  be  by  copy,  and 
there  are  other  cases  in  which  the  service  must  be  by  copy.  If  the 
defendant  cannot  be  found,  the  summons  may  be  served  by  leav- 
ing a  copy  thereof  at  the  defendant's  last  place  of  abode,  with 
some  member  of  the  family,  of  suitable  age  and  discretion,  which 
is  fourteen  years;  and  at  the  same  time  informing  the  person 
with  whom  the  copy  is  left  of  the  contents  thereof.  Such  informa- 
tion should  be  the  name  of  the  justice  who  issued  the  summons, 
the  names  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  the  day,  hour 
and  place  of  appearance  mentioned  in  the  summons. 

The  service  by  copy  will  not  be  valid,  unless  it  is  made  upon 
some  member  of  the  family,  nor  will  it  be  valid,  even  when  served 
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upon  a  member  of  the  family,  if  the  person  with  whom  the  copy 
is  left  is  not  of  suitable  age  and  discretion.  Such  service  must 
be  made  at  the  residence  of  the  defendant,  and  therefore,  the 
service  of  a  copy  upon  a  member  of  the  defendant's  family,  at 
any  other  place  will  be  a  nullity. 

The  officer  must  learn  in  the  best  manner  that  he  can,  which 
is  the  defendant's  last  place  of  abode;  so  he  must  learn  as  well 
as  he  is  able,  whether  the  person  on  whom  the  copy  is  served,  is 
a  member  of  the  family,  or  of  suitable  age  and  discretion. 

No  service  should  be  made  upon  them,  until  the  constable  is 
satisfied  that  the  service  will  be  proper  and  legal  if  made  upon 
them.  When  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  the 
service  must  be  personal.  If  the  defendant  is  merely  traveling 
through  the  county,  or  if  he  is  in  the  county  for  a  single  day  on 
business,  no  service  can  be  made  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the  hotel 
at  which  he  may  stop  for  a  meal.  The  hotel  is  not  his  place  of 
abode  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Dudley  v.  Staples,  15 
Johns.,  196. 

There  are  a  few  cases  in  which  the  service  of  a  summons  by 
copy  may  be  important.  If  the  demand  is  nearly  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  at  the  time  when  the  summons  is  issued, 
and  the  statute  has  since  attached,  it  may  then  be  important  that 
a  legal  service  by  copy  should  be  made,  since  on  a  proper  return 
of  such  service  by  copy,  a  new  summons  may  be  issued,  which, 
if  properly  served,  will  continue  the  action,  so  as  to  relate  back 
to  the  time  when  the  first  summons  was  issued.  Ante,  56 ;  Cor- 
nell V.  Moulton,  3  Denio,  12.  Such  a  service  may  also  be  of 
importance  in  those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  wishes  to  avoid  a 
set-off  which  the  defendant  has  purchased  since  the  first  sum- 
mons issued.  So,  again,  the  service  of  a  copy  is  sometimes 
material  in  those  cases  in  which  a  warrant  may  be  issued.  See 
Warrant.  But,  unless  it  is  in  some  such  case,  the  service  of  a 
summons  by  leaving  it  at  the  defendant's  residence,  with  some 
proper  person,  will  never  be  of  any  value  as  a  means  of  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  person  of  the  defendant.  The  justice  cannot  pro- 
ceed in  the  action  and  render  a  judgment,  until  there  has  been  a 
personal  service  of  the  summons  upon  the  defendant,  either  by 
reading  or  stating  its  contents  to  him ;  or,  by  delivering  a  copy 
of  it  to  him  personally.  A  summons,  however,  in  replevin  actions 
need  not  always  be  personally  served.  See  Eeplevin. 

There  are  some  statutory  provisions  in  relation  to  the  ser- 
vice of  process  upon  corporations,  that  ought  to  be  given  in 
full. 

"  Every  railroad  corporation  in  this  state,  shall,  within  thirty 
days  after  this  act  shall  take  effect,  designate  some  person,  resi-. 
ding  in  each  of  the  counties  through  or  into  which  such  railroad 
may  run,  on  whom  process,  to  be  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
may  be  served,  and  shall  file  such  designation  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  the  county  where  the  person  so  designated  shall  reside, 
and  a  copy  of  such  designation  duly  certified  by  such  clerk,  shall 
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be  evidence  of  such  appointment ;  and  the  service  of  any  process 
upon  the  person  so  named,  to  be  issued  by  any  justice  of  the 
peace  in  any  civil  action  or  matter  of  which  such  justice  may 
have  jurisdiction,  shall  be  as  valid  and  effectual,  as  if  served  upon 
the  president  or  any  director  of  any  such  corporation,  as  now- 
provided  by  law."  Laws  1854,  ch.  282,  §  14. 

"In  all  cases  where  such  designation  shall  not  be  made  as 
aforesaid,  and  where  no  officer  of  such  corporation  shall  reside  in 
the  county,  on  whom  process  can  be  served  according  to  the 
existing  provisions  of  law,  the  process  mentioned  in  the  next  pre- 
ceding section  may  be  served  on  any  local  superintendent  of 
repairs,  freight  agent,  agent  to  sell  tickets,  or  station  keeper 
of  such  corporation,  residing  in  such  county,  which  service  shall 
be  as  effectual  in  all  respects,  as  if  made  on  the  president  or  any 
director  of  such  corporation."  Id.,  <5i  15- 

Foreign  corporations  which  transact  business  in  this  state,- are 
also  required  to  appoint  or  designate  some  person  residing  in  each 
county,  in  which  they  transact  business,  upon  whom  process  may 
be  served,  and  to  iile  such  designation  in  the  office  of  the  secre- 
tary of  state.  Laws  1855,  ch.  279,  ■§  1.  In  case  of  a  refusal  or 
neglect  to  make  such  designation,  and  process  cannot  otherwise 
be  lawfully  served,  such  service  may  be  made  upon  any  person 
found  acting  as  agent  in  this  state  for  such  corporation.  Id.,  §  2. 

The  term  process  includes  any  writ,  summons  or  order,  issued 
or  made  for  the  commencement  of  an  action,  by  any  court,  officer, 
or  magistrate.  Id.,  '5'  4. 

If  a  justice  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action, 
he  may  acquire  jurisdiction  over  a  foreign  corporation  as  well  as 
in  any  other  case.  And  even  before  the  enactment  of  this 
statute  which  authorizes  a  compulsory  appearance  by  the  corpo- 
ration, it  was  well  settled  that  a  voluntary  appearance  by  a 
foreign  corporation  would  give  the  justice  jurisdiction.  Paulding 
V.  Hudson  Maniif.  Co.,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  38. 

A  recent  statute  relating  to  express  companies,  may  be  useful 
in  this  connection:  "Every  corporation  or  association,  partner- 
ship or  person,  doing  business  in  this  state  under  the  name  or 
style  of  an  '  Express  Company,'  or  under  any  other  name  signify- 
ing the  same  kind  of  biisiness,  shall,  within  thirty  days  after  this 
act  takes  effect,  designate  some  person  residing  in  each  of  the 
counties  in  this  state  through  or  into  which  such  express  may 
run,  on  whom  process  to  be  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
may  be  served,  and  shall  file  such  designation  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  the  county  where  the  person  so  designated  shall  reside, 
and  a  copy  of  such  designation  duly  certified  by  such  clerk,  shall 
•  be  evidence  of  such  appointment,  in  all  courts  and  places ;  and 
the  service  of  any  process  upon  the  person  so  designated  or 
named,  to  be  issued  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  residing  in  the 
town  in  which  the  person  so  designated  shall  reside,  in  any  civil 
action  or  matter  of  which  said  justice  may  have  jurisdiction,  shall 
be  as  valid  and  effectual  as  if  served  upon  the  president,  or  any 
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director  of  any  sucli  corporation,  or  upon  any  oflScer  of  any  such 
association,  or  upon  any  of  said  partners,  persons  or  person,  as 
now  provided  by  law."  Laws  1864,  ch.  411,  §  1. 

"In  all  cases  where  such  designation  shall  not  be  made  as 
aforesaid,  and  when  no  such  officer,  person  or  partner  referred  to 
in  the  last  section,  shall  reside  in  the  county  on  whom  process  can 
be  served,  according  to  the  existing  provisions  of  liiw,  the  pro- 
cess mentioned  in  the  next  preceding  section  may  be  served  on 
any  local  or  general  agent,  agent  to  receive  freight  or  parcels,  or 
route  agent,  or  messenger,  of  such  corporation,  association,  part- 
nership, or  person  residiug  in  such  county,  when  issued  by  any 
justice  of  the  peace  residing  in  the  same  town  with  the  person 
upon  whom  it  is  served,  which  service  shall  be  as  effectual  in  all 
respects  as  if  made  on  the  president,  or  any  director  of  such  cor- 
poration, or  officer  of  such  association,  or  partner  or  person 
referred  to  in  the  next  preceding  section."  Id.',  §  2. 

Where  a  corporation  is  a  defendant,  the  summons  must  be 
served  upon  the  president,  or  other  head  of  the  corporation,  sec- 
retary, treasurer,  a  director,  or  managing  agent  thereof.  The 
Code  provides  as  follows:  "The  summons  shall  be  served  by 
delivering  a  copy  thereof,  as  follows :  1.  If  the  suit  be  against  a 
corporation,  to  the  president  or  other  head  of  the  corporation, 
secretary,  cashier,  treasurer,  a  director  or  managing  agent  thereof; 
but  such  service  can  be  made  in  respect  to  a  foreign  corporation 
only  when  it  has  property  within  this  state,  or  the  cause  of  action 
arose  therein,  or  where  such  service  shall  be  made  within  this 
state,  personally  upon  the  president,  treasurer,  or  secretary 
thereof."  Code,  §  134,  sub.  1. 

The  provisions  of  this  section  are  made  applicable  to  justices' 
courts,  by  virtue  of  Code,  §  64,.  sub.  15;  Vol.  I,  11 ;  and  see  Laws 
1847,  ch.  470,  §  45.  Such  service  must  be  made  by  delivering  a 
copy  of  the  summons  personally  to  one  of  the  officers,  or  the 
managing  agent  thereof.  A  managing  agent  is  one  whose  agency 
'extends  to  all  the  business  of  the  corporation.  Brewster  v.  Michi- 
gan, &c.,  B.  B.  Co.,  5  How.,  183. 

A  foreign  railroad  corporation  whose  whole  road  and  traffic  are 
without  the  limits  of  the  state,  and  which  has  no  office  within  the 
state,  is  not  a  corporation  doing  business  within  this  state, 
although  tickets  for  passage  over  its  road  are  sold  by  its  agent 
here.  Doty  v.  Michigan  Central  B.  B.,  8  Abb.,  427.  One  who 
merely  sells  tickets  for  them  here,  in  such  a  case,  is  not  to  be 
deemed  a  managiug  agent  upon  whom  a  service  of  process  may 
be  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  Laws  of  1855,  quoted  ante,  70. 

An  agent  of  an  insurance  company,  properly  appointed  and 
qualified  to  procure  and  effect  insurance  for  the  company,  residing 
at  a  different  place  from  where  the  principal  office  of  the  company 
is  located,  is  such  a  "managing  agent"  that  legal  service  of  a 
summons  and  complaint  against  the  company  may  be  made  by 
serving  him.  Bain  v.  Grlohe  Ins.  Co.,  9  How.,  448.  But  most  of 
the  actions  which  will  be  brought  in  a  justice's  court,,  will  be  in 


72  SERVICE  OF  SUMMONS. 

those  cases  in  which  the  corporation  is  located  in  the  county,  and 
a  service  can  be  made  upon  some  of  its  officers. 

"When  the  defendant  is  a  railroad  corporation  whose  road  runs 
into  the  county  or  through  it,  the  summons  may  be  served  upon 
any  officer  thereof,  as  has  been  already  explained.  But,  in  addi- 
tion to  that,  a  railroad  corporation  is  required  to  designate  some 
resident  of  the  county,  through  or  into  which  such  road  may  run, 
on  whom  process  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  may  be  served; 
such  designation  must  be  in  writing  and  filed  with  the  county 
clerk  of  such  county.  Ante,  69,  ^  14.  If  such  designation  is 
made  as  required  by  law,  the  summons  may  be  served  upon  such 
person  so  designated.  Id.  If  no  such  designation  is  made  by 
the  company  and  there  are  no  officers  such  as  have  been  men- 
tioned residing  in  the  county,  then  the  summons  may  be  served 
on  any  local  superintendent  of  repairs,  freight  agent,  agent  to 
sell  tickets,  or  station  keeper  of  such  corporation,  if  they  reside  in 
the  county.  Ante,  70,  §  15. 

It  must  be  remembered  that,  where  the  defendant  is  a  corpora- 
tion, the  service  of  the  summons  upon  any  of  the  persons 
mentioned  must  be  made  by  delivering  a  copy  of  it  to  them  per- 
sonally. Whenever  the  summons '  is  properly  served  upon  any 
such  officer  or  agent  in  the  manner  required  by  law,  that  will  be 
a  valid  personal  service  upon  the  corporation. 

The  constable  is  required  to  make  and  sign  his  return.  Vol.  I, 
39,  ■§  14.  But  it  has  been  held  that  the  justice  may  write  the 
return,  if  it  is  done  in  the  presence  of  the  constable  and  at  his 
request.  Beno  v.  Finder,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  298;  and  see  Borrodaile 
V.  Leek,  9  Barb.,  611 ;  and  see  ante,  42.      Sjo  a/y^  Z.^f 

The  return  must  be  made  and  the  summons  returned,  before 
the  time  for  appearance  mentioned  therein. 

The  usual  and  the  proper  practice  is,  to  return  it  as  soon  as  it 
can  be  conveniently  done  after  the  service.  In  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  personal  property,  the  statute  requires  that  the  return 
shall  be  made  forthwith  after  the  taking  of  the  property  and  the 
service  of  the  papers  upon  the  defendant. 

The  return  must  be  in  writing;  it  must  be  indorsed  upon  the 
summons;  it  must  state  the  time  and  the  manner  of  such  service; 
and  the  constable  must  sign  his  name  to  such  return.  Vol.  I,  39, 
^  14.  It  is  a  valid  service  and  a  proper  return  thereof,  which 
confers  jurisdiction  upon  the  justice  to  act. 

The  justice  has  no  authority  to  proceed  in  the  action,  in  the 
absence  of  any  return,  And  if  the  return  is  defective  in  a 
material  point,  he  will  not  have  any  authority  to  proceed.  If  the 
return  does  not  show  the  time  when  the  summons  was  served  on 
the  defendant,  it  is  defective  and  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction. 
Wheeler  v.  Lampman,  14  Johns.,  481.  The  return  may  also  be 
defective  for  not  showing  the  manner  of  the  service.  The  return 
must  show  that  the  service  was  a  personal  one  before  the  justice 
will  have  legal  evidence  that  there  was  a  legal  service,  which  is 
sufficient  to  authorize  him  to  proceed  and  render  a  judgment. 
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The  return  may  also  show  affirmatively  that  the  service  was  not 
sufficient  or  legal.  For  instance,  if  the  return  shows  that  a  long 
summons  was  served  but  five  days  before  the  return  day;  in  that 
case  the  justice  would  have  full  and  fair  notice  by  affirmative 
evidence  that  the  service  was  not  sufficient.  The  rule  may  be 
summed  up  thus :  The  return  must  show  distinctly  that  the  ser- 
vice made  was  such  as  is  in  pursuance  of  the  law,  and  the  legality 
of  the  service  must  appear  affirmatively  on  the  face  of  the  return 
itself.  See  Sherwood  v.  Saratoga,  &g.,  B.  B.  Co.,  15  Barb.,  650. 

When  there  are  several  defendants,  the  return  ought  to  show 
upon  which  of  them  the  summons  was  served,  and  the  time  and 
manner  of  service  upon  each  of  them.  If  there  are  two  defend- 
ants named  in  the  summons,  and  a  personal  service  is  made  upon 
one  of  them,  but  not  upon  the  other,  the  return  may  show  a  valid 
service  upon  one  of  them,  and  it  need  not  notice  the  other. 
Fogg  V.  Child,  13  Barb.,  246.  This  is  upon  the  ground  that,  if 
the  defendants  are  joint  debtors,  a  valid  service  upon  one  of 
them  is  sufficient  to  authorize  a  judgment  against  both  defend- 
ants in  form.  Vol.  I,  56,  §  113.  So  if  the  action  is  for  a  tort, 
either  defendant  may  be  sued,  and  therefore  the  defendant  not 
served  may  be  disregarded,  and  it  will  be  an  action  against  the 
one  served  with  process. 

But,  notwithstanding  the  case  just  cited,  it  is  the  better  prac- 
tice, to  return  distinctly  in  every  case,  what  was  done  as  to  each 
of  the  defendants.  If  one  is  served,  state  the  time  and  manner 
of  the  service.  If  one  of  the  defendants  was  not  found,  or  if 
the  service  was  by  copy,  then  state  such  facts.  In  this  way, 
justice  will  be  done  to  all  parties,  and  besides  that,  the  record 
will  show  precisely  what  has  been  done,  as  well  as  what  has 
been  omitted,  in  relation  to  the  service  of  the  process. 

The  proper  forms  for  making  a  return  will  be  given  in  a  sub- 
sequent place  in  this  work.  Post,  74,  75. 

The  return  upon  a  summons  which  is  issued  against  a  corpora- 
tion, must  state  such  facts  as  will  show  affirmatively,  that  the 
service  was  made  upon  a  person  On  whom  such  service  is  valid 
as  a  service  upon  such  corporation.  It  should  state  that  the  per- 
son served  was  the  president  or  secretary,  &c.,  of  the  company, 
and  should  show  that  the  service  was  made  by  delivering  a  copy 
of  the  summons  to  such  person,  and  the  time  of  such  service. 
V\7'hen  the  defendant  is  a  railroad  corporation,  and  there  are  no 
officers  resident  in  the  county,  and  no  person  has  been  legally 
designated  by  the  company  as  a  person  upon  whom  process  may 
be  served,  the  return  should  state  these  facts,  and  then  show  a 
service  upon  a  freight  agent,  or  other  person,  upon  whom  a  ser- 
vice is  legal.  The  return  of  the  constable  that  the  person  served 
is  an  officer  of  the  corporation,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  that  fact. 
JV^.  Y.  and  Erie  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Purdy,  18 '  Barb.,  574 ;  Wheeler  v. 
N.  Y.  and  Harlem  B.  B.  Co.,  24  Barb.,  414. 

So,  when  the  defendant  is  a  railroad  corporation,  and  there 
are  no  officers  of  the  company  residing  in  the  county,  and  no 
Wait  11—10 
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person  has  been  designated  as  a  person  upon  whom  process  may- 
be served,  the  constable's  return  of  those  facts  is  suflBcient 
evidence  of  such  facts ;  and  also  that  the  person  served  was  a 
freight  agent  of  the  corporation.  N.  Y.  and  Erie  B.  B.  Co.  v. 
Purdy,  18  Barb.,  574. 

If  the  return  does  not  state  the  time  when  the  summons  was 
served,  any  judgment  which  may  be  rendered  upon  it,  will  be 
reversed  upon  an  appeal.  Wheeler  v.  Lampman,  14  Johns.,  481 ; 
Stewart  v.  Smith,  17  Wend.,  517 ;  Bromley  v.  Sviith,  2  Hill,  517. 
The  same  rule  applies  as  to  stating  the  manner  of  service.  Ih. 

If  the  return  is  mistaken  or  false,  the  defendant  may  allege 
that  as  error  in  fact,  on  an  appeal ;  and  if  it  is  proved  that  the 
return  is  mistaken,  or  false,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed. 
Allen  V.  Martin,  10  Wend.,  300 ;  Fitch  v.  Devlin,  15  Barb.,  47 ; 
Wheeler  v.  N.  T.  and  Harlem  B.  B.  Co.,  24  Barb.,  414 ;  N.  Y.  and 
Erie  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Pufd/y,  18  Barb.,  574. 

The  defendant  may  show  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons, 
that  there  was  no  legal  service  of  the  process  upon  him,  or  that 
there  was  not  any  service  of  it  at  all  upon  him.  Wheeler  v.  N.  Y. 
and  Harlem  B.  B.  Co.,  24  Barb.,  414 ;  Tan  Bensselaer  v.  Chad- 
wick,  7  How.,  297.  It  is  sometimes  said  that  the  return  is  con- 
clusive whenever  it  comes  in  question  collaterally.  This  may  be 
true  in  some  cases.  For  instance,  in  Putnam  v.  Man,  3  Wend., 
202,  a  constable  retm'ned  that  he  had  served  a  summons  in  his 
own  favor,  in  an  action  in  which  he  was  plaintiff.  The  justice 
rendered  judgment  upon  this  return ;  an  execution  was  issued 
thereon,  and  the  defendant  arrested.  He  then  brought  an  action 
for  a  false  imprisonment,  and  offered  to  prove  that  the  return  was 
false.  The  court  held  that  in  this  action  the  return  was  conclu- 
sive. It  will  be  seen  that  the  validity  of  the  return  was  collater- 
ally, not  directly  in  question.  But  in  those  cases  in  which  an 
action  is  brought  upon  the  judgment,  the  defendant  may  show 
that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  over  his  person,  because  there  was 
no  process  served  upon  him.  Shumway  v.  StillmMn,  6  Wend.,  447; 
Noyes  v.  Butler,  6  Barb.,  613  ;  Hard  v.  Shipman,  6  Barb.,  621,  623. 

The  principle  is  this,  a  judgment  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties 
to  the  action ;  but  if  there  never  was  a  service  of  the  process 
upon  the  defendant,  there  is  no  jurisdiction,  and  therefore  as  to 
him  it  is  not  a  judgment. 

Forms  of  return. 

Personally  served,  November  4th,  1864.     Fees,  $ 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 

Personally  served,  November  4th,  1864,  and  copy  delivered  to  defendant 
at  his  request.     Fees,  $  JAMES  PIERSON,    Constable. 

Served  November  4th,  1864,  by  leaving  a  copy  at  defendant's  last  place 
of  abode,  in  the  presence  of  Mary  Roe,  one  of  the  defendant's  family,  of 
suitable  age,  who  was  informed  of  its  contents,  the  defendant  not  being 
found.    Fees,  $  ALEXANDER  STEWART,   Constable.    . 
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Personally  served  on  Richard  Roe,  November  4th,  1864;  and  personally 
served  on  Richard  Fenn,  November  2d,  1864.     Fees,  $ 

WILLIAM  B.  COMRIE,   Constable. 

Personally  served  on  Richard  Roe,  November  4th,  1864,  and  the  defend- 
ant, Richard  Fenn,  could  not  be  found  in  the  county.    Fees,  $ 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 

Personally  served  on  Richard  Roe,  November  4th,  1864;  Richard  Fenn 
could  not  be  found  in  the  county,  and  a  copy  of  the  within  summons  was 
left,  November  3d,  1864,  at  his  last  place  of  abode,  with  Mary  Fenn,  one  of 
his  family,  of  suitable  age,  who  was  informed  of  its  contents.     Fees,  $ 

JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable. 

Corporation  defendant. 
The  within  summons  served,  November  4th,  1864,  by  personally  deliver- 
ing a  copy  thereof  to  John  Doe,  who  is  a  director  of  the  said  corporation,  and 
defendant.    Fees,  I  ALEXANDER  STEWART,   Constable. 

Railroad  corporation.,  no  officers,  (be,  in  the  county. 
The  within  summons  personally  served  on  the  defendants,  November  4th, 
1864,  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof  personally  to  William  H.  Fowler,  a 
freight  agent  of  said  defendants,  no  person  having  been  designated  by  the 
defendants  upon  whom  a  summons  can  be  served,  and  there  not  being  any 
officer  of  said  railroad  company  who  resides  within  the  said  county  of 
Fulton,    Fees,  %  JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable. 

CHAPTER  V. 

SHOET   SUMMOlSrS. 

This  process  was  first  authorized  by  chapter  300  of  the  Laws 
of  1831,  usually  called  the  "non-imprisonment  act."  Vol.  I,  74, 
75,  76,  77.  And  a  brief  review  of  the  practice  prior  to  that  year 
may  be  the  most  convenient  way  of  showing  more  clearly  what 
the  present  practice  is.  And  see  title  Warrant.  Before  1831,  the 
only  process  for  bringing  parties  into  justices'  courts  was  a  long 
summons,  a  long  attachment  or  a  warrant.  And,  as  the  practice 
then  stood,  a  non-resident  defendant  must  in  all  cases  have  been 
sued  by  a  warrant,  whether  the  cause  of  action  arose  upon  con- 
tract, or  for  a  tort  or  wrong.  So  a  resident  defendant  could  be 
sued  only  by  warrant,  long  summons,  or  a  long  attachment.  A 
non-resident  plaintiff  might  have  sued  a  resident  defendant  by 
warrant  upon  making  proper  proof  and  giving  legal  security, 
whether  the  cause  of  action  arose  upon  contract  or  for  a  tort  or 
wrong.  Vol.  I,  39,  §  15,  subd.  2. 

As  the  practice  then  stood,  there  could  not  possibly  be  a  ques- 
tion as  to  the  proper  process  against  a  non-resident  defendant. 
There  was  no  summons  but  a  long  one,  and  the  statute  expressly 
declared  that  no  person  should  be  proceeded  against  by  summons 
out  of  the  county  in  which  he  resided.  Vol.  I,  38,  §  H- 

Then  came  the  "non-imprisonment  act"  of  1831,  which  pro- 
hibited the  arrest  of  any  person  for  any  cause  of  action  arising 
upon  contract,  express  or  implied,  except  in  certain  specified 
cases,  which  will  be  noticed  hereafter.  And  it  is  important  to 
remember  that  the  non-imprisonment 'act  did  not  change  the  law 
In  the  least  as  to  actions  for  torts  or  wrongs,  or  iu  any  other  cases 
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in  which  a  warrant  is  a  proper  process  since  the  non-imprison- 
ment act.  So  that  a  warrant  is  as  appropriate  now  in  such  an 
action,  or  for  a  tort  or  wrong,  as  it  was  before  1831 ;  and  indeed 
it  is  not  only  appropriate  in  such  cases,  but  it  is  the  only  legal 
process  that  can  be  issued  against  a  non-resident  defendant. 

So  also  in  relation  to  those  cases  which  were  excepted  from  the 
effect  of  the  non-imprisonment  act.  A  warrant  is  now  the  only 
legal  process  against  a  non-resident  defendant,  even  in  those 
excepted  cases  which  arose  upon  contract. 

Those  cases,  so  excepted,  were  four  in  number,  but  they  are 
now  the  following:  1.  An  action  to  recover  money  collected  by 
a  public  officer;  2.  An  action  for  official  misconduct  or  neglect  of 
duty;  3.  An  action  for  damages  for  misconduct  or  neglect  in  any 
professional  employment.  Vol.  I,  74,  §  212;  Laws  1831,  ch. 
300,  §§  30,  31.  A  short  summons  is  not  proper  in  any  such  case; 
nor  in  actions  for  torts  or  wrongs  if  the  defendant  is  a  non-resi- 
dent; nor  in  any  case  in  which  a  warrant  may  be  issued.  And, 
as  the  law  now  stands,  in  every  action  against  a  non-resident 
defendant,  for  a  cause  of  action  arising  upon  contract,  express  or 
implied,  a  short  summons  will  be  a  proper  process  if  the  action 
is  not  for  one  of  the  causes  of  action  already  mentioned  as  ex- 
cepted from  the  provisions  of  the  non-imprisonment  act.  The 
sections  of  the  statute  which  provide  for  a  short  summons  are  as 
follows:  "Whenever,  by  the  provisions  of  the  last  preceding  sec- 
tion, no  warrant  can  issue,  and  the  plaintiff  shall  be  a  non-resident 
of  the  county,  and  shall  give  the  like  proof  of  the  fact  and  tender 
to  the  justice  the  security  now  required  by  law  to  entitle  him  to 
a  warrant,  the  justice  shall  issue  a  summons  which  may  be  made 
returnable  not  less  than  two  nor  more  than  four  days  from  the 
date  thereof,  and  shall  be  served  at  least  two  days  before  the  time 
of  appearance  mentioned  therein,  and  if  the  same  shall  be  re- 
turned personally  served,  the  same  proceedings  shall  be  had  and 
no  longer  adjournment  granted  than  in  case  of  a  warrant  at  the 
instance  of  a  non-resident  plaintiff.  Vol.  I,  75,  <^  214;  Laws  1831, 
ch.  300,  §  32.  The  preceding  section  provides  for  the  case  of 
a  non-resident  plaintiff.  And  it  is  a  proper  process  in  favor  of 
such  a  plaintiff  against  a  resident  defendant  in  all  cases  in  which 
the  cause  of  action  arises  upon  contract,  express  or  implied,  unless 
it  is  in  one  of  the  cases  which  are  excepted  by  the  thirtieth  sec- 
tion of  the  non-imprisonment  act  for  moneys  collected  by  any 
public  officers,  &c.,  &c.  In  such  excepted  cases,  a  warrant  is  as 
proper  as  before  the  non-imprisonment  act.  And  in  every  case 
in  which  a  warrant  may  be  issued,  whether  the  cause  of  action  is 
for  one  of  the  excepted  cases  mentioned,  or  whether  it  is  for  a 
tort  or  wrong,  or  for  a  penalty  and  the  like  cases,  a  short  summons 
is  not  a  proper  process ;  and  a  warrant  or  a  long  summons  must  be 
taken  if  the  plaintiff"  is  a  non-resident.  See  also  title  Warrant. 

The  statute  further  provides  for  the  case  of  a  non-resident 
defendant  who  cannot  be 'arrested,  as  has  been  heretofore  ex- 
plained.    "  Whenever,  by  the  provisions  of  the  thirtieth  section 
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of  this  act,  no  warrant  can  issue,  and  tlie  defendant  shall  reside 
out  of  the  county,  he  shall  be  preceded  against  by  summons  or 
attachment,  returnable  not  less  than  two  nor  more  than  four  days 
from  the  date  thereof,  which  shall  be  served  at  least  two  days 
before  the  time  of  appearance  mentioned  therein,  and  if  such 
defendant  be  proceeded  against  otherwise,  the  justice  shall  have 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause."  Vol.  I,  75,  <5'  215 ;  Laws  1831,  ch. 
300,  §  33.  The  most  important  thing  to  be  noticed  in  relation  to 
the  last  section  cited  is,  that  in  actions  arisiug  on  contract  (unless 
in  the  excepted  cases  mentioned),  a  short  summons  or  a  short 
attachment  is  the  only  legal  process  that  can  be  issued  against  a 
non-resident  defendant.  The  statute  does  not  merely  provide 
that  a  short  summons  or  a  short  attachment  may  be  issued ;  but 
it  expressly  prohibits  any  other  kind  of  process,  by  declaring  that 
if  the  defendant  be  proceeded  otherwise  "  the  justice  shall  have  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  cause."  But  notwithstanding  the  language  of 
the  statute,  if  a  long  summons  is  served  instead  of  a  short  one, 
and  the  defendant  appears  in  the  action  and  voluntarily  joins 
issue  upon  the  merits  without  objection,  the  justice  will  have 
jurisdiction,  since  the  issue  will  be  treated  as  a  voluntary  one 
without  process.  Clajyp  v.  Graves,  12  E.  P.  Smith,  418.  And  a 
judgment  which  is  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  such  a 
case,  will  be  neither  void  nor  erroneous.  Ih.  And  see  Ante,  18. 
It  will  be  assumed  that  every  plaintiff  knows  whether  his  cause 
of  action  arises  upon  contract,  express  or  implied ;  or  whether  it 
arises  for  a  tort  or  wrong,  or  upon  contract  for  the  recovery  of 
money  or  damages  in  one  or  all  of  the  cases  excepted  from  the 
effect  of  the  non-imprisonment  act,  or  for  a  cause  in  which  a  war- 
rant may  issue  in  any  case.  A  brief  summary  of  the  cases  in 
which  a  short  summons  is  or  is  not  proper,  will  be  here  given,  as 
it  may  be  convenient  for  those  who  will  feel  relieved  from  anxiety 
by  knowing  that  the  proper  process  will  be  issued.  In  the  follow- 
ing classes  of  cases  a  short  summons  is  always  proper  if  the  cause 
of  action  arose  upon  contract,  express  or  implied,  or  upon  a  judg- 
ment, and  the  defendant  cannot  be  arrested,  because  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  non-imprisonment  act :  1.  When  the  defendant  or 
defendants  are  all  non-residents  of  the  county,  and  the  plaintiff  or 
plaintiffs  are  all  residents  of  the  county.  2.  When  the  plaintiff 
ov  plaintiffs  are  all  non-residents  of  the  county,  and  the  defendant 
or  defendants  are  all  residents  thereof.  3.  When  all  the  parties 
to  the  action,  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  are  non-residents  of 
the  county  in  which  the  action  is  brought.  4.  When  the  plain- 
tiffs are  all  non-residents  of  the  county,  and  the  defendants  are 
joint  deitors  (not  joint  and  several  debtors)  and  some  of  the 
defendants  are  residents,  and  some  of  them  are  non-residents  of 
the  county.  Deariorn  v.  Kent,  14  Wend.,  183.  In  this  fourth  class 
of  cases,  a  non-resident  plaintiff  could  sue  a  resident  defendant  by 
short  summons  if  he  were  sued  alone,  and  a  non-resident  defend- 
ant must  be  sued  by  a  short  summons.  And,  therefore,  the  joinder 
of  a  resident  and  non-resident  defendant  would  not  invalidate  this 
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process,  because  they  were  sued  together,  when  the  process  would 
be  entirely  proper  if  they  were  sued  separately.  6.  When  some 
of  the  plaintiffs  are  residents,  and  some  of  them  non-residents  of 
the  county,  and  the  defendants  are  all  non-residents  thereof. 
6.  If  some  of  the  plaintiffs  are  residents  and  some  of  them 
non-residents  of  the  county,  and  some  of  the  defendants  are 
residents  and  some  of  them  are  non-residents  thereof ;  and  the 
defendants  are  joint  debtors  (not  joint  and  several  debtors),  a 
short  summons  may  be  taken ;  because,  as  to  the  non-resident 
defendant,  this  would  be  the  only  legal  process  if  he  were  sued 
alone.  And,  in  case  of  joint  debtors,  a  legal  service  upon  one  of 
them  is  sufficient  to  authorize  a  joint  judgment  against  both,  even 
though  no  process  whatever  were  served  on  the  other  defendant. 
A.  long  summons  would  also  be  a  legal  process  in  the  same  case  ; 
because,  a  non-resident  plaintiff  and  a  resident  plaintiff  may  take 
a  long  summons  against  a  resident  defendant,  and  if  the  sum- 
mons is  proper  as  to  him  in  a  case  of  joint  debtors,  it  will  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  judgment  in  a  case  of  joint  debtors  (not 
joint  and  several),  that  there  was  no  process  whatever  served  on 
the  non-resident  defendant,  or  that  the  process  itself  would  not 
have  been  proper  if  he  had  been  sued  alone.  Burghart  v.  Rice,  2 
Denio,  95.  7.  If  some  of  the  plaintiffs  are  resident,  and  some 
of  them  non-residents  ;  or,  if  the  plaintiffs  are  all  residents,  and 
some  of  the  defendants  are  residents  and  some  of  them  non-resi- 
dents, and  the  debt  is  joint  and  several ;  or,  if  the  liabilities  of 
the  defendants  are  several,  but  they  are  liable  to  be  sued  together, 
the  only  safe  way  to  sue  will  be  to  stie  the  non-residents  with  a 
short  summons  or  attachment,  and  the  resident  defendant  with  a 
long  summons  or  attachment.  The  makers  of  a  joint  note  or 
bond,  partners,  and  all  parties  jointly  liable  upon  contract,  may 
be  sued  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  6th  or  7th  classes  enume- 
rated. But  this  rule  does  not  extend  to  cases  where  the  liability 
is  joint  and  several,  or  to  a  several  liability. 

In  the  following  classes  of  cases  a  short  summons  is  never 
proper :  1.  If  the  cause  of  action  is  founded  upon  a  claim  for 
money  collected  by  any  public  oiiicer ;  or,  for  damages  for  official 
misconduct  or  neglect  of  duty  ;  or,  for  damages  for  misconduct  or 
neglect  in  any  professional  employment.  Vol.  I,  74,  §  212 ;  Laws 
1831,  ch.  300,  %  30.  In  such  cases  it  may  be  said  that  the  cause 
of  action  arose  upon  contract,  express  or  implied.  But,  though 
this  may  be  so,  that  does  not  affect  the  rule  ;  because,  as  to  these 
cases,  the  law  remains  as  it  was  before  the  non-imprisonment 
act,  when  the  defendant  might  have  been  arrested.  An  attorney 
who  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  who  is  sued  for  money 
which  it  is  claimed  that  he  has  illegally  received  by  overcharging 
his  bill  of  costs,  cannot  be  sued  by  a  short  summons ;  it  must  be 
by  warrant.  Waters  v.  Wldttemore,  22  Barb.,  593. 

2.  If  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  the 
action  is  brought  to  recover  a  penalty  for  the  violation  of  any 
statute ;  or,  for  any  penalty  given  by  law  for  any  wrongful  act 
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or  neglect,  not  connected  with  contract,  express  or  implied,  a 
short  summons  is  not  proper ;  it  must  be  by  warrant. 

3.  If  all  the  parties  to  the  action  are  residents  of  the  county, 
a  short  summons  is  never  proper. 

4.  If  the  cause  of  action  arises  for  a  tort  or  a  wrongful  and 
imlawful  act,  and  a  warrant  may  be  issued,  a  short  summons  is 
never  proper,  whether  the  defendant  is  a  resident  or  a  non-resi- 
dent of  the  county.  Whitney  v.  Shufelt,  1  Denio,  592,  594. 

5.  If  the  defendant  is  a  resident,  and  one  of  the  plaintiffs  is  a 
resident  and  the  other  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county, 
a  short  summons  is  not  proper.  Linnell  v.  Sutherland,  11  Wend., 
568.  The  reason  of  this  is,  because  a  short  summons  is  not  given 
against  a  resident  defendant,  unless  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident. 
And  if  one  of  the  plaintiffs  is  a  resident,  it  could  not  be  said  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  non-residents.  And,  besides,  if  one  plaintiff 
is  a  resident,  the  reason  of  the  rule  giving  a  non-resident  plain- 
tiff a  short  summons  fails,  because  the  resident  plaintiff  may 
attend  to  the  cause  as  well  for  both  as  though  he  were  the  sole 
plaintiff.  And  his  co-plaintiff  would  not,  in  that  case,  be 
detained  in  the  county  unnecessarily.  This  case  differs  from  that 
in  the  6th  and  7th  propositions,  ante,  78,  because,  in  those  cases 
there  would  be  one  non-resident  defendant,  and  the  process  would 
be  proper  as  to  him,  whether  one  or  both  of  the  plaintiffs  were 
residents  or  non-residents;  and  in  an  action  agaiast  joint  debtors, 
it  is  sufficient  to  serve  one  party  legally.  When  the  defendant  is 
a  non-resident,  the  process  must  be  applicable  to  him,  without 
reference  to  the  character  of  the  plaintiff",  or  as  to  that  of  one  of 
several  plaintiffs,  who  are  resident  or  non-resident. 

6.  It  has  been  decided  that  a  short  summons  is  not  proper 
when  the  defendant  is  a  railroad  corporation,  and  the  road  runs 
through  the  county  in  which  the  action  is  brought.  Johnson  v. 
Cayuga,  &c.,  Railroad  Go.,  11  Barb.,  621 ;  Sherwood  v.  Saratoga, 
&c.,  Railroad  Co.,  15  Barb.,  650;  Belden  v.  N.  Y.  and  Harlem 
Railroad  Co.,  15  How.,  17.  The  principal  reason  assigned  by  the 
court  in  the  foregoing  cases,  why  a  short  summons  was  not  proper 
was,  because  the  corporation  was  to  be  treated  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  a  resident  freeholder,  or  an  inhabitant  having  a  family. 
This  reason  would  be  conclusive  if  the  plaintiff  in  the  action 
were  also  a  resident  of  the  county ;  for  in  that  case  a  short  sum- 
mons would  not  be  proper.  But  the  court  seem  to  have  over- 
looked the  very  important  fact,  that  even  a  freeholder,  or  a 
resident  having  a  family,  may  be  sued  by  a  short  summons  if 
the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  the  cause  of 
action  arose  upon  contract. 

That  process  is  expressly  given  by  the  statute.  Vol.  I,  75,  % 
214,  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  ^  32.  And,  it  has  been  the  invariable 
practice  since  the  enactment  of  this  statute,  for  a  non-resident 
plaintiff  to  take  a  short  summons,  if  he  chose,  against  a  resi- 
dent freeholder,  or  an  inhabitant  having  a  family.  Corporations 
may  be  sued  precisely  like  natural  persons,  except  as  to  the  man- 
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ner  of  serving  the  process.  "And  all  corporations  shall  have  the 
right  to  sue  and  shall  be  subject  to  be  sued  in  all  courts,  in  like 
cases  as  natural  persons."  State  Constitution  of  1846,  art.  8,  ^  3. 
And  in  Wilde  v.  N.  Y.  and  Harlem  Railroad  Co.,  1  Hilt.,  302,  it 
was  expressly  decided  that  a  non-resident  plaintiff  might  sue  a 
railroad  corporation,  by  a  short  summons,  if  he  furnished  a  proper 
aifidavit  and  bond. 

There  is  precisely  the  same  reason  for  permitting  a  non-resi- 
dent plaintiif  to  sue  a  corporation  which  is  located  in  the  county, 
that  there  is  for  allowing  him  to  sue  a  resident  freeholder.  And 
the  statute  and  the  constitution  have  placed  both  upon  the  same 
footing,  either  as  to  suing  or  as  to  being  sued. 

The  rule  which  applies  to  railroad  corporations  is  equally  appli- 
cable to  plank  road  and  turnpike  corporations,  and,  indeed,  to 
every  kind  of  corporation  which  is  located  in  the  county  in  which 
the  action  is  brought,  such  as  banks,  insurance  companies,  gas 
companies,  manufacturing  corporations,  and  the  like. 

What  is  necessary  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  a  short  summons.'] 
This  kind  of  process  may  be  appropriate  in  a  given  case;  and  it 
may,  indeed,  be  the  only  process  which  can  properly  be  taken  in 
some  cases.  But  it  must  be  remembered  that  a  short  summons 
cannot  be  issued,  as  of  course,  like  a  long  summons,  without  either 
an  affidavit  or  a  bond.  There  must  alwags  be  an  affidavit,  though 
it  is  not  always  necessary  to  furnish  a  bond.  Whether  a  bond  is 
necessary,  depends  upon  the  residence  of  the  plaintiff.  No  affida- 
vit, which  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  short  summons, 
need  be  entitled  in  the  action.  The  proper  forms  for  them  will 
be  given  hereafter. 

In  an  action  by  a  resident  plaintiff  against  a  non-resident 
defendant,  an  affidavit  is  necessary,  Sperry  v.  Major,  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  361 ;  Davidson  v.  Sutchins,  1  Hilt.,  123  ;  but  no  bond  nor 
security  of  any  kind  need  be  given.  Vol.  I,  40,  39,  §  17 ;  Id.,  75, 
§  214 ;  Aclcerman  v.  Finch,  15  Wend.,  652.  This  case  has  been 
overruled  so  far  as  it  holds  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  an  affida- 
vit, but  it  is  still  an  authority  that  there  need  not  be  a  bond.  See 
Taylor  v.  Heath,  4  Denio,  592 ;  Bennett  v.  Brown,  4  Oomst.,  254 ; 
8.  C.  again,  31  Barb.,  158.  In  a  recent  case  it  has  been  expressly 
held  that  an  affidavit  is  necessary,  though  no  bond  is  required. 
Waters  v.  Whittemore,  13  Barb.,  634. 

If  the  action  is  brought  by  a  non-resident  plaintiff,  there  must 
be  both  an  affidavit  and  a  proper  bond,  whether  the  defendant  is 
a  resident  or  a  non-resident  of  the  county.  Allen  v.  Stone,  9  Barb., 
61 ;  Money  v.  Tobias,  12  Johns.,  422 ;  Vol.  I,  75,  §  214 ;  Laws  1831, 
ch.  300,  ^  32 ;  Vol.  I,  39,  %  15,  sub.  2.  And  the  justice  cannot 
dispense  with  the  affidavit,  even  when  he  knows  that  the  plaintiff 
is  a  non-resident.  Money  v.  Tobias,  12  Johns.,  422. 

What  facts  should  be  stated  in  affidavit.]  If  the  plaintiff  is  a  resi- 
dent and  the  defendant  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  the  follow- 
ing facts  ought  to  be  stated  in  the  affidavit,  viz.,  that  the  plaintiff 
is  a  resident ;  that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident ;  that  the  cause 
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of  action  arose  upon  contract,  express  or  implied ;  or  upon  a  judg- 
ment upon  contract,  express  or  implied ;  that  the  defendant 
cannot  be  arrested  because  of  the  provisions  of  the  non-imprison- 
ment act;  Waters  v.  Whitamore,  13  Barb.,  634 ;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  a  good  cause  of  action.  Though  it  is  not  necessary  to  show 
whether  there  is  a  good  cause  of  action  or  not,  because  that  fact 
cannot  be  certainly  known  until  the  trial,  it  is  usual,  and  therefore 
proper,  to  state  in  the  aflfidavit  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  good  cause 
of  action,  as  he  believes.  But  there  is  no  statute  requiring  it, 
unless  it  is  that  which  relates  to  the  issuing  of  warrants.  Vol.  I, 
39,  §  17.  And  as  a  short  summons  takes  the  place  of  a  warrant 
when  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  and  the  cause  of  action 
arises  upon  contract,  the  only  question  is  as  to  its  applicability, 
and  construction  if  applicable.  An  affidavit  of  some  kind  is 
necessary,  as  has  already  been  shown ;  and  this  statute  just 
cited,  requires  that  "the  affidavit  shall  state  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances within  his  knowledge  showing  the  grounds  of  his  appli- 
cation, whereby  the  justice  may  the  better  judge  of  the  necessity 
and  propriety  of  issuing  such  warrant."  This  section  was  appli- 
cable to  all  cases  in  which  a  warrant  could  be  issued,  whether  the 
defendant  was  a  resident  or  a  non-resident ;  or  whether  he  was  a 
freeholder,  or  an  inhabitant  having  a  family ;  or  whether  he  was 
neither  a  freeholder  nor  an  inhabitant  having  a  family.  And,  as 
the  law  then  stood,  a  warrant  was  not  the  first  process  that  could 
be  legally  issued  against  a  freeholder,  or  an  inhabitant  having  a 
family.  A  summons  was  the  first  process  against  them,  unless 
the  plaintiff  could  show  by  affidavit  that  the  defendant  was  about 
to  depart  from  the  county,  &c.,  or  that  he  would  be  in  danger  of 
losing  his  debt,  unless  a  warrant  was  issued.  Vol.  1, 39,  §  15,  subs. 
3  and  4.  But  a  warrant  was  issued  as  of  course  against  a  resident 
who  was  neither  a  freeholder  nor  an  inhabitant  having  a  family,  or 
against  a  non-resident  defendant,  if  an  affidavit  were  made  show- 
ing his  non-residence  or  that  he  was  not  a  freeholder  nor  an 
inhabitant  having  a  family.  "  Under  the  old  law  any  person 
might  have  a  warrant  against  a  non-resident  simply  because  he 
was  so."  OowEN,  J.,  in  Ackerman  v.  Finch,  15  Wend.,  655.  And 
the  rule  was  the  same  as  to  a  non-resident  plaintiff,  who  was 
entitled  to  a  warrant  on  proof  of  his  non-residence,  and  giving 
proper  security.  Money  v.  ToUas,  12  Johns.,  422.  Now,  as  a  short 
summons  takes  the  place  of  that  warrant  against  non-resident 
defendants  in  actions  arising  upon  contracts,  there  is  no  reason 
why  the  affidavit  need  show  whether  there  is  or  is  not  a  cause  of 
action,  because  the  process  is  founded  solely  upon  his  character  as 
a  non-resident.  But  that  there  may  not  be  room  for  question  or 
doubt,  the  safe  course  will  be  to  state,  briefly,  that  the  plaintiff 
has,  as  he  believes,  a  good  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant. 

Form  of  affidoAsitfor  short  summons,  by  a  resident  plaintiff  against 
a  nonr^esident  defendant. 

Fui-TON  County,  ss  :  John  Doe,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  has,  as 
Wait  11—11 


82  SHORT  SUMMONS. 

he  verily  believes,  a  good  cause  of  action  against  Richard  Roe,  which 
cause  of  action  arose  upon  contract,  express  or  implied ;  and  deponent 
further  says,  that  said  cause  of  action  is  not  for  the  recovery  of  money 
collected  by  him  as  a  public  officer,  nor  for  official  misconduct  or  neglect 
of  duty  by  him ;  nor  for  damages  for  misconduct  or  neglect  in  any  pro- 
fessional employment  by  him,  that,  according  to  the  provisions  of  sections 
thirty  and  thirty-one  of  chapter  three  hundred  of  Laws  of  1831,  no 
warrant  can  issue  against  the  said  Richard  Roe ;  that  the  said  Richard 
Roe  resides  in  the  county  of  Saratoga,  and  that  he  is  a  non-resident  of  the 
county  of  Fulton.  And  the  said  John  Doe  prays  a  short  summons  against 
the  said  Richard  Roe. 

Sworn  before  me  this        )  JOHN  DOE. 

4th  day  of  November,  1864,  f 

David  Kennedy,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  affidavit  need  not  be  made  by  the  plaintiff  himself.  Any 
other  person  who  knows  the  facts  necessary  to  be  stated  in  the 
affidavit,  may  make  one  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  When  the 
affidavit  is  made  by  any  person  other  than  the  plaintiff,  the  form 
of  the  affidavit  must  be  varied  so  as  to  conform  to  the  facts. 
For  instance,  if  the  affidavit  is  made  by  a  third  person  where 
the  i)arties  are  named  as  in  the  preceding  form ;  the  affidavit 
may  read  thus  :  Fulton  county,  ss :  A.  B.  being  duly  sworn, 
says,  that  John  Doe  has,  as  deponent,  verily  believes,  a  good 
cause  of  action  against  Richard  Eoe,  &c. 

Facts  to  1)6  stated  in  affidavit  ly  non-resident  plaintiff  and 
resident  defendant.']  When  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident,  and  the 
defendant  is  a  resident  of  the  county,  the  affidavit  should  show 
the  following  facts,  viz. :  That  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident ; 
that  the  defendant  is  a  resident ;  that  the  cause  of  action  arose 
upon  contract,  express  or  implied  ;  or,  upon  judgment  upon  such 
contract ;  that  the  defendant  cannot  be  arrested  because  of  the 
provisions  of  the  non-imprisonment  act ;  and  that  a  good  cause 
of  action  exists  against  the  defendant. 

Form  of  affidavit  ly  non-resident  plaintiff  and  resident  defendant. 

Fulton  Countt,  ss:  John  Doe,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  has,  as 
he  verily  believes,  a  good  cause  of  action  against  Richard  Roe,  which  cause 
of  action  arose  upon  contract,  express  or  implied ;  and  deponent  further 
says,  that  said  cause  of  action  is  not  for  the  recovery  of  money  collected 
by  him  as  a  public  officer  ;  nor  for  official  misconduct  or  neglect  of  duty 
by  him ;  nor  for  damages  for  misconduct  or  neglect  in  any  professional 
employment  by  him ;  that,  according  tO  the  provisions  of  sections  thirty 
and  thirty-one  of  chapter  three  hundred  of  Laws  of  1831,  no  warrant  can 
issue  against  the  said  Richard  Roe ;  that  the  said  Richard  Roe  is  a  resi- 
lient of  the  county  of  Fulton ;  that  the  said  John  Doe  resides  in  the  county 
of  Saratoga,  and  that  he  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county  of  Fulton.  And 
the  said  John  Doe  prays  a  short  summons  against  the  said  Richard  Roe. 
Sworn  before  me  this        )  JOHN  DOE. 

4th  day  of  November,  1864,  [ 

David  Kennedy,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

This  affidavit  need  not  be  made  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  but 
may  be  made  by  another  person  as  in  the  case  of  a  resident 
plaintiff.  See  ante,  82.    The  affidavits  need  not  have  a  revenue 
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certificate  stamp.  Act  of  Congress,  June  30th,  1864,  '^  151,  sche- 
dule B.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  a  uon-resident  and  the  defendant 
is  a  resident,  the  plaintiff  must  give  security  to  entitle  him  to  a 
short  summons. 

The  statute  ui^es  the  word  "security,"  so  that  a  bond  is  not 
necessarily  the  form  in  which  the  security  is  given,  as  is  required 
where  an  attachment  is  issued.  Vol.  I,  75,  -^  214  ;  Laws  1831,  ch. 
300,  §  32  ;  Vol.  I,  39,  <^  15,  sub.  2.  It  is  better,  however,  to  give  a 
bond  in  all  those  eases  in  which  security  is  required,  before  pro- 
cess can  be  legally  issued,  because  a  bond  will  always  be  a  valid 
security,  and  then  there  will  never  any  mistakes  occur  from  the 
omission  to  give  a  bond  in  those  cases  in  which  a  bond  is  indis- 
pensable. 

Form  of  hond  hy  non-resident  plaintiff  and  resident  defendant,  for 

sliort  summons. 

Know  all  men,  by  these  presents,  that  we,  James  Den,  and  Richard  Fen, 
are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  Richard  Roe  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred 
doUars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Richard  Roe,  or  to  his  certain  attorney, 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns;  to  which  payment  well  and  truly  to 
be  made  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  jointly 
and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents,  sealed  with  our  seals,  dated  the 
4th  day  of  November,  1864.  Whereas  John  Doe  is  a  non-resident  of  the 
county  of  Fulton,  and  he  has  made  application  to  David  Kennedy,  one  of 
the  justices  of  the  peace  in  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  said  county  of  Fulton, 
for  a  short  summons  against  Richard  Roe,  a  resident  of  said  county ;  and 
whereas  due  proof  has  been  made  before  said  justice,  by  afiidavit,  that  a 
good  cause  of  action  exists  in  favor  of  said  John  Doe  against  said  Richard 
Roe,  which  cause  of  action  arose  upon  contract ;  and  that  the  said 
Richard  Roe  cannot  be  arrested  because  of  the  provisions  of  sections 
thirty  and  thirty-one  of  chapter  three  hundred  of  Laws  of  1831. 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said 
John  Doe  shall  pay  to  the  said  Richard  Roe  any  and  every  sum  which 
may  be  adjudged  against  the  said  John  Doe,  in  the  action  which  may  be 
commenced  by  the  said  short  summons,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void, 
otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue. 

JAMES  DEN.         [l.  s.l 
RICHARD  FEN.   [l.  s.] 
Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of       f 

David  Kennedy. 

This  bond  need  not  be  executed  by  more  than  one  person. 
The  only  object  of  requiring  security  is  that  the  defendant  shall 
not  be  harrassed  by  a  needless  and  vexatious  suit  without  secu- 
rity for  his  costs  if  successful ;  and  also  that  he  may  be  certain 
to  secure  the  amount  of  any  judgment  which  may  be  rendered 
in  his  favor  against  such  plaintiff,  either  for  costs  or  for  any 
balance  due  upon  a  set-off.  The  justice  should,  therefore,  be 
satisfied  that  the  person  or  persons  who  sign  the  bond  are 
entirely  responsible  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  and  the 
costs  of  the  action.  The  bond  need  not  be  approved  in  writing 
by  the  justice,  nor  need  the  surety  justify,  unless  the  justice 
requires  it  to  satisfy  himself  as  to  the  ability  of  the  surety  to 
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answer  the  amount  of  the  liability.  The  bond  should  be  sealed; 
because,  all  bonds  must  be  sealed  to  be  valid.  It  may  not  be 
improper  to  repeat,  that  the  statute  does  not  require  a  bond  in 
this  case,  but  merely  that  "security"  shall  be  given;  and  it  does 
not  say  whether  it  shall  be  sealed  or  not ;  stlH,  it  is  clear  that 
the  security,  whatever  its  form  may  be,  should  be  legally  suffi- 
cient to  show  a  valid  and  binding  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
surety.     A  bond  is  clearly  sufficient,  and  it  is  therefore  preferred. 

Facts  to  ie  stated  in  affidavit,  when  plaintiffs  and  defendants  all 
non-residents.']  In  such  case  the  affidavit  should  state  the  same 
facts  as  those  in  the  last  preceding  affidavit,  except  that  it  should 
state  that  both  parties  are  non-residents,  instead  of  stating,  as 
that  affidavit  does,  that  the  defendant  is  a  resident.  The  affi- 
davit may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff,  or  by  any  other  person  who 
knows  the  necessary  facts. 

Form  of  iond  to  ie  given  when  J)oth  parties  are  non-residents.] 
The  bond  in  this  case  is  similar  to  that  last  given,  when  the 
plaintiff  was  a  non-resident  and  the  defendant  was  a  resident. 
The  only  change  in  the  form  will  be  to  show  that  both  parties 
are  non-residents,  &c.  The  remarks  made  in  relation  to  that 
bond  are  equally  applicable  to  this  one. 

If  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  are  both  non-residents,  a 
bond  must  be  given  by  a  non-resident  plaintiff.  For,  though  the 
character  of  the  process  may  be  said  to  be  so  far  determined,  by 
the  residence  of  the  defendant,  as  to  require  a  short  summons 
when  he  is  a  non-resident,  yet  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
question  of  giving  security.  For,  as  we  have  seen,  ante,  80,  no 
security  need  be  given,  although  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident, 
if  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident.  But  the  statute  requires  security  if 
the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident.  Vol.  I,  75,  §  214 ;  Laws  1831,  ch. 
300,  §  32 ;  Vol.  I,  39,  §  15,  sub.  2.  And  there  is  no  distinction 
made  by  the  statute  whether  the  defendant  is  a  resident  or  a  non- 
resident. The  security,  in  all  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  is  a 
non-resident,  and  commences  an  action  by  a  short  summons, 
should  be  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  that  may  be  adjudged 
against  him  in  the  action,  if  it  is  one  where  a  set-off  is  allowable; 
security  for  costs  merely  is  not  sufficient.  Money  v.  Tobias,  12 
Johns.,  422  ;  Onderdonk  v.  JRAnlett,  3  Hill,  323.  But  if  the  defend- 
ant makes  no  objection  before  the  justice  as  to  the  form  of  the 
security,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived  all  irregularity  in 
this  respect,  and  cannot  therefore  avail  himself  of  it  on  an  appeal. 
li.  In  all  these  cases  where  security  is  required  before  a 
short  summons  can  properly  issue ;  if  such  summons  is  issued 
without  security,  the  error  will  not  be  cured  by  giving  it  after 
the  process  has  been  issued.  AcTcerman  v.  Finch,  15  Wend.,  652. 

Though  a  different  rule  prevails  when  security  has  been  given 
in  due  time,  but  which  is  defective  in  some  particulars.  In  that 
case  the  bond  is  amendable.  3  E.  S.,  870,  §§  35,  36,  5th  ed.  This 
is  in  cases  where  the  defect  does  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  party 
for  whose  benefit  it  was  given,  and  where,  if  the  bond  is  amended, 


SHORT  SUMMONS.  85 

it  will  be  a  valid  security  for  the  purpose  intended  when  it  was 
given.  The  written  consent  of  the  original  surety  should  be 
obtained  as  to  the  amendments  made.  Potter  v.  Baker,  4  Paige, 
290;  Shmv  v.  Lawrence,  14  How.,  94. 

It  is  frequently  an  important  question  to  determine  the  extent 
of  the  liability  of  the  surety  in  such  bonds.  He  will  be  liable, 
without  any  question,  for  the  amount  of  any  judgment  which  the 
justice  may  render  against  the  plaiutiflf,  together  with  the  costs 
of  the  action  before  the  justice.  But  a  different  question  will 
arise  if  the  judgment  of  the  justice  is  appealed  from,  and  on  that 
appeal  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs, 
whether  in  the  county  court  or  in  the  supreme  court. 

The  statute  requires  a  non-resident  plaintiff,  who  wishes  a  short 
summons,  "  to  tender  to  the  justice  the  security  now  required  by 
law  to  entitle  him  to  a  warrant."  Vol.  I,  75,  '^  214;  Laws  of  1831, 
eh.  300,  §  32.  The  warrant  and  security  here  referred  to  are 
those  which  were  in  force  before  the  non-imprisonment  act  of 
1831,  so  that  the  old  law  must  be  referred  to  to  determine  what 
that  security  was.  This  statute  is,  that  the  non-resident  plaintiff 
shall  "  tender  to  the  justice  security  for  the  payment  of  any  sum 
which  may  be  adjudged  against  him  in  the  suit."  Vol.  I,  39,  §  15, 
sub.  2. 

It  has  been  expressly  held  that  the  surety  is  not  liable  for  any 
costs,  either  of  the  county  court  or  of  the  supreme  court,  on  an 
appeal  from  the  justice's  judgment.  The  reason  assigned  is,  that 
the  appeal  is  a  new  action,  and  that,  therefore,  the  costs  on  an 
appeal  were  not  adjudged  in  the  suit  for  which  the  bond  was 
given.  Fenno  v.  Dickinson,  4  Denio,  84. 

That  case  was  decided  when  a  certiorari  was  the  proper  mode 
of  reviewing  that  judgment.  As  the  law  now  stands  there  is  a 
new  trial  in  the  county  court  upon  new  evidence  given ;' and  the 
case  is  determined  upon  its  merits  upon  the  evidence,  instead  of 
being  merely  reviewed  as  to  errors  committed  on  the  trial  before 
the  justice.  Code,  §  366 ;. Vol.  I,  30. 

But  some  appeals  from  justices'  courts  are  now  analogous  to 
the  old  certiorari ;  or  rather,  they  are  exact  substitutes  for  it,  so 
that  the  case  cited  is  precisely  in  point.  Under  the  law  as  it  was 
before  the  enactment  of  the  Code,  a  judgment  of  $25  or  less, 
was  reviewed  by  certiorari,  in  which  case  the  justice  made  a  return 
of  the  entire  proceedings  before  him,  and  the  appellate  court  de- 
cided the  case  upon  that  return.  And,  as  the  Code  now  stands, 
there  are  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  had  somewhat  in  the  man- 
ner of  the  old  system  of  appeals  to  the  common  pleas.  Code, 
■§  366.  But  under  the  old  system,  if  the  judgment  was  for  more 
than  $25,  the  defeated  party  appealed,  and  the  justice  made  a 
return  of  the  process,  pleadings  and  judgment,  and  the  cause  was 
tried  in  the  county  court  (or  rather  the  common  pleas),  by  hear- 
ing witnesses,  &c.,  as  though  there  had  been  no  trial  before  the 
justice.  On  the  trial  of  the  appeal  under  the  old  practice,  it  was 
held  that  such  trial  was  but  a  continuation  of  the  proceedings  or 
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trial  before  the  justice,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  common  pleas 
■was  a  judgment  in  the  same  suit  for  which  the  security  was  given, 
and  that  therefore  the  surety  was  liable  for  the  costs  of  the 
appeal.  Tr avers  v.  Nichols,  7  Wend.,  434.  This  case,  therefore, 
may  be  held  to  be  an  authority  on  similar  questions  arising  under 
the  Code.  It  has  been  held  in  several  cases  that,  on  a  bond  given 
to  obtain  an  attacliment,  the  sureties  are  liable  to  pay  the  costs  on 
an  appeal.  Ball  v.  Gardner,  21  Wend.,  270 ;  Bennett  v.  Brown,  31 
Barb.,  158  ;  Bennett  v.  Brown,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  99.  It  is  sufficient 
to  say  of  these  cases  in  relation  to  attachments,  that  they  stand 
upon  entirely  different  grounds  from  those  relating  to  short  sum-, 
mouses.  In  attachment  cases,  the  property  of  the  defendant  is 
taken,  and  the  bond  is  expressly  conditioned  to  pay  "  all  dama- 
ges and  costs  which  he  may  sustain  by  reason  of  issuing  such 
attachment,"  &c.  Vol.  I,  41,  \  27.  In  such  cases  the  plaintiff  may 
obtain  an  illegal  or  erroneous  judgment  before  the  justice,  which 
is  reversed  on  an  appeal,  and  in  that  event  the  case  would  clearly 
be  within  the  terms  and  spirit  of  the  bond  which  requires  the 
surety  to  pay  all  damages  and  costs  sustained  by  reason  of  issu- 
ing the  attachment ;  for  a  part  of  the  defendant's  costs  and 
damages  would  be  the  expense  of  reversing  such  judgment.  But 
on  the  other  hand,  the  only  condition  of  the  bond  for  a  short  sum- 
mons, is  to  pay  any  sum  adjudged  in  the  suit  in  which  it  issues. 

The  application  for  a  short  summons  need  not  in  any  case  be 
in  writing.  The  only  writings  necessary  are  the  affidavits,  and 
the  bond,  where  required  in  the  case  of  a  non-resident  plaintiff. 

There  is  a  plain  distinction  in  the  law  relating  to  the  security 
which  must  be  given  on  the  issuing  of  attachments ;  and  that 
relating  to  the  issuing  of  a  short  summons  or  a  warrant.  In  all 
attachment  cases  a  iond  is  indispensable,  Homan  v.  Brinclcerhoof, 
1  Denio,  184,  while  the  security  for  a  warrant  or  a  short  summons 
need  not  be  in  the  form  of  a  bond,  as  has  been  before  shown. 
Ante,  84,  85.  But,  though  a  bond  is  not  necessary  in  such  cases, 
there  must  be  a  valid  written  agreement,  or  the  promise  of  surety 
will  be  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  McNutt  v.  Johnson,  1 
Johns.,  18  ;  Stewart  v  McGuin,  1  Cow.,  99. 

A  paper  in  this  form  was  held  insufficient:  "  Mr.  Brock:  Please 
let  Mr.  Tobias  have  a  warrant,  and  I  will  be  answerable  for  the 
cost.  John  Holly.  Money  v.  Tobias,  12  Johns.,  422.  The  court 
said  :  "  The  statute  requires  security  not  merely  for  costs,  but  for 
any  sum  which  may  be  adjudged  against  the  plaintiff." 

Deposit  of  money. ^  There  may  be  set  off,  and  at  least  .|200  and 
costs  should  be  required. 

Form  of  short  summons.]  The  only  difference  in  form  between 
a  long  summons  and  a  short  one,  is  in  the  length  of  time  which 
intervenes  between  the  date  and  the  return  day.  A  long  sum-; 
mons  must  be  returnable  not  less  than  six  nor  more  than  twelve 
days  from  its  date ;  while  a  short  summons  must  be  returnable 
not  less  than  two  nor  more  than  four  days  from  the  date.  There 
are  many  points  necessary  to  be  observed  in  relation  to  filling 
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np  process,  and  as  to  when  it  is  sufficient  either  in  form  or  sub- 
stance ;  as  to  where  and  how  it  is  to  be  issued ;  to  whom  and 
when  to  be  issued;  when  and  where  returnable,  &c.,  &c. 

These  matters  are  discussed  at  some  length  at  a  previous  place, 
under  the  title,  "  Process."  And  the  usual  rules  applicable  to 
process  in  general  are  stated  there  together,  so  as  to  avoid  a  fre- 
quent repetition  of  them  in  relation  to  each  kind  of  process. 

The  manner  of  serving  a  summons,  and  the  rules  relating  to  it, 
have  been  sufficiently  explained.  Ante,  65  to  75. 

CHAPTER  VI. 

OP   PROCESS   BY   WAEEANT. 

SECTION  I. 
WARRANT. 

This  kind  of  process  has  been  a  long  time  in  use.  Laws  1801, 
ch.  165,  ^  2 ;  Eevised  Laws,  1813,  ch.  53,  §§  2,  4.  And  it  was 
retained  in  the  revision  of  the  laws  which  took  effect  in  1830,  by 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

This  process  differs,  in  one  material  respect,  from  any  other  pro- 
cess which  a  justice  is  authorized  to  issue  for  commencing  actions. 
Upon  a  summons,  whether  a  long  or  a  short  one,  the  defendant  is 
merely  notified  to  appear  and  answer  the  complaint  of  the  plain- 
tiff. And,  upon  an  attachment,  whether  it  is  a  long  or  a  short 
one,  the  same  notice  is  given  where  the  defendant  can  be  person- 
ally served  with  the  process ;  and,  in  addition  to  that,  the  pro- 
perty of  the  defendaut  may  be  taken  and  kept  to  answer  any 
judgment  which  may  be  obtained. 

But  when  a  warrant  is  issued,  the  defendant  is  arrested,  and  he 
is  taken  personally  before  the  justice.  He  is  not  at  liberty  to 
appear  before  the  justice  or  not,  as  he  may  elect ;  for  the  law 
makes  it  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  take  the  defendant  before  the 
justice  forthwith.  Vol.  I,  40,  §  19.  And,  in  order  to  determine 
in  what  cases  a  warrant  may  be  issued,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
cite  the  statutes  in  full.  The  provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes 
are  as  follows :  "  The  first  process  against  freeholders,  and  against 
inhabitants  having  families,  except  as  is  otherwise  hereinafter 
directed,  shall  be  a  summons  ;  but  no  person  shall  be  proceeded 
against  by  summons  out  of  the  county  in  which  he  resides."  Vol. 
I,  38,  §  11.  "  A  justice  shall,  upon  application,  issue  a  warrant 
in  the  following  cases :  1.  Where  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident 
of  the  county.  2.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident,  and  ten- 
ders to  the  justice  security  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  which 
may  be  adjudged  against  him  in  the  suit.  3.  When  it  shall 
appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  by  the  affidavit  of  the 
applicant,  or  of  any  other  witness,  that  the  person  against  whom 
such  warrant  is  desired  is  about  to  depart  from  the  county,  with 
intent  not  to  return  thereto.  4.  Where  the  defendant  is  an  inhab- 
itant of  the  county,  having  a  family,  or  a  freeholder  of  the  same 
county;  and  it  shall,  in  like  manner,  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of 
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the  justice  that  the  plaintiff  will  be  in  danger  of  losing  his  debt 
or  demand,  unless  such  warrant  be  granted.  Vol.  I,  39,  §  15. 
"A  justice  may,  upon  application,  issue  either  a  summons  or 
warrant,  at  his  option :  t.  Against  a  defendant  residing  in  the 
same  county,  who  is  neither  a  freeholder  of  the  county,  nor  an 
inhabitant  having  a  family.  2.  Against  the  defendant  upon  whom 
a  summons  shall  have  been  served  only  by  leaving  a  copy,  or  in 
any  other  way  than  by  reading  or  delivering  a  copy  to  him  per- 
sonally, and  who  shall  not  have  appeared  at  the  time  and  place 
appointed  in  such  summons,  nor  shown  good  cause  for  not 
appearing.  But  the  suit  instituted  by  such  summons  shall  be 
deemed  discontinued,  unless  the  warrant  be  issued  on  the  same 
day  of  the  return  of  the  first  summons ;  and  if  so  issued,  the  suit 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  continued  thereby."  Yol.  I,  39,  §  16. 

"In  all  cases,  on  application  for  a  warrant,  except  where  the 
suit  shall  have  been  commenced  by  summons,  the  person  apply- 
ing shall,  by  affidavit,  state  the  facts  and  circumstances  within 
his  knowledge,  showing  the  grounds  of  his  application,  whereby 
the  justice  may  the  better  judge  of  the  necessity  and  propriety  of 
issuing  such  warrant."  Vol.  I,  39,  §  17." 

The  preceding  sections  of  the  statute  include  any  class  of 
actions  which  are  cognizable  before  a  justice,  whether  the  cause 
of  action  arises  upon  contract  expresss  or  implied,  or  upon  a 
demand  for  a  wrongful  act  or  tort.  And  if  these  sections  were 
all  of  them  in  full  force  at  the  present  time,  there  is  scarcely  a 
case  which  could  not  be  commenced  by  warrant,  unless  the  defend- 
ant were  a  freeholder,  or  an  inhabitant  of  the  county  having  a 
family.  And  as  against  them,  a  warrant  might  be  issued  if  a 
proper  case  could  be  made  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
These  statutes  are  still  in  full  force,  except  so  far  as  they  have 
been  modified  by  the  provisions  of  the  non-imprisonment  act. 
In  those  cases  in  which  the  non-imprisonment  act  forbids  an 
arrest  of  the  defendant,  no  warrant  can  be  legally  issued.  But  in 
all  other  cases,  a  warrant  may  be  as  properly  issued  now,  as  it 
was  before  the  enactment  of  the  non-imprisonment  act.  This 
view  of  the  law  will  render  the  duties  of  a  justice  comparatively 
easy  in  determining  in  what  cases  a  warrant  may  be  properly 
issued.  For  the  only  points  which  will  require  his  attention  will 
be,  to  determine  that  the  cause  of  action  is  one  which  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  justice,  that  a  warrant  might  have  been  issued  by 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  which  have  been 
cited,  and  that  the  non-imprisonment  act  does  not  forbid  an  arrest 
of  the  defendant,  because  the  cause  of  action  arose  upon  contract, 
express  or  implied.  These  sections  of  the  statute  which  forbid 
an  arrest  of  the  defendant  are  as  follows:  "No  execution  issued 
on  any  judgment  rendered  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  upon 
any  demand  arising  upon  contract,  express  or  implied,  or  upon  any 
other  judgment  founded  upon  contract,  whether  issued  by  such 
justice  or  the  clerk  of  the  county,  shall  contain  a  clause  authoriz- 
mg  an  arrest  or  imprisonment  of  the  person  against  whom  the 


WARRANT.  89 

same  shall  issue,  unless  it  shall  be  proved  by  the  affidavit  of 
the  person  in  whose  favor  such  execution  shall  issue,  or  that 
of  some  other  person,  to  the  satisfaction  of  such  clerk  or  justice, 
either,  1  (subdivision  one  is  repealed);  or  2.  That  such  judgment 
was  for  the  recovery  of  money  collected  by  any  public  officer ;  or 
3.  For  official  misconduct  or  neglect  of  duty ;  or  4.  For  damages 
tor  misconduct  or  neglect  in  any  professional  employment." 
Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  -^  30;  Yol.  I,  74,  §  212. 

"  ]!^o  warrant  shall  issue  against  a  defendant,  in  any  case  in 
which,  by  the  provisions  of  the  last  preceding  section,  an  execu- 
tion on  the  judgment  recovered  could  not  be  issued  against  his 
body,  and  whenever  a  warrant  in  such  case  shall  issue,  the  like 
affidavit  shall  be  required  as  for  the  issuing  of  an  execution  by 
the  provisions  of  said  section."  Laws  1831,  chap.  300,  %  31 ;  Vol. 
I,  74,  §  213. 

These  two  sections  last  cited,  show  very  clearly,  that  the  only 
cases  in  which  they  forbid  a  warrant  is,  where  the  cause  of 
'  action  arises  upon  contract  express  or  implied. 

But  there  is  also  a  class  of  cases  in  which  the  cause  of  action 
arises  upon  contract,  and  a  warrant  is  still  as  proper  a  process  as 
ever,  because  the  statute  expressly  excepts  them  from  its  efFect„ 
and  leaves  the  old  law  as  applicable  to  them  as  it  ever  was.  If 
the  cause  of  action  arises  upon  a  claim  for  money  collected  by 
any  public  officer,  or  for  either  of  the  other  cases  specified  in  the 
preceding  thirtieth  section,  a  warrant  may  be  issued,  if  such  proof 
is  made,  as  the  statute  requires.  The  object  of  the  non-imprison- 
ment act  was  to  prohibit  the  arrest  or  imprisonment  of  defend- 
ants upon  demands  which  arose  upon  contract,  express  or 
implied,  such  as  bills  of  exchange,  promissory  notes,  matters  of 
account,  and  the  ordinary  deal  and  business  of  men  by  way 
of  contract,  express  or  implied. 

But  it  was  not  the  object  nor  the  intention  to  affect  the  law  in 
relation  to  causes  of  action  which  arose  out  of  some  fraud  or 
fraudulent  act  of  the  defendant,  nor  in  cases  in  which  the  cause 
of  action  is  founded  upon  some  wrongful  act  of  such  defendant. 

Cases  in  which  a  warrant  may  issue.'\  It  will  be  impossible  to 
enumerate  all  the  particular  instances  in  which  a  warrant  is  an 
appropriate  process ;  and,  for  that  reason,  the  method  which  wiU 
be  adopted  is,  to  point  out  the  classes  of  cases  in  which  the  pro- 
cess is  proper,  and  leaving  it  to  the  intelligence  of  the  justice  to 
make  the  application  of  the  rule  to  each  individual  case  as  it 
arises.  But  while  it  is  true  that  a  warrant  may  be  issued  in  each 
of  the  classes  of  cases  specified,  it  is  of  the  utflaost  importance  to 
remember  that  a  warrant  cannot  issue  against  a  resident  free- 
holder, or  an  inhabitant  having  a  family,  without  proof  of  facts 
which  will  authorize  a  warrant  against  them.  For,  as  against 
non-resident  defendants,  and  against  residents  of  the  county  who 
are  neither  freeholders  of  the  county  nor  inhabitants  having 
families,  a  warrant  may  be  issued  upon  proof  which  would  be 
very  different  from  that  which  would  be  necessary  to  authorize  a 
Wait  11—12 
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warrant  against  a  resident  freeholder,  or  an  inhabitant  having 
a  family.  What  proofs  are  necessary  to  be  made  in  each  case 
will  be  pointed  out  hereafter.  But  it  was  deemed  necessary  to 
say  so  much  in  relation  to  this  point  in  this  place,  lest  some 
justice  should  suppose  that,  because  a  warrant  might  issue  in 
these  classes  of  cases,  it  might  therefore  be  issued  against  any 
person  indiscriminately,  without  any  reference  to  the  proof  which 
might  be  necessary. 

A  warrant  may  issue  in  all  cases  of  trespasses  upon  real  estate, 
whether  the  injury  was  done  by  the  defendant  in  person,  or  by 
a  third  person  by  his  direction,  or  by  the  cattle  or  beasts  of  any 
kind  which  belong  to  the  defendant,  or  in  any  case  whatever  in 
which  the  defendant  is  liable  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  injuries 
to  real  estate,  such  as  flowing  lands  and  the  like.  Code,  §  53, 
sub.  2.  So  a  warrant  may  issue  when  the  cause  of  action  arises 
from  an  injury  to  personal  property,  whether  the  injury  were 
done  by  the  defendant  himself,  or  by  some  third  person  by  his 
direction,  or  by  his  cattle  or  beasts,  or  in  any  case  in  which  the 
defendant  is  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass  for  wrongfully  or  un- 
lawfully injuring  personal  property.  So,  if  the  defendant  has 
procured  any  illegal  process  by  virtue  of  which  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff  has  been  injured,  or  has  been  converted,  so  that  an 
action  will  lie  therefor,  a  warrant  may  be  issued.  So  there  are 
numerous  cases  which  were  formerly  called  actions  of  trover,  and 
in  such  cases  a  warrant  may  issue  if  a  wrongful  conversion  of 
the  property  can  be  shown.  Again,  there  is  a  numerous  class 
of  cases  in  which  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  a  fraud,  in 
which  a  warrant  is  a  proper  process.  It  is  true,  that  in  nearly  all 
cases  it  is  necessary  to  state  a  contract  as  a  jjart  of  the  trans- 
action ;  but  the  cause  of  action  does  not  therefore  arise  upon 
contract.  The  contract  is  stated  by  way  of  inducement  or  intro- 
duction to  the  real  ground  of  action,  which  is  the  fraud.  And 
in  all  cases  in  which  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  in 
the  sale  or  exchange  of  personal  propertjs  such  as  goods  and 
chattels  including  horses,  and  other  animals,  of  course,  a  warrant 
may  be  issued.  McDuffie  v.  Beddoe,  7  Hill,  578;  and  see  the  lan- 
guage of  LoTT,  senator,  on  pages  580,  581 ;  and  of  Weight,  sena- 
tor, on  pages  581, 582 ;  where  it  is  said :  "  It  is  almost  the  universal 
practice  in  courts  of  law,  where  you  seek  to  recover  for  a  fraud 
in  the  sale  or  exchange  of  horses  or  any  other  property,  to  set 
out  the  contract  or  agreement  in  which  the  party  made  the 
fraudulent  statement,  or  concerning  which  he  fraudulently  con- 
cealed some  material  fact.  And  yet  no  one  has  ever  doubted 
that  such  an  action  was  one  clearly  sounding  in  tort,  in  which  the 
defendant  would  be  liable  to  be  imprisoned  for  the  damages  re- 
covered, and  the  plaintiff  to  be  subject  to  the  same  liability  for 
costs,  if  unsuccessful."  The  act  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt 
does  not  protect  a  fraudulent  contractor  from  imprisonment  in 
any  case.     Keeler  v.  Clark,  18  Abb.,  154;  Code,  §  53,  sub.  9. 

There  is  also  a  numerous  class  of  cases  in  which  particular 
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statutes  give  a  penalty  for  acts  or  omissions  of  parties,  and  a 
warrant  may  be  issued  in  such  cases.  To  ennmerate  all  the 
instances  in  which  a  penalty  is  given  would  be  useless,  since  a 
warrant  is  applicable  to  any  such  case,  unless  some  statute  gives 
a  different  remedy  in  the  particular  instance,  or  unless  it  forbids 
a  warrant  in  that  case.  Actions  are  brought  every  day  for  pen- 
alties for  illegally  passing  toll  gates,  and  for  violations  of  the 
excise  law,  and  in  various  similar  cases.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  3.  But, 
in  every  instance  in  which  a  warrant  is  issued  for  the  collection 
of  a  penalty,  there  must  be  an  indorsement  upon  the  warrant, 
which  shows  under  and  by  virtue  of  what  particular  statute  the 
penalty  is  claimed  to  have  been  given.  The  whole  subject  upon 
this  point  has  been  already  explained.  Ante,  47. 

When  an  action  is  brought  against  any  public  officer,  for 
money  collected  by  him,  a  warrant  may  be  issued.  A  constable 
and  a  school  district  collector  are  instances  of  such  officers,  and 
there  are  numerous  others.  So,  if  the  action  is  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  official  misconduct,  or  for  the  neglect  of 
duty  of  any  public  officer,  a  warrant  may  issue. 

A  constable  or  other  officer  may  refuse  to  serve  process,  or  he 
may  so  neglect  his  duties  that  a  debt  is  lost  in  consequence ;  in 
such  cases,  if  the  act  has  been  such  that  he  is  liable  to  an  action, 
a  warrant  may  issue.  Again,  if  the  action  is  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  misconduct  or  neglect  in  any  professional  employ- 
ment, a  warrant  is  proper.  An  action  which  is  brought  in  a 
justice's  court  against  an  attorney  to  recover  back  money  which 
it  is  claimed  that  he  has  taken  from  the  plaintiff",  by  charging 
illegal  fees  in  bills  of  costs  collected  by  him,  is  a  case  in  which  a 
warrant  may  issue.  Waters  v.  Whittemore,  22  Barb.,  593.  There 
are  cases  in  which  the  legal  rights  of  the  plaintiff'  are  injured,  and 
for  which  the  law  gives  a  remedy  by  action,  although  the  injury 
does  not  relate  to  either  real  or  personal  property. 

The  hiring  of  a  person  of  full  age,  for  wages,  by  the  year, 
creates  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  between  the  parties, 
and  will  enable  the  employer  to  maintain  case  against  one  who 
imprisons  the  person  so  employed  for  the  loss  of  his  service. 
Woodward  v.  WasTiburn,  3  Denio,  369 ;  and  a  warrant  may  be 
issued  in  such  a  case.  See  also  Haiglit  v.  Badgeley,  15  Barb.,  499. 
The  foregoing  illustrations  are  sufficient  to  show  the  nature  of  the 
cases  in  which  a  warrant  may  be  issued  if  the  plaintiff  prefers  it. 

Cases  in  which  a  warrant  must  issue.^  There  are  many  instances 
in  which  a  party  or  the  justice  may  elect  which  kind  of  process 
shall  be  issued,  as,  whether  it  is  to  be  a  summons  or  a  warrant. 
But  there  are  also  cases,  in  which  neither  the  plaintiff"  nor  the 
justice  has  any  option,  and  if  any  process  whatever  is  issued,  it 
must  be  a  warrant.  When  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the 
county,  and  a  warrant  may  he  issued  against  him,  then  no  process 
but  a  warrant  can  he  legally  issued,  unless  it  is  in  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  personal  property.  In  that  action  a  warrant  cannot 
issue.    It  must  be  a  summons  by  the  express  terms  of  the  statute ; 
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and  see  Eeplevin.  In  all  actions  of  trespass  to  real  estate,  in- 
juries to  personal  property,  money  collected  by  a  public  officer, 
or  money  claimed  of  an  attorney  as  has  been  mentioned,  and  in 
actions  for  penalties,  if  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the 
county,  a  warrant  must  be  issued,  and  any  other  process  will  not 
confer  jurisdiction.  Waters  v.  WMttemore,  22  Barb.,  593.  The 
reason  for  this  is,  because  under  the  law  as  it  was  before  the 
non-imprisonment  act,  the  statute  expressly  declared,  that  "  no 
person  shall  be  proceeded  against  by  summons,  out  of  the  county 
in  which  he  resides."  See  the  statute,  ante,  87,  §  11.  There  was 
no  short  summons  at  that  time ;  and  when  the  non-imprisonment 
act  was  passed,  it  expressly  declared  that  a  short  summons 
might  issue  against  a  non-resident  defendant,  in  case  no  warrant 
could  issue.  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  §  33 ;  Vol.  I,  75,  §  215. 

A  short  summons  is  not  applicable  therefore,  in  any  case  in 
which  a  warrant  can  be  issued,  if  the  action  is  brought  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  for  a  tort,  and  the  defendant  is  a  non-resi- 
dent. A  long  summons  is  forbidden  by  the  statute  cited.  An 
attachment  must  be  issued  upon  a  demand  arising  upon  contract, 
express  or  implied,  or  upon  judgment ;  so  that  a  warrant  is  the 
only  process  left  which  a  justice  can  issue.  Actions  are  fre- 
quently commenced  by  short  summons  against  non-resident 
defendants  for  the  collection  of  penalties ;  such,  for  instance,  as 
for  illegally  passing  a  toll  gate ;  but  in  every  such  instance  the 
justice  acts  without  any  jurisdiction.  And  if  the  defendant  does 
not  appear  and  in  some  manner  waive  the  error,  the  justice  will 
be  liable  as  a  trespasser  if  he  renders  a  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant, and  enforces  it  by  execution  agaiust  his  property.  And 
the  same  rule  applies  to  every  case  in  which  the  defendant  is  a 
non-resident,  where  a  warrant  may  be  issued  ;  for,  in  such  a  case, 
the  process  must  be  a  warrant.  There  are  two  exceptions  which 
may  be  mentioned  here.  The  statute  declares  thus :  "  'So  female 
shall  be  arrested  or  imprisoned  upon  any  execution  issued  from 
a  justice's  court."  Vol.  I,  61,  ■§  142.  It  would  be  proper  there- 
fore, for  the  justice  to  refuse  to  issue  a  warrant  against  a  female 
in  any  case,  whether  she  is  a  resident  or  a  non-resident,  or 
whether  the  cause  of  action  arose  upon  a  tort,  or  for  some  other 
case  in  which  a  warrant  would  be  proper  if  issued  against  a  man. 
There  is  still  one  more  exception,  and  that  is  in  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  the  possession  of  personal  property.  So  warrant  can 
be  issued  in  that  action.  It  must  be  a  summons,  and  therefore, 
in  that  action,  a  short  summons  may  issue  against  a  non-resident 
defendant  for  a  tort. 

Actions  against  freeholders,  &c.]  A  suit  may  be  commenced 
upon  a  cause  of  action  which  is  included  within  some  of  the 
classes  of  cases  in  which  a  warrant  is  a  proper  process ;  but  it 
does  not  follow  that  a  warrant  is  therefore  the  first  process  which 
may  be  issued  in  every  instance.  The  statute  has  made  some 
exceptions,  which  are  important  in  their  application  to  the  prac- 
tice in  issuing  warrants.    If  the  defendent  is  a  resident  of  the 
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county,  and  he  is  a  freeholder  of  that  county ;  or  if  he  is  an 
inhabitant  having  a  family,  a  different  rule  is  applied  from  that 
which  governs  the  case  of  a  non-resident  defendant,  or  that  of  a 
resident  defendant  who  is  neither  a  freeholder  nor  'an  inhabitant 
having  a  family.  The  statute  provides:  "The  first  process 
against  freeholders,  and  against  inhabitants  having  families, 
except  as  is  otherwise  hereinafter  directed,  shall  be  a  summons  ; 
but  no  person  shall  be  proceeded  against  by  summons  out  of  the 
county  in  which  he  resides."  Vol.  I,  38,  §  11. 

This  section,  which  thus  provides  that  a  summons  shall  be  the 
first  process  in  such  cases,  also  excepts  the  cases  which  are  to  be 
hereinafter  mentioned.  In  these  excepted  cases  a  warrant  may 
be  issued  as  the  first  process,  if  those  provisions  of  the  statute 
are  complied  with  which  authorize  a  warrant  to  issue.  The  fol- 
lowing are  the  excepted  cases  referred  to,  and  in  which  a  warrant 
may  issue  agaiust  a  freeholder  or  an  inhabitant  having  a  family. 
"  A  justice  shall,  upon  application,  issue  a  warrant  in  the  follow- 
ing cases :  1.  (This  subdivision  is  not  important  in  this  connec- 
tion);  2.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident,  and  tenders  to  the 
justice  security  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  which  may  be 
adjtidged  against  him  in  the  suit ;  3.  When  it  shall  appear  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  justice,  by  the  affidavit  of  the  applicant  or 
of  any  other  witness,  that  the  person  against  whom  such  warrant 
is  desired,  is  about  to  depart  from  the  county  with  intent  not  to 
return  thereto ;  4.  Where  the  defendant  is  an  inhabitant  of  the 
county,  having  a  family,  or  a  freeholder  of  the  same  county,  and 
it  shall,  in  like  manner,  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice 
that  the  plaintiff  will  be  in  danger  of  losing  his  debt  or  demand, 
unless  such  warrant  be  granted."  Vol.  I,  39,  §  15. 

There  is  one  other  instance  in  which  a  warrant  may  issue 
against  such  defendants,  and  that  is,  where  a  summons  has  been 
issued  as  the  first  process,  and  it  was  not  served  personally,  but 
was  served  by  copy,  and  the  defendant  does  not  appear  at  the 
return  day  of  such  summons,  nor  show  good  cause  for  not  appear- 
ing. In  such  case  the  justice  may  issue  a  warrant  if  he  chooses, 
though  it  is  important  to  remember,  that  a  warrant  cannot  issue 
in  this  case  unless  the  cause  of  action  is  one  of  that  class  which 
authorizes  a  warrant  to  issue.  If  a  summons  were  to  be  issued 
in  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  the  summons  were 
served  by  copy,  instead  of  personally,  the  non-appearance  of  the 
defendant  would  not  be  a  ground  for  a  warrant  in  any  such  case. 
But,  before  a  warrant  is  issued,  the  justice  should  require  the  con- 
stable to  make  a  return  upon  the  first  summons,  which  clearly 
shows  that  there  is  a  case  for  issuing  a  warrant.  In  this  particu- 
lar instance  the  constable's  return  will  be  sufficient  evidence  to 
authorize  the  issuing  of  a  warrant  without  an  affidavit.  Beed  v. 
aUhtt,  12  Johns.,  296. 

A  .constable  acts  under  oath  in  making  his  return,  and  he  is 
liable  if  that  return  is  false.  The  return  should  be  in  the  follow- 
ing form  : 
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Form  of  constaiWs  return. 
"  I  hereby  certify  and  return  that  I  served  the  within  summons  on  the 
within  defendant,  by  copy,  by  leaving  the  same  at  his  dwelling  house, 
with  his  wife,  on  the  4th  day  of  November,  1864,  and  said  summons  was  not 
personally  served  on  said  defendant,  either  by  reading  the  same  to  him,  nor 
bv  delivering  a  copy  thereof  to  him  personally. 
•'  6         w  JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable^ 

An  other  form. 

"  The  within  summons  was  served  by  copy  on  the  defendant,  on  the  4th 
day  of  November,  1864,  and  said  summons  was  not  read  to  defendant,  nor  a 
copy  thereof  personally  delivered  to  him. 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable." 

The  warrant  must  be  issued  on  the  same  day  of  the  return  of 
the  first  summons,  or  the  suit  instituted  by  such  first  summons 
will  be  deemed  to  be  discontinued  ;  but  if  the  wjivrant  is  issued 
on  such  return  day  of  the  first  summons,  that  suit  will  be  deemed  to 
have  been  continued  by  the  warrant.  Vol.  1, 39,  §  16.  The  justice 
may  issue  a  summons  instead  of  a  warrant,  if  he  prefers  to  do  so, 
and  the  suit  will  be  as  regularly  continued  thereby  as  though  a 
warrant  had  been  issued.  And  if  the  second  summons  is  per- 
sonally served,  the  suit  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  commenced 
at  the  time  when  the  first  summons  was  delivered  to  the  consta- 
ble to  be  served,  e\'en  where  the  statute  of  limitations  is  in  ques- 
tion. Cornell  v.  Moulton,  3  Denio.,  12. 

If  the  defendant  appears  on  the  return  day  of  the  first  sum- 
mons, there  will  not  be  any  occasion  for  a  warrant;  and  the 
justice  would  not  have  any  right  to  issue  one  in  that  case. 

And  if  the  defendant  does  not  appear  in  person,  but  shows 
good  cause  why  he  did  not  appear,  a  warrant  should  not  be 
issued.  The  statute  leaves  it  entirely  optional  with  the  justice, 
in  this  case,  whether  he  will  issue  a  summons  or  a  warrant,  even 
if  no  cause  is  shown  by  the  defendant.  And,  therefore,  the 
explanation  of  a  friend  of  the  defendants,  or  if  a  member  of  his 
family,  or  some  other  agent  is  sent  by  him  to  the  justice,  and  a 
satisfactory  explanation  is  made,  that  will  be  sufficient.  The 
justice  has  a  right  to  require  that  the  cause  shown  shall  be  upon 
oath.  And  he  may,  therefore,  swear  the  person  who  makes  the 
defendant's  excuse,  or  who  appears  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
the  cause  why  the  defendant  did  not  appear.  If  the  justice 
swears  any  person  as  to  this  matter,  the  oath  may  be  iu  this  form : 
"You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make,  to  such  ques- 
tions as  shall  be  put  to  you  touching  the  cause  why  Richard 
Roe,  the  defendant  named  in  this  summons,  does  not  appear  at 
the  time  and  place  mentioned  therein  for  the  return  thereof."  The 
justice  may  then  interrogate  the  person  sworn.  And  if  it  appears 
that  the  defendant  is  sick  and  unable  to  attend ;  or  if  sickness  in 
his  family  requires  his  personal  attendance ;  or  if  he  is  attending 
some  court  as  a  witness ;  or  if  he  shows  good  cause  of  any  kind, 
a  warrant  ought  not  to  issue.  If  good  cause  is  shown,  the  statute 
does  not  authorize  a  warrant  to  be  issued. 


WARRANT.  95 

The  proper  course  will  be  to  issue  an  other  summons,  but 
that  must  be  done  on  the  return  day  of  the  first  summons,  if  it 
is  desired  to  continue  the  action  which  was  commenced  by 
delivering  the  first  summons  to  the  constable.  Where  the  service 
of  the  first  summons  is  by  copy,  but  not  personally  served  on  the 
defendant,  and  the  defendant  does  not  appear  on  the  return  day, 
the  justice  cannot  proceed  and  render  judgment  on  such  return 
day,  on  such  service  by  copy.  He  must  issue  an  other  summons 
or  a  warrant,  which  must  be  personally  served  before  a  judgment 
can  be  legally  rendered.  And  if  such  second  summons  or  war- 
rant is  not  issued,  the  action  commenced  by  the  first  summons 
will  be  discontinued.  Reed  v.  Gillett,  12  Johns.,  296.  There  was 
formerly  some  question  as  to  the  time  within  which  such  second 
summons  or  a  warrant  should  issue,  and  it  was  said  in  one  case 
that  twelve  days  was  a  reasonable  time.  Gold  v.  Bissell,  1  Wend., 
210.  But  the  statute  has  now  settled  that  point,  by  declaring  that 
such  second  summons  or  the  warrant,  must  issue  on  the  return 
day  of  the  first  summons,  or  that  the  action  will  be  discontinued. 
Though  if  the  second  summons  or  a  warrant  is  issued  on  that 
day,  the  action  commenced  by  the  first  summons  will  thereby  be 
continued.  Vol.  I,  39,  §  16. 

There  may  be  justices  who  do  not  know  with  certainty  what 
persons  are  freeholders,  and  a  few  remarks  may  be  of  service  to 
them.  A  freehold  estate  relates  exclusively  to  lands,  and  the 
estate  in  the  land  must  be  one  of  inheritance  or  for  life.  No  less 
estate  is  a  freehold.  An  estate  of  inheritance  is  one  which  may  de- 
scend from  the  owner  to  his  heirs-at-law.  •  When,  therefore,  a  man 
owns  lands  in  fee,  or  for  his  own  life,  or  for  the  life  of  an  other 
person,  he  is  a  freeholder ;  though  where  lands  are  held  during  the 
life  of  a  third  person,  the  estate  of  freehold  terminates  at  his 
death.  And  when  lands  are  granted  to  A.  during  the  life  of  B., 
the  freehold  estate  will  terminate  at  the  death  of  A.,  notwith- 
standing that  B.  is  still  alive.  3  E.  S.,  10,  '§,  6,  5th  ed.  A  man 
may  become  a  freeholder  in  several  ways.  He  may  purchase 
lands  and  get  title  by  a  deed ;  or  he  may  have  received  title  by  a 
devise  in  a  will ;  or  he  may  have  inherited  the  lands  by  descent, 
as  the  heir-at-law  of  the  deceased  owner.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
one  should  be  the  sole  owner  of  lands  to  constitute  a  freeholder ; 
for  if  there  are  ever  so  many  persons  who  own  lands  together  as 
joint  tenants  or  as  tenants  in  common,  the  estate  of  each  one  is  a 
freehold.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  person  has  an  interest 
in  lands  which  are  not  a  freehold.  An  interest  in  lands  by  way 
of  being  tenant  at  will  or  by  suff'rance,  is  not  a  freehold.  So  a 
lease  of  land  for  a  time  certain,  whether  for  one  year  or  for  several 
years,  or  even  for  a  term  of  a  thousand  years,  is  not  a  freehold ; 
it  is  a  mere  chattel  interest.  3  B.  S.,  10,  §  5,  5th  ed.  A  person 
may  have  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  lands,  and  he  may  have 
paid  a  portion  or  all  of  the  purchase  price,  but  he  will  not  be  a 
freeholder  until  he  gets  a  deed  of  the  lands.    What  constitutes 
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an  inhabitant  having  a  family  is  so  generally  understood  that  no 
explanation  is  deemed  necessary. 

Non-resident  defendants^  It  has  already  been  seen  that  a  non- 
resident must  be  proceeded  against  by  a  warrant  if  the  case  is 
one  ia  which  a  warrant  may  issue.  See  ante,  92. 

Resident  defendants,  not  freeholders,  nor  inhabitants  having  fam- 
ilies^ There  is  a  material  difference  in  relation  to  issuing  warrants 
against  resident  freeholders  or  inhabitants  having  families,  and 
the  case  of  resident  defendants  who  are  neither  freeholders  nor 
inhabitants  having  families.  The  justice  may  issue  either  a  sum- 
mons or  a  warrant,  at  his  option,  against  a  resident  defendant,  if 
he  is  neither  a  freeholder  nor  an  inhabitant  having  a  family, 
upon  proof  being  made  by  aflBdavit,  that  the  cause  of  action  is 
one  for  which  a  warrant  may  issue,  and  that  the  defendant  is 
neither  a  freeholder  of  the  county,  nor  an  inhabitant  thereof 
having  a  family.  No  warrant  could  issue  against  a  resident  free- 
holder or  an  inhabitant  having  a  family,  upon  such  proof  alone. 
The  statute  points  out  what  kind  of  a  case  must  be  proved,  before 
a  warrant  can  issue  against  them.  Ante,  93. 

Affidavit  for  warrant.']  The  statute  requires  that  in  all  cases 
there  shall  be  an  affidavit  showing  the  facts  and  circumstances 
which  will  authorize  a  warrant  to  issue.  Vol.  I,  39,  §  17.  The 
statute  makes  a  single  exception,  and  an  affidavit  is  dispensed 
with  in  case  a  summons  was  issued  as  the  first  process,  and  it 
was  not  personally  served,  but  was  served  by  copy,  and  the 
defendant  did  not  appear  at  the  return  day  nor  show  cause  for 
not  appearing.  In  that  case,  a  warrant  may  be  issued  upon  a 
proper  return  made  on  the  summons  by  the  constable.  There  is 
still  one  case  more  in  which  a  warrant  may  be  issued  vidthout  an 
affidavit,  and  that  is  in  case  some  statute  authorises  a  warrant  to 
issue  in  a  particular  instance,  or  class  of  cases  without  proof;  as 
for  instance,  where  a  city"  charter  provided  that  penalties  imposed 
by  the  ordinances  of  the  common  council,  might  be  recovered  "in 
an  action  of  debt  in  any  court  having  cognizance  thereof,"  and 
that  "  the  first  process  in  any  such  action,  brought  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  should  be  by  warrant,"  it  was  held  that  the  penalties 
might  be  sued  for  in  a  justice's  court,  and  that  the  warrant 
might  issue  without  the  preliminary  affidavit  required  by  the 
statute,  because  the  charter  had  been  granted  since  the  passage 
of  the  general  statutes  on  that  subject.  Walker  v.  CruiJcshanJc,  2 
Hill,  296.  There  are  no  other  exceptions  than  these  to  the  rule; 
and  in  every  other  instance,  a  proper  affidavit  must  be  made 
before  a  justice  has  any  jurisdiction  to  issue  a  warrant. 

The  importance  of  observing  this  rule  cannot  be  too  strictly 
enforced,  because  there  is  one  case  which  has  frequently  been 
the  cause  of  misleading  justices  of  the  peace,  and  even  the 
supreme  court  itself  In  Rogers  v.  Mulliner,  6  Wend.,  597,  it 
was  held,  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  was  not  liable  in  an  action 
tor  a  false  imprisonment  for  issuing  a  warrant  without  oath 
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against  a  freeliolder,  where  it  was  not  shown  that  the  justice 
acted  in  bad  faith. 

The  difficulty  in  relation  to  this  case  is,  that  it  was  decided 
since  the  present  Revised  Statutes  took  effect ;  but  the  important 
fact  that  the  case  arose  under  the  old  statute  is  entirely  overlooked. 
This  case  is,  therefore,  of  no  authority  whatever  in  construing 
the  present  Revised  Statutes  ;  and,  in  relation  to  the  case  itseli^ 
as  applied  to  the  old  law,  it  is  very  material  to  know  that,  under 
the  old  law  which  existed  before  the  present  Revised  Statutes, 
a  justice  might  issue  a  warrant  against  a  person  who  was  a 
non-resident  of  the  county ;  or  if  he  was  a  resident  thereof,  but 
not  a  freeholder,  nor  an  inhabitant  having  a  family,  a  warrant 
might  issue  against  them  as  of  course,  without  any  proof  what- 
ever. ClarTi  V.  iitce,  15  Wend.,  481.  Opinion  of  Savage,  Oh.  J. ; 
Oowen's  treatise,  253,  1st  ed. ;  1  Revised  Laws,  1813,  ch.  53, 
§§ 2,  3,  4  ;  Ackerman  v.  Finch,  15  Wend.,  655,  by  Oowen,  J.;  and 
see  the  Laws  of  1824,  page  280,  &c.  Under  such  circumstances, 
there  would  be  some  cases  in  which  a  justice  would  be  authorized 
to  issue  a  warrant  against  some  persons,  without  proof;  and, 
if  the  plaintiff  should  falsely  represent  to  the  justice  that  the 
person  for  whom  the  warrant  was  intended  was  liable  to  be 
arrested  without  proof,  it  would  be  proper  to  hold,  as  was  done 
in  the  case  of  Rogers  v.  Mulliner,  6  Wend.,  599,  that  the  plaintiff 
who  obtained  the  warrant  was  liable,  while  the  justice  was  not 
liable,  if  he  acted  in  good  faith.  But  the  present  statute  is 
entirely  different  from  the  one  under  which  that  case  was  decided  ; 
and  a  justice  cannot  now  issue  a  warrant  in  this  case  without 
proof  by  affidavit,  unless  it  is  in  the  tAvo  excepted  instances 
mentioned  ante,  96.  This  rule  is  now  so  strictly  enforced,  that  a 
plaintiff  was  held  liable  for  obtaining  a  warrant  upon  a  defective 
affidavit.  Loder  v.  Phelps,  13  Wend.,  46.  Most  surely  the  case 
would  not  be  improved  by  not  having  any  affidavit  at  all.  But 
the  justice  himself  will  be  liable  if  he  issues  a  warrant  without 
an  affidavit.  And  the  fact  that  he  acted  in  good  faith  will  not 
be  of  any  avail,  even  when  he  has  followed  a  decision  of  the 
supreme  court,  if  that  decision  has  been  overruled,  for  the  reason 
that  it  was  decided  upon  an  erroneous  construction  of  the  statute. 
A  justice  who  issues  an  attachment  without  proof  by  affidavit, 
and  a  bond,  will  be  held  liable  as  a  trespasser  for  any  injury  done 
by  the  attachment.  Davis  v.  Marshall,  14  Barb,  i96,  and  the  cases 
there  cited.  And  if  a  man's  property  cannot  be  thus  taken 
without  due  proof  and  security,  it  is  most  strange  indeed,  that 
he  may  be  deprived  of  his  liberty  upon  less  evidence,  or  upon  no 
evidence  at  all,  when  the  statute  expressly  declares  that  there 
shall  be  proof  by  affidavit  before  a  warrant  can  be  issued.  Gold 
V.  Bissell,  1  Wend.,  210,  213. 

The  next  point  of  inquiry  relates  to  what  the  affidavits  shall 

contain.    The  statute  has  not  required  merely  that  there  should 

be  an  affidavit ;  but  it  has  also  prescribed  what  shall  be  proved 

in  each  instance  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  a  warrant.    And 
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these  requirements  must  be  strictly  complied  with,  if  the  party 
and  the  justice  would  avoid  liability  for  their  acts.  This  state- 
ment in  the  affidavit  is  to  be  considered  in  relation  to  what  facts 
are  required  to  be  stated,  and  also  in  relation  to  the  manner  in 
which  those  facts  should  be  set  forth. 

And  first,  in  relation  to  the  manner  of  stating  the  facts.  An 
affidavit  in  the  following  form  is  defective :  "  Stephen  M.  Phelps 
being  duly  sworn,  deposes  and  says,  that  he  has,  as  he  supposes, 
good  cause  of  action  against  Mitchel  Loder,  and  that  he  believes 
there  will  be  danger  of  losing  the  said  debt  or  demand,  unless 
warrant  issue  forthwith." 

The  defendant,  Loder,  was  a  freeholder,  or  an  inhabitant 
having  a  family,  and  he  was  arrested  on  the  warrant  issued  on 
an  affidavit,  of  which  the  foregoing  is  a  copy. 

The  supreme  court  held,  that  the  plaintiff,  Phelps,  was  a  tres- 
passer for  procuring  a  warrant  upon  such  an  affidavit.  Loder  v. 
Fhelps,  13  Wend.,  46.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  affidavit  did  not 
state  a  single  fact  or  circumstance  upon  which  the  justice  could 
determine,  from  the  evidence,  whether  a  warrant  ought  to  issue 
against  a  freeholder  or  an  inhabitant  having  a  family.  But, 
more  than  this,  the  entire  statement  was  nothing  more  than  the 
mere  belief  of  the  party.  The  belief  of  a  party  is  not  evidence  ; 
and  it  is  astonishing  how  frequently  parties  will  state  their  belief 
of  the  existence  of  facts,  without  showing  a  single  fact  or  cir- 
cumstance to  prove  that  there  is  cause  for  issuing  the  process. 
The  courts  have  declared,  time  and  again,  that  such  affidavits 
are  defective.  See  also  ante,  81.  It  is  a  common  practice  to 
state  that  the  plaintiff  lelieves  that  he  has  a  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendant ;  but  there  is  no  occasion  for  stating 
the  cause  of  action  in  that  manner,  as  will  be  seen  in  the  forms 
hereafter  given.  But  it  has  recently  been  held,  that  in  an  affi- 
davit to  procure  a  warrant  for  a  tort,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  state 
that  the  plaintiff  believes  he  has  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
defendant  for  a  tort ;  but  he  must  then  set  out  how  and  when  it 
arose,  so  that  it  may  be  seen  that  it  arose  for  a  tort  or  wrong. 
Pope  V.  Hart,  35  Barb.,  630  ;  S.  C,  23  How.,  215.  A  statement 
by  the  plaintiff  that  he  has,  as  he  verily  believes,  a  good  cause  of 
action  against  the  defendant  for  fraud  and  deceit,  in  the  sale  by 
him.  of  a  certain  pair  of  horses  to  the  plaintiff,  in  a  specified 
year,,  has  been  held  sufficient.  Ih.  And  where  a  plaintiff  applies 
to  a  justice  for  a  warrant  against  a  non-resident  of  the  county, 
for  a  tort,  it  is  sufficient  for  him  to  state  positively  in  his  affidavit 
that  he  is  a  resident  of  the  county  in  which  the  action  is  brought, 
and  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  resident  of  that  county,  but  is  a 
resident  of  a  county  specified.  li.  The  affidavit  should  show 
clearly  and  affirmatively  that  the  cause  of  action  is  one  upon 
which  a  warrant  may  be  legalljr  issued,  such  as  a  trespass 
upon  land,  or  in  the  other  classes  of  cases  which  have  been  men- 
tioned. Ante,  90,  &c. 

The  language  of  the  statute  is,  that  the  parties  shall  show  by 
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affidavit,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  &c. ;  Vol.  I,  39,  '^  15, 
subs.  3  and  4 ;  and  again,  that  the  facts  and  circumstances  shall 
be  stated,  that  the  justice  may  the  better  judge  of  the  necessity 
and  propriety  of  issuing  a  warrant.  Id.,  i^  17. 

It  is  not  the  meaning  of  the  statute  that  the  justice  may  issue 
a  warrant  whenever  he  is  satisfied  to  issue  it,  whether  with  proof 
or  without  it.  If  such  a  construction  prevailed,  a  justice  might 
issue  a  warrant  when  there  was  no  legal  proof  whatever  to 
authorize  it.  For  this  reason,  a  justice  cannot  issue  a  warrant 
upon  his  own  knowledge,  upon  the  pretense  that  he  is  satisfied 
from  such  knowledge,  that  a  warrant  ought  to  issue.  Money  v. 
Tobias,  12  Johns.,  422.  The  meaning  of  the  statute  is,  that  the 
aflfldavits  shall  state  such  facts  and  circumstances  as  would  war- 
rant any  court  acting  in  a  judicial  capacity,  in  determining  that 
a  proper  case  for  a  warrant  is  proved.  And,  unless  enough  is 
stated  in  the  affidavits  to  show  that  the  justice  was  fairly  called 
upon  to  weigh  the  evidence,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  upon 
an  appeal.  If  there  is  some  evidence  upon  all  the  material 
points  to  be  established,  the  court  above  will  not  interfere.  But 
if  there  is  a  total  defect  in  the  proof  in  a  material  point,  that 
will  be  fatal  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit.  There  are  many 
points  in  relation  to  the  manner  of  drawing  these  affidavits, 
which  are  so  similar  to  those  in  attachment  cases,  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  repeat  them  here.  As  to  the  following  points,  see 
the  remarks  in  relation  to  attachment  affidavits,  viz. :  Entitling 
affidavits ;  when  and  where  made ;  how  often  used ;  hearsay ; 
stating  facts  affirmatively ;  signing  affidavit ;  jurat  and  venue ; 
swearing  to  affidavits;  when  sufficient  collaterally;  and  the 
manner  of  drawing  affidavits. 

It  will  never  be  sufficient  for  the  affidavit  to  state  a  case  for  a 
warrant  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  unless  it  is  in  those  cases 
in  which  the  residence  of  the  plaintiff",  or  that  of  the  defendant, 
is  a  ground  for  a  warrant,  in  a  proper  case  for  such  process ;  or, 
unless  it  relates  to  the  character  of  the  defendant  as  to  his  being 
a  resident  of  the  county,  who  is  neither  a  freeholder,  nor  an 
inhabitant  having  a  family.  For  though  the  very  language  of 
the  statute  is  stated,  that  will  not  do ;  because  there  must  also 
be  a  statement  of  such  facts  and  circumstances  as  will  prove 
that  a  case  exists  within  the  statute,  and  the  justice  must  have 
such  evidence  that  he  can  judicially  adjudge  the  question.  Stew- 
art V.  Brown,  16  Barb.,  367.  The  case  just  cited  was  an  attach- 
ment case,  but  the  same  rule  is  applicable  to  a  warrant. 

Where  there  are  several  defendants,  and  the  action  is  for  a 
tort,  the  general  rule  is,  that  any  of  the  defendants  may  be  sued 
separately ;  or,  If  the  trespass  was  committed  by  several  persons 
jointly,  they  may,  if  the  plaintiff'  elects,  be  all  sued  together. 
The  affidavit  will  be  varied,  when  that  is  necessary,  to  meet  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  each  case. 

Fictitious  name  of  defendant^  The  statute  provides:  "When- 
ever the  name  of  any  defendant  shall  not  be  known  to  the  plain- 
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tiff,  he  may  be  described  in  the  summons  or  tvarrant  by  a  fictitious 
name;  and  if  a  plea  in  abatement  be  interposed  by  such  defend- 
ant, the  justice  before  whom  the  suit  is  pending,  shall  amend  the 
proceedings  according  to  the  truth  of  the  matter,  and  shall 
thereafter  proceed  therein  in  like  manner  as  if  the  defendant  had 
been  sued  by  his  right  name."  Vol.  I,  74,  >^  207;  Laws  1830,  ch. 
320,  §  37. 

This  amendment  of  the  law  was  made  to  prevent  actions 
against  justices  and  parties,  in  that  class  of  cases  in  which  the 
defendant  could  be  readily  identified  and  arrested,  but  when  he 
was  a  stranger  whose  name  was  not  known.  Griswold  v.  Sedgwiclc, 
6  Oow.,  456 ;  8cott  v.  White,  4  Wend.,  555 ;  Mead  v.  Haws,  7 
Cow.,  332. 

As  the  statute  now  stands,  the  plaintiff  may  state  in  the  aflS- 
davit  that  he  does  not  know  the  name  of  the  defendant,  and  may 
then  name  him  as  John  Doe,  or  by  any  other  fictitious  name; 
and  then  the  affidavit  should  show  as  in  other  cases,  that  there 
is  a  cause  of  action  for  which  a  Avarrant  may  issue,  and  also 
show  that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident;  or  state  any  other 
sufiicient  facts  to  show  that  he  is  a  person  against  whom  a  war- 
rant may  issue  as  a  first  process. 

Amount  of  demand.]  The  statute  does  not  require  the  plaintiff 
to  state  the  amount  of  his  demand,  as  is  done  in  attachment 
cases.  But  if  any  amount  is  stated,  care  should  be  taken  that 
the  sum  named  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  dollars  or  the 
extent  of  this  jurisdiction  of  the  justice. 

Affidavit,  iy  ivliom  made^  The  statute  provides  that  the  afSdavit 
may  be  made  by  the  applicant,  or  by  any  other  person,  in  those 
cases  in  which  a  warrant  is  authorized  against  freeholders,  or 
inhabitants  having  families.  Vol.  I,  39,  §  15,  subs.  3  and  4.  In 
the  section  which  applies  to  warrants  generally,  the  language  is, 
that  the  person  applying  shall,  by  affidavit,  state  the  facts,  &c. 

Taking  all  the  provisions  of  the  statute  together,  it  seems  clear 
that  the  affidavit  may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff,  or  by  his  agent 
or  attorney,  or  by  any  other  person  who  knows  the  requisite  facts. 
Hunter  v.  Burtis,  10  Wend.,  358,  360.  It  is  not  probable  that  it 
was  intended  that  there  should  be  two  different  rules  of  evidence, 
one  of  which  would  require  the  affidavit  of  the  person  applying 
for  the  warrant,  and  the  other  dispensing  with  his  aSidavit  and 
taking  that  of  any  other  person.  If  legal  competent  proof  is  made 
of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  are  necessary,  it  will  be 
sufiicient  that  the  proof  is  made  by  any  person  who  knows  the 
requisite  facts.  It  is,  however,  best  in  all  cases  to  comply  literally 
with  the  statute  if  it  can  be  reasonably  done.  And  the  construc- 
tion which  has  been  given,  is  one  which  is  deemed  to  be  a  com- 
pliance with  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  law,  although  not 
literally  following  the  precise  language  of  it.  A  literal  compli- 
ance with  the  statute,  would  permit  affidavits  against  freeholders 
and  inhabitants  having  families,  to  be  made  by  the  applicant  for 
the  warrant,  or  by  any  other  person ;  while  in  all  other  cases,  it 
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would  be  necessary  that  the  affidavit  should  be  made  by  the 
applicant  and  not  by  any  other  person.  The  effect  of  such  a  rule 
would  be  to  permit  an  affidavit  to  be  made  in  the  most  important 
cases  by  any  person,  while  in  other  cases  of  less  importance,  the 
applicant  alone  could  make  the  affidavit. 

Original  affidavits  defective^  If  a  warrant  is  issued  upon  an 
affidavit  which  is  defective,  and  the  defendant  is  arrested  upon 
the  warrantissued  thereon,  the  plaintiff  will  be  liable  as  a  trespasser. 
Loder  v.  Phelps,  13  Wend.,  46.  No  amendment  of  the  affidavit 
will  be  of  any  avail,  nor  can  new  affidavits  be  furnished.  The 
right  to  issue  the  warrant  must  be  sustained  upon  the  original 
affidavits,  or  the  party  who  obtains  it  vpill  be  liable  for  the  injury 
which  the  defendant  suffers  from  the  arrest.  See  also  ante,  90. 

Quashing  warrant.']  Whenever  a  justice  is  satisfied  that  the 
affidavit  upon  which  a  warrant  has  been  issued  is  defective,  he 
should  at  once  discharge  the  defendant  from  the  arrest.  And 
more  than  this,  a  defendant  is  permitted  to  controvert  the  truth 
of  the  facts  stated  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavits,  even  when  they 
make  a  prima  facie  case  upon  their  face. 

In  one  case,  a  warrant  was  issued  against  the  defendants  on 
the  ground  that  the  affidavit  stated  that  they  were  non-residents 
of  the  state ;  and  the  defendants,  before  pleading,  moved  to  quash 
the  proceedings,  for  the  reason  that  they  were  not  subject  to 
arrest  by  warrant  on  that  ground;  and  the  plaintiffs,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  motion,  admitted  that  the  defendants  were  then 
residents  of  the  county  in  which  the  warrant  was  issued,  and  that 
they  had  been  such  residents  for  more  than  thirty  days  preceding 
the  issuing  of  the  warrant.  The  justice  decided  that  the  warrant 
was  properly  issued,  and  the  county  court  affirmed  the  judgment. 
But  the  supreme  court  reversed  both  judgments ;  and  they  said, 
by  OowEK,  J. :  "  Upon  the  motion  to  quash  the  warrant,  the 
plaintiffs,  before  the  justice,  admitted  that  the  defendants  were 
residents  of  Granville,  in  Washington  countj^  and  had  been  so 
for  more  than  thirty  days  before  the  warrant  was  taken  out.  The 
justice  had  jurisdiction  of  the  process,  and  the  affidavit  on  which 
the  warrant  issued,  made  it  regular  in  the  first  instance ;  but  cer- 
tainly the  affidavit  was  not  conclusive.  It  was  still  open  to  be 
met  by  the  defendants,  on  proof  that  it  was  made  under  a 
plain  mistake.  That  was  admitted,  and  the  justice  should,  there- 
fore, have  dismissed  the  suit ;  or,  to  speak  more  technically,  he 
should  have  set  aside  the  proceedings  for  irregularity."  Shannon 
v.  ComstocJc,  21  Wend.,  457,  459. 

That  decision  was  made  under  the  statute  as  it  stood  when 
originally  enacted.  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  §  30,  sub.  1.  A  noo-resi- 
dent  of  the  state  was  then  liable  to  arrest,  even  in  actions  upon 
ordinary  contracts,  if  such  defendant  had  not  resided  in  this  state 
for  the  space  of  thirty  days  immediately  presceding  the  issuing  of 
the  warrant.  This  clause  was  repealed  subsequently,  so  that  no 
warrant  can  now  be  issued  upon  such  grounds.  But  the  repeal 
of  that  clause  does  not  in  the  least  impair  the  force  of  the 


102  WARRANT. 

decision  as  to  the  principle,  that  the  defendant  may  show  that 
there  is  no  ground  for  issuing  a  warrant  against  him.  The  rule 
is  general,  and  the  effect  of  that  decision  is  to  permit  a  defendant, 
in  any  case,  to  controvert  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  the 
plaintiff's  affidavits.  The  defendant  may  make  such  proof  by 
affidavits,  or  he  may  prove  the  facts  by  swearing  witnesses  before 
the  justice. 

Application,  liow  made.']  The  application  for  the  warrant  need 
not  be  in  writing.  It  is  sufficient  to  apply  to  the  justice,  and  to 
request  him  to  issue  the  process  upon  proper  proofs,  &c.  The 
application  may  be  made  by  the  defendant  in  person,  or  by  his 
agent  or  attorney.  And  the  plaintiff  need  not  apply  in  person, 
even  when  he  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county.  His  agent  may 
make  the  necessary  affidavit  and  procure  the  process.  Hunter  v. 
Burtis,  10  Wend.,  358,  360. 

In  what  town  to  sue.']  This  question  has  been  fully  discussed, 
ante,  52.  A  non-resident  plaintiff  may  sue  a  resident  defendant 
by  warrant,  in  any  town  in  the  county  in  which  such  defendant 
resides.  Hunter  v.  Burtis,  10  Wend.,  358,  360  ;  and  see  Onderdonk 
V.  Banlett,  3  Hill,  323.  But  a  non-resident  defendant  must  be 
sued  in  the  town  in  which  he  may  be  at  the  time  when  the 
action  is  commenced.  This  rule  of  law  is  equally  applicable  to 
a  summons,  whether  long  or  short,  or  to  an  attachment,  whether 
long  or  short,  or  to  a  warrant.  See  ante,  52. 

'Wliat  the  affidavit  should  show.]  The  manner  of  stating  the 
facts  having  been  explained,  the  next  point  which  requires  notice 
is,  to  show  what  facts  should  be  stated  in  the  affidavit.  The  first 
general  rule  is,  that  the  affidavits  should  show  clearly  and  affirm- 
atively all  the  facts  which  are  necessary  to  authorize  a  warrant 
in  the  particular  instance  in  which  it  is  demanded ;  and  such  facts 
cannot  be  too  directly  and  positively  stated. 

The  next  rule  is,  that  the  affidavit  shall  show  affirmatively, 
that  the  case  is  one  of  that  class  in  which  a  warrant  is  a  legal 
and  proper  process.  Again,  the  affidavit  should  show  the  resi- 
dence of  both  parties,  and  especially  so,  when  that  is  one  of  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  warrant  is  sought. 

When  the  defendant  is  a  freeholder,  or  an  inhabitant  having  a 
family,  there  must  always  be  proof  of  the  particular  acts  which 
the  statute  specifies  as  grounds  for  a  warrant  against  them,  unless 
it  is  in  the  case  of  a  non-resident  plaintiff,  or  when  a  summons 
has  been  issued  as  a  first  process,  or  when  some  statute  author- 
izes a  warrant  without  proof.  See  ante,  96.  When  the  plaintiff 
is  a  resident  of  the  county,  and  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident, 
it  will  be  sufficient  if  the  affidavit  shows  a  cause  of  action  upon 
which  a  warrant  may  issue,  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident,  and 
that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county.  Whitney  v. 
Shufelt,  1  Denio,  592 ;  Pope  v.  Hart,  35  Barb.,  630.  No  security 
need  be  given  in  such  a  case. 

Where  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  are  both  residents  of  the 
county,  and  the  defendant  is  neither  a  freeholder,  nor  an  inhabit- 
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ant  having  a  family,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  show  in  the  affidavit 
that  the  cause  of  action  is  one  upon  which  a  warrant  may  issue, 
that  both  parties  are  residents  of  the  county,  and  that  the 
defendant  is  neither  a  freeholder  of  the  county,  nor  an  inhabitant 
thereof,  having  a  family.    No  security  need  be  given. 

Where  both  parties  are  non-residents,  and  the  cause  of  action 
is  one  for  which  a  warrant  may  issue,  the  affidavit  should  show 
that  the  cause  of  action  is  one  for  which  a  warrant  may  issue,  and 
that  both  parties  are  non-residents.  The  plaintiff  must  then  give 
security  for  any  sum  that  may  be  adjudged  against  him  in  the 
suit. 

Where  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  the 
defendant  is  a  resident  thereof,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  show  that 
there  is  a  cause  of  action  upon  which  a  warrant  may  issue,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county.  In  the  case  of 
a  non-resident  plaintiff,  a  warrant  may  issue  against  all  resident 
defendants  alike,  whether  they  are  freeholders  or  inhabitants 
having  families,  or  whether  they  are  not  freeholders  or  inhabit- 
ants having  families.  The  reason  of  this  is,  because  this  process 
is  given  to  the  plaintiff  on  account  of  his  character  as  a  non-resi- 
dent, and  no  distinction  is  made  on  account  of  the  character  of 
the  defendant  who  is  a  resident.  In  this  case,  however,  the 
plaintiff  must  give  security.  The  statute  provides  as  follows,  in 
relation  to  non-resident  plaintiffs:  "A justice  s/wZ?,  upon  appli- 
cation, issue  a  warrant  in  the  following  cases :  1.  (]S"ot  important 
here.)  2.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident,  and  tenders  to 
the  justice  security  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  which  may  be 
adjudged  against  him  in  the  suit."  Yol.  I,  39,  <^  15,  sub.  2. 

Where  there  are  two  plaintiffs  in  the  action,  and  one  of  them  is 
a  resident,  and  the  other  is  a  non-resident,  no  warrant  can  be 
issued  merely  on  the  ground  of  the  non-residence  of  one  of  the 
plaintiffs.  LinneU  v.  Sutherland,  11  Wend.,  568.  There  must  be 
the  same  proof  in  such  a  case,  as  is  required  where  all  the  parties 
to  the  action  are  residents  of  the  county.  The  form  of  the 
security  will  be  given  hereafter,  and  the  liability  of  the  surety 
stated. 

Where  the  parties,  both  plaintiff  and  defendant,  are  residents 
of  the  county,  and  the  defendant  is  either  a  freeholder  of  the 
county,  or  an  inhabitant  thereof,  having  a  family,  the  jjlaintiff 
must  show  in  his  affidavits  that  the  cause  of  action  is  one  upon 
which  a  warrant  may  issue ;  that  both  parties  are  residents  of  the 
county ;  that  the  defendant  is  a  freeholder  of  the  county,  or  an 
inhabitant  thereof  having  a  family;  and,  1.  That  the  defendant  is 
about  to  depart  from  the  county,  with  intent  not  to  return 
thereto ;  or,  2.  That  the  plaintiff  will  be  in  danger  of  losing  his 
debt  or  demand  unless  a  warrant  is  granted.  But  it  will  not  be 
sufficient  to  merely  state  either  or  both  of  the  grounds  last  men- 
tioned. The  statute  requires  that  such  grounds  shall  be  stated, 
and  that  the  affidavit  shall  then  state  the  facts  and  circumstances 
which  prove  that  such  grounds  exist ;  and  when  such  facts  and 
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circumstances  are  stated,  the  justice  can  "  the  better  judge  of  the 
necessity  and  propriety  of  issuing  such  warrant."  Vol.  I,  39,  <§  17. 
When  the  name  of  the  defendant  is  not  known  to  the  plaintiff, 
he  may  give  the  defendant  a  fictitious  name,  as  John  Doe.  And 
in  such  case,  the  affidavit  should  show  that  the  name  of  the  de- 
fendant was  not  known  to  the  plaintiff;  that  the  defendant  is 
named  by  a  fictitious  name,  to  wit,  John  Doe ;  that  a  cause  of 
action  exists  upon  which  a  warrant  may  issue;  and  that  the 
defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  which  is  all  that  is 
required.  But  if  the  defendant  is  a  resident  freeholder,  or 
inhabitant  having  a  family,  then  state  such  facts  as  have  just 
been  mentioned ;  and  also  show  in  addition,  those  facts  which  are 
required  to  be  shown  against  defendants  who  are  freeholders,  &c. 

Affidavit  when  defendant  is  not  a  freeholder,  &c. 
Fulton  County,  ss:  John  Doe,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  desires 
to  commence  an  action  against  Richard  Roe,  by  warrant;  that  the  cause 
of  action  upon  which  such  warrant  is  desired,  is  for  wrongfully  and  unlaw- 
fully taking  and  converting  to  the  use  of  the  said  Richard  Roe,  one  wagon 
which  was  the  property  of  this  deponent ;  that  this  deponent  and  the  said 
Richard  Roe  are  both  residents  of  the  county  of  Pulton,  and  that  the 
said  Richard  Roe  is  neither  a  freeholder  of  said  county,  nor  an  inhabitant 
thereof  having  a  family.  JOHN  DOE. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  this  ) 
7th  day  of  November,  1864.  j 

Laban  Capkon,  Justice. 

Affidavit  when  defendant  is  a  freeholder,  &c. 

Fulton  County,  ss  :  John  Doe  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  desires 
to  commence  an  action  against  Richard  Roe,  by  warrant ;  that  the  cause  of 
action  upon  which  such  warrant  is  desired,  is  for  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
breaking  and  entering  upon  the  lands  of  this  deponent,  which  are  situated  in 
the  said  county  of  Fulton ;  that  this  deponent  and  the  said  Richard  Roe, 
are  both  residents  of  the  said  county  of  Fulton  ;  that  the  said  Richard  Roe 
is  a  freeholder  of  said  county  (or  an  inhabitant  thereof,  having  a  family) ; 
that  the  said  Richard  Roe  is  about  to  depart  from  said  county  of  Fulton, 
with  intent  not  to  return  thereto  ;  that  the  said  Richard  Roe  is  utterly 
insolvent ;  that  he  has  been  borrowing  money  of  several  persons ;  that  he 
borrowed  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  this  day  of  one  John  Denn, 
and  gave  to  said  Denn  a  mortgage  upon  a  house  and  lot  belonging  to 
said  Richard  Roe,  and  situated  in  the  said  county  of  Fulton ;  that  the  said 
Richard  Roe  has  sold  all  his  personal  property  and  converted  the  same  into 
money ;  that  the  said  Richard  Roe  this  day  told  this  deponent,  that  he,  the 
said  Richard  Roe,  had  mortgaged  his  real  estate,  for  nearly  or  quite  all  that 
it  was  worth,  and  that  he  did  not  intend  to  pay  the  mortgage  thereon ; 
that  said  Richard  Roe  further  told  this  deponent,  this  day,  that  he,  the 
said  Richard  Roe,  had  got  all  the  money  out  of  his  propei-ty  in  this  county 
that  he  ever  expected  to  get ;  that  he  intended  to  leave  the  said  county  of 
Fulton  this  night  after  dark ;  that  he  was  going  to  the  state  of  Wisconsin 
to  reside,  and  that  he  did  not  intend  to  return  to  the  county  of  Fulton. 

c  V     -u  ^      .  ,  J^H^  DOE. 

bubscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  this  ) 

Yth  day  of  November,  1864,  j 

Laban  Oapeon,  Jitstioe. 
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The  foregoing  forms  have  been  given  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
showing  the  manner  in  which  the  facts  and  circumstances,  and 
the  grounds  for  a  warrant,  ought  to  be  stated. 

To  give  a  form  for  every  case  would  be  impossible,  because  the 
circumstances  of  each  case  are  in  some  respects  peculiar  to  itself. 
But  an  intelligent  justice  will  be  able  to  draw  an  aflBdavit  which 
is  appropriate  in  any  case,  if  he  will  carefully  examine  the  state- 
ments which  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what 
facts  ought  to  be  set  out  in  each  instance,  see  ante,  102.  The 
only  correct  method  of  practice  which  any  justice  can  adopt,  is 
to  make  himself  entirely  familiar  with  the  law  applicable  to  each 
class  of  cases.  And  he  should  know  what  facts  ought  to  be 
stated  in  each  instance  to  authorize  a  warrant,  so  that  he  would 
be  able  to  draw  a  sufficient  affidavit  even  if  he  had  no  form  for 
a  guide.  A  precedent  is  convenient  when  a  person  is  in  haste ; 
because  the  formal  parts  of  the  affidavit  are  not,  in  that  case, 
overlooked.  But  no  well  informed  justice  will  ever  rely  upon 
any  precedent  for  full  information  as  to  what  an  affidavit  should 
contain. 

Form  of  land  hy  non-resident  plaintiff. 

Know  all  men,  by  these  presents,  that  we,  James  Jackson,  and  John 
Styles,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  Richard  Roe,  in  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Richard  Roe  or  to  his  certain  attor- 
ney, executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  to  which  payment,  well  and  truly 
to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators, 
jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  our  seals. 
Dated  the  7th  day  of  November,  1864. 

Whereas  application  has  been  made  by  John  Doe,  to  Laban  Oapron,  Esq., 
a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Broadalbin,  in  the  county  of  Fulton, 
for  a  civil  warrant  against  Richard  Roe,  who  is  a  resident  and  freeholder 
of  the  said  county  of  Fulton;  and  such  application  is  made  in  pursuance  of 
the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  and  whereas,  also,  the  said 
John  Doe  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county  of  Fulton. 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said 
John  Doe  shall  pay  to  the  said  Richard  Roe  any  sum  which  may  be 
adjudged  against  the  said  John  Doe  in  said  suit,  which  is  commenced  by 
said  warrant,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  be  of  full  force 
and  virtue.  JAMES  JACKSON,  [l.  s.] 

JOHN  STYLES.        [l.  s.] 
Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of       [ 

Laban  Capeon. 

Approval  indorsed  on  l>ondI\  I  approve  of  the  sureties  in  the  within 
bond.    November  'Tth,  1864.  LABAN  CAPRON,  Justice. 

The  statute  does  not  require  any  approva,]  to  be  made  in  writ- 
ing, in  the  case  of  issuing  a  warrant.  But  it  is  a  correct  practice 
to  do  so;  and  there  will  then  be  less  danger  of  omitting  it  in 
those  cases  in  which  a  written  approval  is  essential.  There  are 
but  two  instances  in  which  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
give  security  for  the  issuing  of  a  civil  warrant;  one  of  these  cases 
is,  where  the  justice  orders  the  detention  of  a  canal  boat,  in  which 
Watt  11—14 
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case,  security  must  be  given,  as  is  hereafter  explained.  The  other 
case  is,  where  the  plaintiff  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county ;  in 
"which  case  he  must  give  security  for  any  sum  which  may  be 
adjudged  against  him  in  the  suit.  There  is  no  case  in  which  the 
sureties  are  liable  to  any  costs  or  damages,  except  such  as  are 
given  in  the  suit  before  the  justice;  unless  it  is  in  the  case  of 
detaining  a  canal  boat,  or  unless  a  judgment  should  be  rendered 
which  is  large  enough  to  authorize  a  new  trial  in  the  county 
court.  The  sureties  in  a  bond  for  a  non-resident  plaintiflf,  are 
not  liable  for  the  costs  of  an  appeal  in  any  case.  Fenno  v.  Dick- 
inson, 4  Denio,  84.  This  case  was  one  in  which  a  short  summons 
was  issued  in  favor  of  a  non-resident  plaintiff,  and  security  was 
given  by  such  plaintiff;  it  was  held,  that  the  surety  was  not  liable 
for  the  costs  of  an  appeal.  The  statute  which  requires  security  to 
be  given  by  non-resident  plaintiff  is  precisely  the  same,  whether 
he  takes  a  short  summons  or  a  warrant.  Vol.  I,  39,  '^  16,  sub.  2, 
and  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  §  32;  Vol.  I,  75,  §  214. 

The  statute  does  not  require  that  the  security  which  is  given 
by  a  non-resident  plaintiff,  shall  be  in  the  form  of  a  bond.  But 
a  bond  will  unquestionably  be  a  proper  form  in  which  the  security 
may  be  given.  For  that  reason,  therefore,  the  form  of  a  bond  is 
preferred,  and  in  addition  to  that,  the  manner  of  giving  security 
will  then  be  uniform,  since  the  form  of  the  security  which  has 
been  given  in  any  case,  has  invariably  been  that  of  a  bond.  See 
also  title  Short  Summons,  Security  for. 

The  statute  does  not  require  more  than  one  surety,  if  he  is 
entirely  responsible.  The  case  of  a  warrant  is  materially  different 
from  that  of  an  attachment,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  security. 
Ordinarily  the  sum  which  can  be  adjudged  against  a  plaintiff  in 
a  suit  commenced  by  warrant  is  a  trifling  one,  usually  not  exceed- 
the  costs  of  the  action.  But  in  attachment  actions,  there  is 
almost  always  a  considerable  liability  assumed  by  the  sureties. 
See  Attachment. 

The  bond  should  describe  the  names  of  the  parties  correctly, 
see  ante,  43.  The  execution  of  the  bond  will  be  similar  to  that  of 
an  attachment  bond.  See  Attachment.  A  mere  verbal  promise  to 
answer  as  a  surety,  would  be  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  And 
a  letter  in  the  following  form  was  held  to  be  insufficient:  "Mr. 
Brock — Please  let  Mr.  Tobias  have  a  warrant  and  I  will  be  answer- 
able for  the  cost.  John  Holly."  The  court  said  of  this  letter, 
"It  was  a  promise  to  pay  the  cost  of  a  warrant,  without  specify- 
ing in  what  suit.  The  statute  requires  security  not  merely  for  the 
costs,  but  for  any  sum  which  may  be  adjudged  against  the  plain- 
tiff." Motley  V.  Tobias,  12  Johns.,  422.  The  present  statute 
says,  for  "any  sum  which  may  be  adjudged  against  him  in  the 
suit."  In  one  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  non-resident 
and  the  action  was  trespass,  the  court  held  that  a  deposit  oi 
money  with  the  justice  was  sufficient,  when  the  amount  deposited 
was  equal  to  any  costs  that  could  be  rendered  against  the  plain- 
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tiff,  since  there  could  not  be  any  set-off  in  sucli  an  action.  Wliee- 
lock  V.  BrincJcerhoof,  13  Johns.,  481. 

The  passage  of  the  non-imprisonment  act  has  had  the  effect  of 
limiting  nearly,  if  not  quite  all  actions  to  that  class  in  which  a 
set-off  is  not  admissible,  so  that  the  decision  referred  to  will  fre- 
quently be  in  point  as  an  authority.  This  case  decides  not  merely 
that  a  deposit  of  money  will  be  suflBcient  as  a  mode  of  giving 
security,  but  that  the  justice  is  bound  to  accept  of  such  security 
if  the  amount  is  sufficient.  And  since  a  surety  in  this  case  is  not 
liable  to  the  costs  on  an  appeal,  the  only  question  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  security,  will  be  as  to  what  sum  may  be  rendered 
against  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  which  is'  then  commenced.  It 
cannot  exceed  two  hundred  dollars,  and  the  costs  of  the  suit 
before  the  justice,  even  if  there  were  any  case  in  whicli  a  set-off 
could  be  allowed.  And  in  all  other  cases  (except  detaining  canal 
boats,  &c.)  the  amount  of  the  recovery  would  be  limited  to  the 
costs  of  the  judgment  against  the  plaintiff"  in  the  action  before 
the  justice.  The  best  practice,  however,  is  for  the  plaintiff  to 
furnish  a  bond  such  as  has  been  given  on  a  preceding  page,  ante, 
105.  There  will  not  then  be  any  question  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  form  of  the  security,  and  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the  justice 
will  need  to  have  any  fears  that  the  proceedings  may  be  irregular 
or  illegal  as  to  that  point.  The  form  of  a  warrant  is  prescribed 
by  the  statute  thus:  "A  warrant  shall  be  directed  to  any  consta- 
ble of  the  county  where  the  justice  issuing  the  same  resides,  and 
shall  command  such  constable  to  take  the  defendant  and  bring 
him  forthwith  before  such  justice,  to  answer  the  plaintiff  in  a  plea 
in  the  same  warrant  to  be  mentioned,  and  shall  further  require  the 
constable,  after  he  shall  have  arrested  the  defendant,  to  notify 
the  plaintiff  of  such  arrest."  Vol.  I,  40,  §  18. 

Form  of  civil  warrant. 

Fulton  County,  ss:  The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York :  To  any 
constable  of  said  county,  greeting  :  We  command  you  to  take  Richard 
Roe,  and  bring  him  forthwith  before  Laban  Capron,  Esq.,  one  of  the  justices 
of  the  peace  in  Broadalbin,  of  said  county,  at  his  office  in  said  town  and 
county,  to  answer  John  Doe  in  a  plea  or  action  for  wrongfully  and  unlaw- 
fully breaking  and  entering  upon  the  lands  and  close  of  the  said  John  Doe, 
situated  in  said  county,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  John  Doe  of  two  hundred 
dollars  or  under ;  and  after  you  shall  have  arrested  the  said  Richard  Roe, 
you  are  further  commanded  to  notify  the  said  John  Doe  of  the  said  arrest ; 
and  also  to  make  due  return  of  your  proceedings  hereupon  as  by  law 
required.  And  have  you  then  and  there  this  precept.  Hereof  fail  not  at 
your  peril.  Witness  our  said  justice  at  the  town  of  Broadalbin,  in  said 
county  the  Tth  day  of  Nov.,  1864.  LABAN  CAPRON,  Justice. 

The  statute  provides:  "All  process  issued  by  any  justice  of  the 
peace  shall  be  signed  by  him,  and  may  be  under  seal  or  without 
seal."  Vol.  I,  66,  §  158. 

The  statute  says  that  the  defendant  is  to  be  required  to  answer 
the  plaintiff  in  a  plea  in  the  same  warrant  to  be  mentioned. 
But    the   abolition  of  forms  of   action  which    the  Code  has 
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effected,  does  not  leave  any  actions  of  the  names  then  in  common 
use.  And  since  the  Code,  it  has  been  the  common  practice  to 
disregard  this  manner  of  stating  any  plea  in  a  summons.  See 
ante,  46. 

The  same  rule  would  probably  apply  to  a  warrant.  But  it  is  a 
very  easy  matter  to  state  in  the  warrant  the  nature  of  the  action 
as  has  been  done  in  the  form  given.  And  it  will  be  best,  in  prac- 
tice, to  always  state  briefly  the  nature  of  the  action  in  the  warrant. 
If  the  action  is  for  converting  personal  property,  the  warrant  can 
state  that  the  defendant  is  to  answer,  "in  an  action  for  wrong- 
fully and  unlawfully  taking  and  converting  to  his  own  use  one 
wagon  belonging  to  the  plaintifF,  of  the  value  of  two  hundred 
dollars."  Or,  in  other  cases,  stating  the  cause  of  action  in  some 
similar  matiner. 

There  is  one  point  in  which  a  warrant  diflers  from  a  summons 
or  attachment.  There  is  no  return  day  mentioned  in  a  warrant. 
The  only  command  as  to  the  return  of  the  warrant  is,  that  the 
constable  shall  take  the  defendant  forthwith.  There  is  one  class 
of  persons  who  will,  for  that  reason,  be  benefited  by  the  use  of  a 
warrant.  When  the  cause  of  action  is  one  for  which  a  warrant 
may  issue,  a  uon-resident  plaintiff  will  be  able  to  dispose  of  a 
cause  with  greater  expedition  than  by  any  other  process.  And 
when  the  cause  of  action  is  one  in  which  a  warrant  may  issue;  a 
non-resident  i)laintiflf  must  take  a  warrant  or  a  long  summons, 
for  he  cannot,  in  such  a  case,  take  a  short  summons.  Ante,  76 ; 
and  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  §  32 ;  Vol.  I,  75,  §  214. 

Detention  of  canal  'boats.']  The  law  in  relation  to  this  class  of 
cases  can  be  best  discussed  in  a  separate  article  by  itself  The 
statute  provides  as  follows:  "If  any  boatman,  or  person  on 
board  of  any  boat  on  any  canal,  shall  take,  without  right,  any 
rails,  boards,  jjlanks  or  staves,  firewood  or  fencing  posts,  from  the 
banks  or  vicinity  of  the  canal,  the  master  of  the  boat  shall  forfeit 
to  the  owner  treble  the  value  of  the  property  taken,  and  the 
possession  of  such  property  on  board  the  boat,  shall  be  presump- 
tive evidence  of  such  taking."  1  E.  S.,  246,  §  169,  as  amended  bv 
ch.  117  of  Laws  of  1830;  1  R.  S.,  628,  §  290,  5th  ed. 

"Any  person  or  boatman  who  shall  violate  the  provisions  of 
the  last  section,  shall  forfeit  twenty-five  dollars  to  any  person 
who  will  prosecute  therefor."  1  E.  S.,  247,  §  170,  1st  ed. ;  1  E. 
8.,  628,  §  291,  5th  ed. 

"Every  penalty  and  forfeiture,  prescribed  by  this  article,  and 
which  is  declared  to  be  recoverable  against  the  owner,  master, 
boatman,  navigator,  or  other  person,  having  charge  of  any  boat 
or  other  float  when  incurred,  shall  be  chargeable  on  such  boat 
or  float,  and  a  suit  for  the  recovery  thereof,  may  be  brought 
against  any  person,  being  in  the  possession,  or  having  the  charge 
of  such  boat  or  other  float,  at  the  time  such  suit  is  commenced." 
1  E.  S.,  247,  %  271.  1st  ed.;  1  E.  S.,  029,  §  293,  5th  ed. 

"When  any  suit  shall  be  prosecuted  for  any  such  penalty  or 
forfeiture,  the  magistrate  issuing  the  process,  by  a  clause  to  be 
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inserted  therein,  may  direct  the  officer  executing  the  same  to 
detain  such  boat  or  float,  and  the  furniture  and  the  horses  belong- 
ing thereto,  until  the  suit  shall  be  determined,  or  until  adequate 
security  shall  be  given  for  the  payment  of  any  judgment  that 
may  be  recovered."  1  E.  8.,  247,  |  172,  1st  ed.;  1  E.  8.,  629,  -^ 
293,  5th  ed. 

"If  such  security  shall  be  given,  or  the  defendant  in  such  suit 
shall  prevail,  the  magistrate  shall  order  the  boat  or  other  float 
and  property  detained,  to  be  released;  but  if  no  such  security 
shall  be  given,  and  a  judgment  shall  be  recovered  for  such 
penalty  or  forfeiture,  and  the  same,  together  with  the  costs,  shall 
not  be  immediately  paid,  an  execution  shall  be  issued,  under 
which  the  property  so  detained,  may  be  sold,  in  like  manner,  as  if 
the  judgment  had  been  obtained  against  the  owners  thereof." 
1  E.  S.,  247,  §  173,  1st  ed.;  1  E.  8.,  629,  §  294,  5th  ed. 

"Whenever  an  action  shall  be  brought  to  recover  any  penalty 
imposed  by  law  for  taking  any  rails,  boards,  planks  or  staves 
from  the  banks  or  vicinity  of  a  canal,  in  which  a  justice  is  Author- 
ized to  direct  the  detention  of  any  canal  boat,  he  shall  not 
indorse  such  direction  on  any  warrant,  unless  a  bond,  as  i)re- 
scribed  in  the  next  section,  shall  be  executed  and  delivered  to 
such  justice."  Vol.  I,  40,  §  21. 

"Such  bond  shall  be  in  the  penalty  of  at  least  one  hundred 
dollars  with  one  or  more  sureties,  to  be  approved  by  such  justice, 
conditioned  that  such  action  shall  be  prosecuted  to  judgment 
with  all  convenient  speed,  and  that  if  judgment  be  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  the  obligors  will  pay  the  costs  and 
charges  which  shall  be  adjudged  against  the  plaintiff,  and  all 
damages  which  may  ensue  from  the  detention  of  such  boat  and 
the  cargo  thereof,  and  the  crew  navigating  the  same."  Vol.  I, 
40,  §  22. 

There  must  be  an  affidavit  in  this  case  as  much  as  in  any  other. 
And  the  affidavit  must  show  that  some  property,  such  as  is  spe- 
cified in  the  statute,  has  been  taken  from  the  banks  or  the  vicinity 
of  some  canal,  specifying  the  name  of  it;  that  the  property  was 
taken  by  some  boatman  or  person  on  board  the  canal  boat  or 
float,  and  giving  the  name  of  the  boat  or  float  if  it  has  one ;  and 
it  should  also  state  in  what  city,  town  and  county  the  property 
was  taken  and  the  value  of  the  property.  The  affidavit  may,  in 
other  respects  be  similar  in  form  to  the  ordinary  affidavit.  The 
bond  is  materially  different  from  the  bond  which  is  given  by  a 
non-resident  plaintiff. 

Form  of  iond  to  authorize  detention  of  canal  ioat. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  John  Doe  and  James  Den  of 
Fulton ville,  in  county  of  Montgomery,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto 
Richard  Roe,  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
Richard  Roe,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  to  Which  payment 
well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and 
administrators,  jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with 
our  seals.    Dated  the  7th  day  of  November,  1864. 
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Whereas,  application  has  been  made  by  the  above  named  John  Doe  to 
Austin  Fish,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Glen,  in  the 
county  of  Montgomery,  for  a  warrant  against  the  said  Richard  Roe,  and  an 
action  is  about  to  be  commenced  against  the  said  Richard  Roe,  before  the 
said  justice,  in  favor  of  the  said  John  Doe,  to  recover  the  penalty  which  is 
given  by  law,  for  taking,  without  right,  any  rails,  boards,  planks  or  staves, 
firewood  or  fencing  posts,  or  some  of  them,  from  the  banks  or  vicinity  of 
the  Erie  canal.  And  whereas,  the  said  John  Doe  prays  process  to  detain 
the  canal  boat  called  the  Saratoga,  and  the  furniture  and  the  horses  belong- 
ing thereto,  until  adequate  security  shall  be  given  for  the  payment  of  any 
judgment  that  may  be  recovered. 

Now  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said 
John  Doe  shall  prosecute  such  action  to  judgment  with  all  convenient  speed, 
and  in  case  judgment  shall  be  rendered  in  favor  of  said  Richard  Roe,  if  the 
said  John  Doe  and  the  said  James  Den  shall  pay  the  costs  and  charges 
which  shall  be  adjudged  against  the  said  John  Doe,  and  also  all  damages 
which  may  ensue  from  the  detention  of  the  said  boat  and  the  cargo  thereof, 
and  the  crew  navigating  the  same,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  other- 
wise to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue.  JOHN  DOE.     [l.  s.l 

JAMES  DEN.  [l.  s.] 
Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of       f 

Austin  Fish. 

The  statute  requires  that  the  justice  shall  approve  of  the  sure- 
ties, and  the  approval  may  be  in  the  following  form,  by  indorsing 
it  upon  the  bond : 

I  hereby  approve  of  James  Den,  as  the  surety  in  the  within  bond.  Dated 
November  7th,  1864.  AUSTIN  FISH,  Justice. 

Form  of  Warrant  for  Penalty, 

MoNTGOMERT  CouNTT,  ss .'  The  people  of  the  State  of  New  York :  To 
any  constable  of  said  county,  greeting  :  We  command  you  to  take  Richard 
Roe,  and  bring  him  forthwith  before  Austin  Fish,  Esq.,  one  of  our  justices 
of  the  peace  in  the  town  of  Glen,  in  said  county,  at  his  office  in  said  town, 
to  answer  John  Doe  in  a  plea  or  action  to  recover  a  penalty  of  twenty-five 
dollars,  and  also  to  his  damage  of  seventy-five  dollars  or  under,  for  taking, 
without  right,  certain  rails,  boards,  planks  and  staves,  or  firewood  or 
fencing  posts,  from  the  banks  of  the  Erie  canal,  or  the  vicinity  thereof;  and 
after  you  have  arrested  the  said  Richard  Roe,  you  are  further  commanded 
to  notify  the  said  John  Doe  of  the  said  arrest.  And  whereas,  a  bond  in  due 
form  of  law  has  been  executed  and  delivered  to  me,  the  said  justice,  and 
the  sureties  have  been  approved  by  me,  you  are  further  commanded  to 
detain  the  said  boat  Saratoga,  and  the  furniture  and  horses  belonging 
thereto,  until  the  suit  shall  be  determined,  or  until  adequate  security  shall 
be  given  for  the  payment  of  any  judgment  that  may  be  recovered  ;  and  also 
to  make  due  return  hereupon,  as  by  law  required.  Hereof  fail  not  at  your 
peril.  Witness  our  said  justice,  at  the  town  of  Glen,  in  said  county,  the 
7th  day  of  November,  1864.  AUSTIN  FISH,  Justice. 

The  direction  to  detain  the  said  boat  is  contained  in  the  body 
of  the  process,  instead  of  being  indorsed  thereon,  because  the 
statute  says  that  the  clause  authorizing  the  detention  of  any  sucb 
boat,  is  to  be  directed  by  a  clause  to  be  inserted  in  the  warrant. 
See  ^  172,  ante,  108, 109. 

There  is  also  an  other  important  point  to  be  remembered.    In 
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every  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty,  there  must  be  an 
indorsement  upon  the  process,  which  refers  to  the  statute,  by 
virtue  of  which  the  penalty  is  given.  See  the  matter  discussed 
fully,  ante,  47. 

The  indorsement  upon  the  warrant  in  this  case  may  be  in  the 
following  form : 

Issued  according  to  the  provisions  of  article  eight,  title  nine,  chapter 
nine,  of  the  first  part  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  entitled  Regulations  and 
Penalties  concerning  the  navigation  of  the  canals  and  the  collection  of  tolls. 

AUSTIN  FISH,  Justice. 

SECTION  II. 

SERVICE   OF   WARRANT. 

A  warrant  must  be  served  by  arresting  the  defendant,  and 
taking  him  forthwith  before  the  justice  who  issued  the  warrant. 

Arrest,  wJiat  it  is.]  An  arrest  is  the  apprehension  of  a  person 
by  virtue  of  a  lawful  authority  to  answer  the  demand  against 
him  in  a  civil  action.  No  manual  touching  of  the  body,  or  actual 
force  is  necessary  to  constitute  an  arrest.  It  is  suflBcient  if  the 
party  be  within  the  power  of  the  officer  and  submits  to  the 
arrest.  And,  therefore,  if  a  constable  has  a  warrant,  and  he  goes 
to  the  defendant  and  informs  him  of  that  fact,  it  will  be  an  arrest 
if  the  defendant  voluntarily  accompanies  the  officer.  Gold  v.  Bis- 
sell,  1  Wend.,  210,  215. 

Who  may  arrest.']  Warrants,  in  civil  actions,  are  usually  exe- 
cuted by  some  constable  of  the  county,  though  the  justice  who 
issues  a  warrant  may  depute  a  private  person  to  execute  it.  But 
the  person  deputed  must  be  of  lawful  age,  and  not  a  party  in 
interest  in  the  action.  See  ante,  48.  A  plaintiff  cannot  be  deputed 
to  serve  a  warrant  in  his  own  favor.  Nor  can  a  constable,  who 
is  plaintiff  in  an  action,  execute  a  warrant  in  his  own  favor. 
Bennet  v.  Fuller,  4  Johns.,  486;  Tuttle  v.  Hunt,  2  Cow.,  436; 
Putnam  v.  Man,  3  Wend.,  202.  The  constable  should  see  that  the 
warrant  is  properly  directed.  Ante,  43 ;  Reynolds  v.  Orvis,  7 
Cow.,  269.. 

When  to  flwrest.]  It  is  the  duty  of  a  constable  to  make  the 
arrest  as  soon  as  it  can  be  conveniently  done.  There  may  be 
cases  in  which  an  arrest  cannot  be  made  in  a  considerable  time. 
The  defendant  may  be  absent,  or  he  may  leave  the  county  to 
avoid  an  arrest.  In  such  cases,  the  officer  must  make  the  arrest 
at  the  first  opportunity  that  offers.  The  statute  does  not  pre- 
scribe any  time  within  which  an  arrest  must  be  made ;  nor  does 
it  prescribe  how  long  the  warrant  may  be  kept  in  the  constable's 
hands  before  it  is  served.  Eesort  must  be  made,  therefore,  to  the 
general  rules  of  law  for  the  determination  of  such  questions. 
The  constable  may  keep  the  warrant  in  his  hands,  and  he  may, 
within  any  reasonable  time  after  he  receives  it,  arrest  the  defend- 
ant. What  is  a  reasonable  time  must  depend  upon  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  A  month  would  not  be  an  unreasonable 
time,  if  the  defendant  was  absent,  or  if  he  kept  out  of  the 
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way  to  avoid  arrest.  Arnold  v.  Steeves,  10  Wend.,  514.  Bnt  if 
the  defendant  cannot  be  arrested  within  a  few  days,  say  a  week 
or  ten  days,  the  better  course  would  be  to  take  out  a  new  war- 
rant. A  defendant  cannot  be  arrested  on  Sunday,  nor  on  election 
day,  nor  on  a  town  meeting  day,  nor  can  a  person  be  arrested  on 
Saturday,  if  he  keeps  that  as  the  Sabbath.  This  matter  has  been 
fully  explained.  Ante,  46. 

Where  to  arrest.  [The  defendant  cannot  be  lawfully  arrested 
out  of  the  county  in  which  the  warrant  is  returnable,  for  two 
reasons:  one  is,  that  a  civil  warrant  is  of  no  force  whatever  out 
of  the  county ;  the  other  is,  that  a  constable  has  no  authority  to 
serve  a  civil  warrant  out  of  the  county.  Ante,  6. 

Who  exempt  from  arrest.']  There  are  many  instances  in  which 
the  defendant  is  exempt  from  arrest  on  a  civil  warrant.  There 
are  some  persons  who  cannot  be  arrested  at  any  time.  There  are 
others  who  may  claim  a  temporary  exemption.  It  will  not  be 
possible,  nor,  in  a  work  of  this  kind,  will  it  be  necessary,  to 
enumerate  all  the  instances  in  which  parties  are  exempt  from 
arrest.  Those  instances  which  are  most  likely  to  occur  in  prac- 
tice will  be  noticed,  and  all  others  will  be  omitted. 

Attorneys,  solicitors  and  counselors  are  exempt  from  arrest 
during  the  sitting  of  any  court  of  which  he  is  an  officer,  provided 
he  is  employed  in  some  cause  pending,  and  then  to  be  heard  in 
such,  court.  2  E.  S.,  290,  <§  86,  1st  ed.;  3  R.  S.,  480,  §  74,  5th  ed. 
This  exemption  extends  to  an  attorney  while  attending  a  special 
term  of  the  supreme  court,  for  the  purpose  of  making  or  resisting  a 
motion,  Humphrey  v.  Gumming,  5  Wend..  90 ;  or  while  attending 
a  general  term  to  argue  causes ;  or  while  trying  a  cause  before  a 
referee ;  or  while  arguing  or  trying  a  cause  in  a  county  court  or 
court  of  sessions,  Gfibhs  v.  Loomis,  10  Johns.,  463 ;  or  while  trying 
a  cause  in  a  justice's  court.  In  the  supreme  court,  the  privilege 
exists  during  the  term,  and  until  a  reasonable  time  to  return 
home ;  but  in  a  justice's  court,  only  during  the  time  of  going  to 
the  place  of  trial,  and  while  actually  engaged  in  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  and  during  the  usual  proceedings  of  the  cause,  from 
the  commencement  of  the  trial  until  the  rendition  of  the  verdict, 
and  a  reasonable  time  to  return  home.  If  the  attorney  is  arrested 
while  at  home,  he  is  not  exempt,  although  he  was  intending  to 
start  for  the  court  the  next  morning,  if  such  court  is  not  then  in 
session,  but  is  to  commence  within  two  or  three  days.  Corey  v. 
Eussell,  4  Wend.,  204.  In  such  a  case,  the  attorney  would  not  be 
either  going  to  court  or  returning  from  it,  although  he  was  intend- 
ing to  do  so.  Attorneys  are  not  exempt  from  arrest  when  they 
are  sued  with  other  persons.  See  the  statute  above  cited.  Tif- 
fany V.  Driggs,  13  Johns.,  252 ;  Gay  v.  Rogers,  3  Cow.,  368. 

The  statute  cited,  also  exempts  all  other  officers  from  arrest, 
during  the  actual  sitting  of  the  court,  unless  they  are  sued  with 
other  persons,  when  they  are  not  entitled  to  any  exemption.  This 
would  include  the  clerk,  constables  and  justices  of  the  peace,  if 
attending  as  members  of  the  court,  or  if  they  are  engaged  in 
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holding  a  court  tliemselves.  Sheriffs  are  not  exempt.  Hill  v. 
Lott,  10  How.,  46 ;  Day  v.  Brett,  6  Johns.,  22. 

Parties  to  a  suit,  in  any  court,  are  exempt  from  arrest  while 
going  to  the  court  and  attending  it,  and  while  returning  borne. 
They  are  exempt,  during  the  trial,  until  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is 
rendered,  or  they  are  discharged  by  the  court,  and  a  reasonable 
time  thereafter  to  return  home.  Clarh  v.  Gnint,  2  Wend.,  257. 

A  party  attending  a  reference,  is  entitled  to  the  same  exemp- 
tion as  when  attending  a  trial  in  court.  It  extends  to  the  time 
in  going,  and  during  the  time  of  the  hearing,  and  until  a  reason- 
able time  to  return  home.  II).  The  general  rule  is,  that  the 
parties  and  all  persons  who  have  any  relation  to  the  suit,  are 
exempt  from  arrest  while  going  to  court,  attending  it,  and  return- 
ing home.  This  would  include  bail,  guardians,  next  friends,  and 
the  like.  Gra.  Pract.,  129,  2d  ed.  Jurors  are  exempt  while  going, 
attending  and  returning  home  from  the  court,  at  which  they  are 
summoned. 

Witnesses  are  also  exempt.  The  statute  is,  "Every  person 
duly  and  in  good  faith  subpoenaed  as  a  witness  to  attend  any 
court,  officer,  commissioner  or  referee,  or  summoned  to  attend 
any  judge,  officer  or  commissioner  in  any  case  where  the  attend- 
ance of  such  witness  may  be  enforced  by  attachment,  or  by 
commitment,  shall  be  exonerated  from  arrest  in  any  civil  suit, 
while  going  to  the  place  where  he  shall  be  required  by  such  sub- 
poena to  attend,  while  attending  such  place  and  while  returning 
therefrom."  2  E.  S.,  402,  §  51,  1st  ed.;  3  E.  S.,  685,  §  65,  5th  ed. 

Before  this  statute  it  would  have  been  sufficient  to  exemi)t  a 
witness  from  arrest,  if  he  had  attended  court  without  being  sub- 
poenaed. Coles  V.  McClellan,  4  Hill,  60,  note  a.  But  since  the 
statute,  a  witness  is  not  exempt  unless  he  has  been  actually  and 
duly  subpoenaed.  Coles  v.  McClellan,  4  Hill,  59;  Hardeiibrooli's 
case,  8  Abb.,  416. 

"1^0  acting  commissioner,  superintendent  of  repairs,  collector 
or  lockkeeper  on  any  canal  shall  be  held  to  bail,  or  taken  by 
warrant  in  any  civil  suit  for  any  act  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done 
by  him  in  the  exercise  of  his  official  duties."  1  E.  S.,  224,  "^  43, 
1st  ed.;  1  E.  S.,  588,  §  61,  5th  ed.  Married  women  and  all  other 
females  are  exempt  from  arrest  upon  any  civil  warrant  issued  by 
a  justice  of  the  peace.  Ante,  92.  This  section  cited  relates  to 
executions.  But  there  would  not  be  any  propriety  in  arresting  a 
female  upon  a  warrant,  if  she  could  not  be  arrested  nor  imprisoned 
upon  the  execution. 

"No  person  belonging  to  the  military  forces  shall  be  arrested 
on  any  civil  process,  while  going  to,  remaining  at,  or  returning 
from  any  place,  at  which  he  may  be  required  to  attend  for  election 
of  officers  or  other  military  duty."  Laws  1858,  ch.  129,  §  17;  IE. 
S.,  771,  §  22,  5th  ed.  "For  the  purpose  of  preserving  order  on  the 
day  of  parade,  the  militia  shall  be  considered  as  under  arms  from 
the  rising  of  the  sun  to  its  setting  on  the  same  day,  and  shall  be 

Wait  11—15 


114  SERVICE  OF  WARRANT. 

exempted  from  arrest  ou  civil  process  during  that  time."  1  E.  S., 
303,  §  27,  1st  ed.;  1  E.  S.,  742,  >^  38,  5th  ed. 

Members  of  the  state  legislature,  which  includes  senators  and 
members  of  assembly,  are  exempt  from  arrest  for  fourteen  days 
preceding  the  session,  during  their  attendance  there  and  while 
returning  home,  if  the  time  of  returning  does  not  exceed  four- 
teen days;  so  each  member  is  exempt  during  any  adjournment 
if  it  does  not  exceed  fourteen  days,  and  in  all  cases  during  the 
time  he  may  be  absent  by  leave  of  the  house.  No  officer  of  either 
house  is  liable  to  arrest  while  in  actual  attendance  of  the  house. 
1  E.  S.,  154,  §§  6-9,  inclusive,  1st  ed. ;  1  E.  S.,  455,  %  6-9,  inclu- 
sive, 5th  ed.  This  exemption  is  not  allowed  if  the  process  is 
issued  against  the  defendant  for  any  forfeiture,  misdemeanor  or 
breach  of  trust  in  any  office  or  place  of  public  trust  held  by  him. 
li.  So  the  exemption  is  at  an  end  if  the  defendant  has  returned 
home,  although  the  fourteen  days  have  not  expired.  Corey  v. 
Hiissell,  4  Wend.,  204.  Senators  and  representatives  in  congress, 
foreign  ministers,  &c.,  are  exempt.  But  there  are  so  few  cases  in 
which  a  justice  would  be  authorized  to  issue  a  warrant  against  a 
member  of  congress,  or  a  member  of  the  state  legislature,  or 
a  foreign  minister,  that  no  further  notice  will  be  given  to  the 
subject. 

Voters  at  an  election  or  a  town  meeting  are  exempt  from  arrest 
on  that  day,  and  in  the  town  in  which  they  are  entitled  to  vote. 
Ante,  47. 

When  the  name  of  the  defendant  is  not  known,  he  may  be 
arrested  although  a  fictitous  name  is  given  to  him  in  the  warrant. 
But,  in  this  case,  the  constable  must  exercise  great  care,  for  if  he 
arrests  any  other  person  than  the  one  intended,  he  will  be  liable 
to  an  action  for  a  false  imprisonment.  If  the  defendant  is  not 
present,  the  constable  should  require  the  plaintiff  to  accompany 
him  in  making  the  arrest,  or  to  send  some  other  person  to  point 
out  the  individual  whom  he  wishes  to  have  arrested.  If  the 
plaintiff  refuses  or  neglects  to  do  either,  the  constable  should  re- 
fuse to  execute  the  process. 

The  manner  of  making  an  arrest  has  been  partially  explained, 
and  so  far  as  relates  to  what  may  constitute  an  arrest.  But  a 
few  more  remarks  are  necessary,  since  there  may  be  cases  in 
which  the  defendant  will  not  peaceably  accompany  the  officer. 
The  first  duty  of  an  officer  is,  to  notify  the  defendant  that  he  has 
a  warrant  for  bis  arrest.  The  officer  may  at  the  same  time  lay 
his  hand  gently  upon  the  shoulder  or  the  person  of  the  defendant, 
although  this  is  not  necessary  if  the  defendant  submits  to  the 
arrest  and  accompanies  the  officer.  If  the  defendant  should 
attempt  to  evade  an  arrest  bj^  runniug  away,  or  by  attempting 
to  secrete  himself,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  pursue  him 
and  take  him  into  actual  custody;  and  if  it  is  necessary,  the 
officer  may  use  such  force  as  may  be  necessary  to  accomplish  the 
arrest.  And  in  all  cases  of  resistance  to  the  officer  in  executing 
the  warrant,  it  is  his  duty  to  meet  and  overcome  such  resistance. 
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And  if  any  third  persons  aid  the  defendant,  they  should  be  ar- 
rested and  carried  before  a  justice  or  otlier  proper  magistrate  to 
be  held  to  bail  for  trial.  For  it  is  an  indictable  offense  to  resist  au 
oificer  in  the  execution  of  the  duties  of  his  office,  or  to  aid  an 
other  person  in  doing  so.  As  we  have  already  seen,  ante,  48,  a 
justice  may  depute  a  private  citizen  for  the  purpose  of  executing 
the  warrant.  In  such  a  case,  the  ijerson  so  deputed  is  bound  to 
show  his  process  if  the  defendant  requests  him  to  do  so.  And  if 
the  person  deputed  refuses  to' show  the  process,  the  defendant  will 
be  justified  in  resisting  an  arrest.  Frost  v.  Thomas,  24  Wend., 
418.  The  rule  is  otherwise  as  to  a  constable.  He  is  a  known 
public  officer,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  show  his  process  even  if  it 
is  demanded.  Arnold  v.  Sleeves,  10  Wend.,  515;  Bellows  v.  Shan- 
non, 2  Hill,  86,  90,  91.  But  he  must  notify  the  defendant  that  he 
has  a  warrant  for  his  arrest,  and  must  state  the  substance  of  it 
to  the  defendant.  And  a  defendant  will  be  justified  in  resisting 
a  constable,  if  no  notice  whatever  is  given  that  the  ofiicer  has  a 
warrant.  Bellows  v.  Shannon,  2  Hill,  86,  90,  91.  In  such  a  case, 
he  will  not  be  liable  to  an  indictment,  nor  in  an  action  by  the 
officer  for  an  assault  and  battery.  lb. 

A  constable  cannot,  in  any  case,  break  open  the  defendant's 
dwelling  house  to  arrest  him  in  the  first  instance.  And  a  break- 
ing, in  such  a  case,  need  not  be  a  violent  forcing  of  the  locks  or 
fastenings  of  the  doors.  If  the  outer  door  is  merely  latched,  it 
will  be  a  breaking  to  merely  unlatch  it  and  enter  the  house.  If  a 
constable  does  thus  unlawfully  enter  the  defendant's  house,  the 
defendant,  and  any  other  person  therein,  may  lawfully  resist 
the  officer  in  making  the  arrest.  People  v.  HuVbard,  24  Wend., 
369;  Curtis  v.  Hubhard,  4  Hill,  437;  Grlover  v.  Whittenhall,  6 
Hill,  597. 

If  the  outer  doors  of  the  house  are  any  of  them  open,  the 
officer  may  lawfully  enter  the  house  and  arrest  the  defendant  if 
he  is  found  therein.  If  the  front  door  of  the  defendant's  house 
is  usually  kept  fastened,  the  constable  may  enter  by  a  back  door 
if  it  is  open,  and  he  may  then'  break  any  inner  doors  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  an  arrest.  Hubhard  v.  Mace,  17  Johns.,  127;  and 
see  ante,  66.  He  should  make  a  demand  to  have  the  door  opened, 
however,  before  breaking  it  open.  The  officer  will  not  be  justified 
in  obtaining  an  entrance  into  the  outer  door  by  a  fraud ;  nor,  if 
the  door  is  opened  by  any  person  in  answer  to  a  knocking  at 
such  door,  or  by  ringing  the  door  bell,  will  he  be  justified  in 
forcibly  rushing  in,  and  thus  gaining  admission.  Crocker  on  Sher- 
iffs, >§  312.  A  dwelling  house  is  a  protection  to  all  persons  who 
are  members  of  the  family.  And  it  is  also  a  protection  to  all 
the  persons  who  board  there,  and  make  it  their  home,  including 
servants  of  the  family,  &c.  But  it  is  no  protection  to  a  stranger ; 
and  if  a  stranger  is  in  the  house,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  owner,  on 
the  demand  of  the  constable,  to  open  the  door.  And  if  the 
owner  refuses  to  do  so,  after  a  proper  demand,  the  constable  may 
lawfully  break  the  door,  though  he  should  do  no  unnecessary 
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damage  to  the  house.  But,  in  such  a  case,  the  constable  should 
be  certain  that  the  jjerson  whom  he  wishes  to  arrest  is  in  the 
house;  for  if  it  should  turn  out  that  no  such  person  was  in 
the  house,  at  the  time  of  the  breaking,  the  oiBcer  will  be  liable 
to  an  action  for  the  trespass.  Where  the  defendant  owned  a 
house,  and  he  let  all  of  the  house  but  one  room,  which  he  reserved 
for  himself;  it  was  held,  that  a  constable  might  enter  the  outer 
door  of  the  house,  which  was  open,  and  that  he  might  then  break 
the  inner  door  and  arrest  the  defendant.  Williams  y.  Spencer,  5 
Johns.,  352. 

This  privilege  from  arrest  in  the  defendant's  dwelling  house 
extends  to  all  buildirigs  which  constitute  a  part  of  the  dwelling 
house  itself.  But  it  does  not  extend  to  a  barn  or  shop,  or  store, 
or  warehouse,  and  the  like  buildings,  if  they  are  disconnected 
from  the  dwelling  house,  and  they  do  not  form  a  part  of  the  cur- 
tilage. Haggerty  v.  Wither,  16  Johns.,  287.  The  curtilage  is  the 
open  space  situated  within  a  common  inclosure  belonging  to  a 
dwelling  house.  There  are  instances  in  which  an  officer  may 
break  open  the  defendant's  dwelling  house,  although  it  cannot  be 
done  in  the  first  instance.  If  the  defendant  has  been  arrested 
outside  of  his  dwelling  house,  and  he  escapes  from  the  officer 
without  his  consent,  and  against  his  will,  and  he  then  seeks  to 
shelter  himself  from  being  rearrested,  by  shutting  himself  into 
his  dwelling  house,  this  will  not  be  of  any  avail.  If  the  officer 
immediately  pursues  the  defendant,  he  may  break  open  the  door 
for  the  purpose  of  retaking  the  defendant,  and  he  is  not  bound 
in  such  a  case  to  demand  admittance  before  breaking  the  outer 
door.  AlUn  v.  Martin,  10  Wend.,  300.  But  it  is  the  better  prac- 
tice in  all  cases,  to  demand  admission  before  breaking  open  the 
outer  door. 

The  duty  of  the  constable,  in  relation  to  taking  the  defendant 
before  the  justice,  after  the  arrest,  is  declared  in  language  too 
explicit  to  be  misunderstood.  It  must  be  done  forthwith.  This 
is  the  requirement  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  the  command  which 
the  warrant  shall  contain ;  and  it  is' the  requirement  which  is  made 
upon  the  constable  after  the  arrest. 

The  constable  has  no  right  to  consult  his  own  convenience,  his 
interest,  nor  his  inclinations  in  the  matter.  If  the  defendant  is 
arrested  at  any  time  in  the  day,  so  that  he  may  reasonably  be  taken 
before  the  justice  by  eight  or  nine  o'clock  in  the  evening,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  constable  to  do  so.  And,  especially,  is  it  the  duty  of 
the  officer  to  do  it  if  the  defendant  insists  upon  having  it  done. 

Circumstances  may  make  it  more  convenient  for  the  officer  in 
some  cases  than  in  others.  The  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  the 
justice  and  the  constable,  may,  in  some  cases,  all  reside  in  the 
same  city,  village  or  neighborhood.  In  that  case  there  would  not 
need  to  be  much  delay  in  attending  before  the  justice.  In  other 
cases,  all  the  parties  may  reside  at  considerable  distance  from  the 
justice,  or  the  defendant  may  be  arrested  at  a  distance  from 
the  justice's  office.    In  such  cases  the  officer  should,  act  diligently 
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in  relation  to  taking  the  defendant  before  the  justice.  He  need 
not  travel  all  night,  nor  later  than  the  usual  hours  of  tbe  evening. 
There  may  be  causes  which  will  unavoidably  delay  an  officer. 
His  conveyance  may  become  useless,  and  other  similar  thiugs  may 
hinder  and  embarrass  him.  His  duty  is  to  act  as  promptly  as 
possible  to  remedy  the  difficulty,  and  to  discharge  his  duty. 

There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  will  now  permit  an  officer  to  do 
any  thing  less  than  to  act  as  promptly  ais  he  is  able.  Any  nune- 
cessary  delay  in  taking  the  defendant  before  the  justice,  will  make 
the  constable  liable  in  an  action.  In  one  case,  Pratt  v.  Hill,  16 
Barb.,  303,  a  justice  had  issued  a  criminal  warrant,  and  the  defend- 
ant had  been  arrested  late  on  Saturday  night.  The  defendant  was 
not  taken  before  the  justice  at  his  office;  but  the  justice  had  in- 
dorsed upon  the  warrrant,  before  it  was  issued,  an  indorsement  as 
follows :  "  Commit  the  within  named  Rufus  Pratt  till  next  Monday 
for  examination,"  which  was  dated  and  signed  by  the  justice. 
The  defendant  was  accordingly  committed,  because  the  justice  and 
the  constable  were  both  held  liable  for  a  false  imprisonment.  The 
court  said :  "  The  law  watches  personal  liberty  with  vigilance  and 
jealousy ;  and  whoever  imprisons  another  in  this  country,  must  do 
it  for  lawful  cause,  and  in  a  legal  manner.^'  16  Barb.,  308.  The 
constable  was  held  liable  for  obeying  the  indorsement,  which 
was  no  part  of  bis  warrant,  and  was  entirely  illegal.  His  duty 
was  to  take  the  defendant  before  the  justice  forthwith.  If  the 
justice  cannot  authorize  the  constable  to  disregard  the  command 
which  is  contained  within  the  warrant,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
constable  will  not  be  any  better  off  if  he  neglects  his  duty  of  his 
own  motion. 

If  the  justice  who  issued  the  warrant  is  absent,  or  if  he  is 
unable  to  hear  or  try  the  cause,  or  if  he  is  a  material  witness 
for  the  defendant,  the  constable  must  then  take  the  defendant 
before  the  next  justice  of  the  city  or  town.  Vol.  I,  40,  <^  19.  The 
term  next  justice  evidently  means  the  nearest  justice.  If  the 
justice  who  issued  the  warrant  is  at  home,  but  is  unable  to  try 
the  cause,  or  he  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defendant,  it  would  be 
well  for  him  to  certify  that  fact  on  the  back  of  the  warrant,  thus : 

"  I,  the  withiii  named  justice,  am  unable  to  hear  or  try  the  within  cause, 
November  11th,  1864. 

JOHN  FROTHINGHAM,  Justice." 

I,  the  ■within  named  Justice,  am  a  material  witness  for  the  defendant 
within  named,  November  11th,  1864. 

JOHN  FROTHINGHAM,  Justice. 

This  indorsement  is  not  required  by  the  statute,  but  it  will  be 
found  convenient  in  practice.  It  will  be  legal  evidence  for  the 
justice  before  whom  the  constable  subsequently  takes  the  defend- 
ant ;  and  it  will  be  evidence  for  the  constable  of  the  fact  that 
the  justice  who  issued  the  warrant  could  not  hear  or  try  the 
cause;  and  besides  that,  the  proceedings  will  all  appear  regular 
upon  their  face.    "When  the  justice  who  issued  the  warrant  is 
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not  able  to  hear  or  try  the  cause,  or  where  he  is  a  material 
witness  for  the  defendant,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  next  justice 
to  take  cognizance  of  the  action  in  the  same  manner  as  though 
he  had  issued  the  warrant.  In  such  a  case,  the  justice  should 
make  a  full  entry  in  his  docket  of  the  facts,  so  as  to  show  that 
he  had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  The  certificate  of  the  justice 
who  issued  the  warrant  would  be  evidence  to  show  why  he  did 
not  hear  the  cause ;  and  in  other  cases,  the  return  of  the  con- 
stable to  the  facts  may  be  competent  evidence ;  or  the  justice 
may  swear  the  constable  as  to  the  reason  why  the  defendant 
Avas  not  taken  before  the  justice  who  issued  the  warrant,  or  why 
he  did  not  try  the  cause.  It  is  said,  that  if  neither  the  justice 
who  issued  the  warrant  nor  the  next  justice,  can  hear  the  cause, 
that  the  constable  should  then  go  before  some  other  justice  in 
the  same  city  or  town.  Arnold  v.  Sleeves,  10  Wend.,  514.  The 
point  was  not  decided  in  that  case,  though  the  court  took  it  for 
granted  that  such  a  right  existed.  In  the  absence  of  express 
authority,  each  one  must  judge  for  himself,  as  to  the  true  rule 
in  such  cases.  It  seems  to  me  that  such  a  construction  is  very 
reasonable.  The  object  of  sending  the  cause  to  an  other  justice 
was,  that  the  action  should  be  heard ;  and  if  neither  of  the  first 
two  justices  can  try  the  cause,  there  is  no  good  reason  why  the 
third  one  may  not  do  so  if  he  is  able  to  attend  to  the  cause.  It 
is  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  such  arrangements  that  he 
may  be  able  to  be  present  before  the  justice,  either  in  person  or 
by  attorney,  within  twelve  hours  after  the  arrest  of  the  defend- 
ant. Generally,  the  plaintiff  is  notified,  so  as  to  be  present  at 
the  return  of  the  warrant,  to  the  justice.  And  the  constable  is 
required  to  return  specifically,  whether  he  has  notified  the  plain- 
tiff or  not. 

The  defendant  cannot,  in  any  case,  be  detained  in  custody  for 
more  than  twelve  hours  after  he  is  brought  before  the  justice, 
unless  the  trial  shall  commence  within  that  time  ;  or,  unless  the 
defendant  shall  himself  delay  the  cause  for  a  longer  time.  The 
object  for  allowing  twelve  hours  in  such  cases  is,  that  the  plain- 
tiff may  be  notified  within  that  time  of  the  arrest,  if  that  was 
not  done  before  the  return  of  the  warrant,  and  also  that  he  may 
have  a  reasonable  time  to  secure  the  attendance  of  his  witnesses. 
A  constable  ought  not,  in  any  case,  to  delay  the  taking  of  the 
defendant  before  the  justice,  for  the  purpose  of  notifying  the 
plaintiff  of  the  arrest.  The  twelve  hours  given  by  the  statute 
are  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  The  stattite  does  not  prescribe 
the  manner  in  which  the  constable  shall  notify  the  plaintiff  of 
the  arrest.  It  may,  therefore,  be  a  verbal  notice,  and  this  is  the 
general  practice,  especially  when  the  constable  himself  is  the 
person  who  notifies  the  plaintiff. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  it  will  not  be  convenient  for  the 
constable  to  go  in  person  to  notify  the  plaintiff.  In  such  cases, 
the  ofiicer  may  send  a  messenger  for  that  purpose.  And  the 
better  practice  will  be  to  send  a  written  notice,  which  should  be 
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served  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof  to  the  plaintiff;  and  retain- 
ing the  original  to  prove  the  service  if  that  should  become 
important. 

The  notice  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

JUSTICE'S  COURT.— John  Feothingham,  Justice. 

John  Doe  ) 

agt.  \ 

Richard  Roe.  \ 


FuLTOsr  County,  ss;  To  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  &c.  Sir:  Take  notice  thaj 
I  have  arrested  the  defendant,  Richard  Roe,  and  that  I  took  him  before  the 
said  justice  this  day  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon.     Dated  Nov  Vth,  1864. 

JAMES  PIERSON,   Constabk. 

If  the  plaintiff  appears  at  the  return  of  the  warrant,  and  he  is 
ready  to  try  the  cause,  the  trial  should  proceed  at  once,  if  the 
defendant  is  ready  and  willing  to  do  so.  If  the  plaintiff  is  not 
ready  at  that  time,  the  justice  should  allow  him  such  reasonable 
time  to  get  his  witnesses  as  may  be  necessary,  not  exceeding 
twelve  hours  from  the  time  when  the  defendant  was  brought 
before  him. 

So  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  defendant  can  be  ready  to  try  the 
cause  on  the  return  day,  and  he  desires  to  do  so,  the  justice  should 
allow  him  a  reasonable  time  to  get  his  witnesses,  and  counsel  if 
he  desires  such  assistance.  And  in  that  case,  it  would  probably 
be  proper  to  allow  the  defendant  the  same  time  which  the  statute 
gives  to  the  plaintiff,  viz.,  twelve  hours.  During  this  twelve 
hours,  the  defendant  is  to  be  detained  in  the  custody  of  the  con- 
stable. And  at  the  end  of  that  time,  the  justice  must  direct  the 
constable  to  discharge  the  defendant,  imless  the  trial  has  com- 
menced within  that  time,  or  unless  the  defendant  himself  has 
delayed  the  cause. 

if  oth withstanding  the  right  of  a  defendant,  who  has  been  arrested 
on  a  civil  warrant,  to  be  discharged  from  the  custody  of  the  con- 
stable at  the  expiration  of  twelve  hours  from  the  time  when  he 
was  taken  before  the  justice,  if  the  trial  of  the  cause  is  not  com- 
menced within  that  peiiod,  still  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have 
the  cause  adjourned,  if  he  shows  good  legal  grounds  to  authorize 
it.  Pope  V.  Hart,  35  Barb.,  630  ;  S.  C,  23  How.,  215.  But  if  the 
plaintiff  obtains  an  adjournment  in  such  a  case,  the  defendant 
must  be  discharged  from  custody.  Ih. 

The  cause  will  not  be  discontinued  by  the  adjournment,  or  the 
discharge  of  the  defendant  from  the  custody  of  the  constable.  lb. 

After  the  defendant  is  arrested,  he  must  be  taken  personally 
before  the  justice,  or  he  will  not  have  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of 
the  defendant.  In  one  case  Colvin  v.  Luther,  9  Cow.,  61,  the  de- 
fendant was  arrested  upon  a  civil  warrant  by  a  constable.  The 
defendant  was  then  about  eighteen  miles  from  the  justice's  office, 
and  he  requested  the  constable  to  leave  him  where  he  was,  aud  to 
appear  for  him  before  the  justice  as  his  attorney  and  confess 
judgment.     The  constable  made  a  regular  return  upon  the  war- 
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rant,  and  appeared  in  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  judgment  was 
entered  against  the  defendant.  This  judgment  was  held  to  be 
utterly  void,  because  the  defendant  was  not  brought  before  the 
justice ;  and  see  Bigelow  v.  Stearns,  19  Johns.,  39.  The  constable 
is  not  authorized  to  take  bail  or  security  of  any  kind  of  the  de- 
fendant for  his  appearance  before  the  justice.  Any  such  bail 
bond  will  be  void;  and  if  any  securities  are  delivered  to  the 
constable,  they  may  be  recovered  of  him  by  the  defendant,  in  an 
action.  Millard  v.  Canfield,  5  Wend.,  61.  The  duty  of  the  con- 
stable is  plain  ;  he  must  forthwith  take  the  defendant  before  the 
justice.  If  the  defendant  has  been  brought  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  justice  by  fraud,  for  the  purpose  of  arresting  him,  the  jus- 
tice should  discharge  him.  See  ante,  51.  After  the  defendant  has 
been  arrested,  if  he  escapes  from  the  custody  of  the  constable, 
without  Ms  consent,  he  may  be  re-arrested  on  the  same  warrant. 
Arnold  v.  Sleeves,  10  Wend.,  514 ;  Allen  v.  Martin,  10  Wend.,  300. 

If  the  defendant  is  privileged  or  exempt  from  arrest,  he  must 
plead  his  privilege,  or  move  for  his  discharge,  before  answering  on 
the  merits,  for  such  an  answer  will  be  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  a 
discharge,  since  it  admits  that  the  defendant  is  properly  in  court. 
Randall  v.  Crandall,  6  Hill,  342.  During  the  time  that  a  consta- 
ble is  required  to  detain  the  defendant,  the  officer  may  keep  him 
in  any  proper  manner,  so  that  he  shall  be  present  at  the  time 
when  required.  If  the  defendant  attempts  to  escape,  he  may  be 
confined  in  some  proper  room,  if  that  is  necessary,  in  order  to 
prevent  his  escape.  But  if  the  defendant  does  not  attempt 
to  escape,  nor  make  any  threats  of  doing  so,  he  ought  not  to  be 
unnecessarily  confined,  nor  restrained  of  his  personal  liberty.  The 
law  will  justify  an  officer  in  taking  such  precautions  as  are  neces- 
sary to  secure  the  detention  of  the  defendant,  and  his  appearance 
before  the  justice,  and  until  he  is  discharged  by  due  course  of  law. 

The  constable  may  command  the  assistance  of  any  of  the  male 
persons  of  the  county  to  assist  him  if  that  is  necessary. 

Forms  of  Returns  to  warrant. 

The  defendant  arrested,  and  before  the  court  in  custody ;  plaintiflf  not 
notified.  JSTov.  7th,  1864.  JAMES  PIEKSON,  Constable. 

The  defendant  arrested,  and  before  the  court  in  custody ;  plaintiff  noti- 
fied. Nov.  Vth,  1864.  JAMES  PIERSON,  GonstabU. 

The  defendant  cannot  be  found  in  the  county  of  Fulton.  Nov.  Yth,  1864. 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constahk. 

The  defendant  James  Denn  arrested,  and  before  the  court  in  custody, 
and  the  plaintiff  notified.  The  defendant  Richard  Fenn  could  not  be  found 
in  the  county  of  Fulton.  Nov.  Vth,  1864. 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 
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CHAPTER  VH. 

ATTACHMBKT. 

SECTION  I. 
GENERAL   REVIEW   OF   THE   SUBJECT. 

The  very  frequent  diflSculties  which  occur  in  practice  in  relation 
to  this  kind  of  process,  will  justify  a  careful  and  somewhat 
extended  examination  of  the  subject.  The  importance  of  this 
matter  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  liability  of  the  justice,  arising 
from  a  want  of  jurisdiction  has  already  been  discussed,  ante,  14. 
Parties  are  equally  raterested  in  being  correct  in  their  proceed- 
ings, since  if  there  is  a  want  of  jurisdiction,  they  may  be  liable 
for  all  injuries  arising  from  the  Ulegal  jirocess;  and  again,  if  the 
proceedings  are  not  void,  but  are  merely  irregular,  and  therefore 
erroneous,  a  party  may  be  subjected  to  great  expense  and  delay 
if  the  judgment  is  reversed,  while  finally,  such  errors  may  ulti- 
mately terminate  in  the  loss  of  a  debt  which  would  have  been 
secured  if  proper  legal  steps  had  been  taken  in  the  first  instance. 
If  all  the  statutes  in  relation  to  attachments  were  entirely  unaf- 
fected by  judicial  decisions,  it  would  be  difficult  to  declare  in 
every  case  with  entire  certainty,  what  the  correct  practice  is. 
But  in  addition  to  this  difliculty,  some  of  the  decisions  are  directly 
conflicting,  while  others  of  them  are,  to  say  the  least,  not  entirely 
correct  expositions  of  the  various  sections  of  the  statute.  This 
difliculty  and  conflict  of  decisions  arose  very  naturally  from  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  In  the  first  place  different  judges  fre- 
quently take  widely  different  views  as  to  the  true  construction  of 
a  statute.  Again,  some  of  the  cases  were  decided  without  the 
advantage  of  having  all  the  former  adjudications  cited  and 
examined.  So  too,  some  of  the  cases  were  decided  without  a  full 
examination  of  all  the  statutes  which  were  material  to  a  correct 
decision.  And  finally,  some  of  the  more  recent  cases  expressly 
repudiate  and  overrule  the  authority  of  earlier  adjudications.  To 
harmonize  all  the  decisions,  is  therefore  impossible.^  To  determine 
which  of  them  is  correct  is  a  delicate  undertaking.  And  to  point 
out  with  accuracy  and  certainty  What  is  the  correct  practice  is  a 
most  difficult  task. 

Under  such  circumstances  the  most  that  can  be  properly 
attempted,  is  to  resort  to  the  various  statutes  themselves  and 
endeavor  to  give  a  correct  exposition  of  them  as  they  apply  to 
the  various  cases,  aud  to  cite  and  comment  upon  the  cases  which 
relate  to  these  various  sections.  A  general  preliminary  view  of 
the  subject  will  be  of  service  to  the  justice,  and  to  the  student  at 
law,  because  from  such  a  review,  they  will  be  better  able  to  judge 
of  the  reasons  upon  which  the  statutes  or  the  decisions  are  founded. 

It  is  the  object  of  the  law  to  give  to  every  person  a  prompt  and 
effective  remedy,  and,  as  nearly  as  possible,  to  provide  for  every 
particular  case.  For  ordinary  cases,  an  ordinary  remedy  is  suffi- 
cient. But  when  that  fails,  or  when,  if  resorted  to,  it  would 
Wait  11—16 
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be  ineffectual,  then  other  modes  of  proceeding  are  provided.  A 
summons  followed  by  a  judgment  and  execution  thereon,  is 
usually  a  sufficient  remedy  if  the  delinquent  party  has  property 
sufficient  to  pay  the  demand,  and  if  such  property  may  be  sold 
on  an  execution. 

But  this  mode  of  proceeding  may  be  entirely  useless  in  some 
cases,  for  the  defendant  may  leave  the  county,  or  he  may  keep 
concealed  therein  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  service  of  civil 
process  upon  him,  and  thereby  preventing  the  recovery  of  any 
judgment  against  him.  Or  if  he  does  not  do  this,  he  may  remove 
his  property  from  the  county,  or  dispose  of,  assign  or  secrete  it 
for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors  by  rendering  a  judg- 
ment and  execution  fruitless  when  obtained.  The  law  discoun- 
tenances every  act  which  is  done  with  such  an  intention.  And 
when  legal  proof  is  made  that  such  facts  exist  a  more  prompt  and 
certain  remedy  is  given. 

When  a  debtor  is  disposed  to  prevent,  or  to  hinder  and  delay 
the  ordinary  course  of  the  practice  in  obtaining  legal  remedies, 
or  when  he  removes,  secretes  or  disposes  of  his  property  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors,  he  is  not  entitled  to  any 
especial  favor  from  the  laws,  nor  from  the  courts  whose  process 
he  would  evade  or  set  at  open  defiance. 

The  law  has  therefore  provided  that  the  property  of  such 
debtors  may  be  immediately  taken  by  a  proper  officer,  and  se- 
curely kept  by  him  until  a  judgment  and  execution  can  be  duly 
obtained,  when  such  property  may  be  sold  and  the  avails  applied 
to  the  payment  of  the  judgment. 

It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  such  a  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding is  a  statutory  one;  that  it  is  in  its  nature  summary;  that 
the  defendant  has  no  opportunity  to  show  cause  why  it  ought 
not  to  issue ;  that  it  assumes  to  dispose  of  a  person's  property 
before  any  judgment  has  authorized  it  to  be  done;  that  it  is  fre- 
quently a  serious  injury  to  the  person  whose  property  is  seized, 
by  affecting  his  credit,  or  subjecting  him  to  unnecessary  costs, 
and  that  the  issuing  of  this  process  is  always  based  upon  a  charge 
of  fraud  which  has  been  made  and  sworn  against  him.  It  is  for 
these,  among  other  reasons,  that  the  courts  require  a  strict  com- 
pliance with  the  law  before  an  attachment  can  be  legally  issued. 
And  the  first  steps  to  be  taken  require  due  and  legal  proof  that 
there  is  a  legal  demand,  and  that  the  defendant  has  done  or  is 
about  to  do,  some  of  the  fraudulent  acts  specified.  And  in 
addition  to  this  the  plaintiff  must  give  ample  security  for  the 
indemnification  of  the  defendant  if  the  claim  made  should  prove 
groundless.  Claims  are  sometimes  made  which  are  unjust;  or, 
at  all  events,  they  are  not  such  as  the  law  will  enforce;  and, 
therefore,  the  law  carefully  requires  security  against  the  damages 
which  may  be  sustained  by  the  party  against  whom  such  claim 
may  be  made.  The  law  thus  regards  and  protects  the  rights  of 
both  parties.  And  neither  unjust  claimants,  nor  fraudulent 
debtors  are  permitted  to  have  any  legal  advantage  over  the 
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other.  The  foregoing  remarks  are  sufficient  to  show  the  general 
nature  of  this  process.  And  it  may  seem  to  a  casual  reader  that 
the  entire  matter  is  plain  enough.  But  it  must  be  remembei'ed 
that  there  are  frequent  difficulties  in  the  way  of  applying  the 
plainest  principles  to  actual  practice. 

One  of  the  difficulties  in  the  case  of  attachments  is,  that  there 
have  been  several  changes  in  the  law  in  relation  to  them ;  and 
therefore  it  is  necessary  to  examine  the  old  law  in  order  to  fully 
understand  the  present  statutes  and  decisions.  The  process  of 
long  attachment  has  long  been  in  use  in  some  form  and  under  some 
circumstances.  But  ib  will  not  be  necessary  to  notice  the  prac- 
tice prior  to  the  year  1813.  A  review  of  the  law  from  that  time 
will  be  useful,  because  several  of  the  decisions  which  are  now 
frequently  cited  were  made  while  the  law  of  1813  was  in  force. 
By  the  provisions  of  sections  two  and  twenty-two  of  chapter 
fifty-three  of  the  1  Revised  Laws  of  1813,  an  attachment  might  be 
granted  upon  legal  proof  in  the  following  cases,  viz. :  When  the 
plaintiff  proved  "  that  any  person  against  whom  he  may  have  a 
demand  not  exceeding  twenty-five  dollars,  hath  departed,  or  is 
about  to  depart,  from  said  county,  or  is  concealed  within  the 
same,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  or  her  creditors,  or  to  avoid  being 
personally  served  with  any  process  to  be  issued  by  virtue  of  this 
act."  The  kinds  of  process  referred  to,  and  which  were  the  only 
ones  in  use  at  that  time,  were  a  long  summons,  a  warrant  and  a 
long  attachment.  A  plaintiff  was  required  to  furnish  security,  in 
all  cases,  before  an  attachment  could  be  issued,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  that  law.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  only  cases  in 
which  an  attachment  was  authorized,  were  those  which  related  to 
some  act  of  the  debtor,  in  relation  to  his  person,  such  as  keeping 
concealed,  and  the  like.  No  attachment  was  authorized  by  that 
law  for  a  fraudulent  disposition  of  the  debtor's  property.  The 
reason  for  this  distinction  may  be  found  in  the  fact  that  at  that 
time  a  warrant  was  a  common  mode  of  commencing  actions,  and 
that  whether  the  action  were  commenced  by  warrant  or  sum- 
mons, if  a  judgment  was  obtained  the  defendant  was  liable  to 
arrest  on  the  execution,  and  to  imprisonment.  This  was  the  gen- 
eral rule  at  that  time,  and  the  exceptions  need  not  be  noticed  in 
a  general  review.  No  distinction  was  made  as  to  causes  of  action, 
and  a  warrant  was  as  proper  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note, 
as  in  an  action  for  a  tort  or  wrong. 

A  non-resident  defendant  must  have  been  sued  by  a  warrant, 
in  all  cases,  for  a  summons  was  expressly  forbidden.  In  all  cases, 
therefore,  where  a  judgment  could  be  obtained,  and  the  de- 
fendant could  be  found  in  the  county,  it  was  supposed  that  he 
would  pay  a  debt,  if  he  had  property,  rather  than  be  imprisoned 
upon  an  execution,  and  there  was  not  so  much  danger  of  a 
fraudulent  disposition  of  the  debtor's  property,  under  such  circum- 
stances. The  law  remained  in  this  condition  from  1813  until  the 
Eevised  Statutes  took  effect  in  1830,  when  substantially  the  same 
practice  was  adopted  by  them.    The  law  was  again  changed  in 
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1831,  when  imprisonment  for  debt  was  abolished  by  virtue  of 
wiiat  is  called  "The  Non-Imprisonment  Act."  And  that  act 
was  the  first  one  which  gave  an  attachment  on  account  of  a 
fraudulent  disiwsition  0/ jproj^eri?/ by  a  debtor.  It  will  be  seen, 
therefore,  that  the  Eevised  Statutes  provided  solely  for  those 
cases  which  relate  to  the  person  of  the  debtor,  while  the  non-im- 
prisoument  act  relates  solely  to  the  disposition  of  property.  That 
divides  the  subject  into  two  classes  of  cases ;  though  it  is  difficult, 
if  not  impossible,  to  make  auj^  general  division  of  the  subject  in 
such  a  manner  that  an  examination  of  the  provisions  of  one  sta- 
tiite  shall  not  include  some  of  the  cases  or  provisions  of  the  other 
statute. 

So,  again,  the  subject  is  sometimes  divided  into  cases  of  long 
attachment  and  tliose  of  short  attachment.  This  division,  it  will 
be  seen,  will  include  cases  under  both  statutes,  in  some  instances, 
aud  in  others  it  will  include  only  the  cases  under  one  statute. 
For  instance,  a  long  attachment  may  be  issued  under  either  the 
Bevised  Statutes  or  the  non-imprisonment  act,  in  a  proper  case. 
But  the  non-imprisoument  act  also  provides  for  a  short  attach- 
ment in  certain  cases,  so  that  the  non-imprisonment  act  and  a 
long  attachment  are  not  convertible  terms  as  to  all  classes  of 
cases.  The  most  convenient  method  of  arranging  the  subject 
will  be,  perhaps,  to  divide  the  cases  on  the  subject  into  long 
attachment  and  short  attachment.  And,  under  the  title,  Long- 
Attachment,  to  discuss  the  general  principles  applicable  to  attach- 
ments either  loug  or  short.  And  then  to  treat  of  the  peculiarities 
of  short  attachments,  under  the  title.  Short  Attachment. 

SECTION   II. 

LONG   ATTACHMENTS. 

By  the  statutes  which  are  now  in  force,  a  long  attachment  was 
first  given  in  1830  by  the  Eevised  Statutes ;  though,  as  has  been 
seen,  it  was  also. in  use  under  the  Eevised  Laws  of  1813.  The 
sections  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  1830,  which  gave  an  attach- 
ment when  a  debtor  kept  concealed,  &c.,  are  the  only  ones  which 
now  authorize  an  attachment  for  acts  of  the  debtor  in  relation  to 
his  person.  This  statute  is  as  follows :  "  An  attachment  against 
the  property  of  any  debtor  may  be  issued  on  the  application  of  a 
creditor,  in  the  manner  hereinafter  prescribed,  whenever  it  shall 
satisfactorily  appear  to  the  justice  that  such  debtor  has  departed, 
or  is  about  to  depart  from  the  county  where  he  last  resided,  with 
intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  or  to  avoid  the  service  of  any 
civil  process  ;  or-  that  such  debtor  keeps  himself  concealed,  with 
the  like  intent."  Vol.  I,  41,  §  24.  This  section  of  the  statute  is 
very  plain  as  to  the  classes  of  cases  provided  for:  1.  If  the 
debtor  has  departed  from  the  county  where  he  last  resided.  2.  If 
he  is  about  to  depart  therefrom.  3.  If  he  keeps  concealed,  with 
the  intent,  either,  1.  To  defraud  his  creditors ;  or,  2.  To  avoid  the 
service  of  any  civil  process.  But,  in  some  cases,  a  debtor  may  do 
all  the  acts  specified,  and  with  the  intent  to  avoid  the  service  of 
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civil  process,  or  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  yet  an  attacliment 
cannot  be  legally  issued. 

Whether  an  attachment  may  be  issued,  depends  upon  the 
nature  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  as  well  as  the  acts  of  the  debtor. 
And  if  the  demand  is  not  one  of  those  specified  in  the  statute,  no 
attachment  can  properly  be  issued.  The  statute  which  defines 
the  nature  of  the  claim  is  as  follows :  "  Such  application  may  be 
made  by  any  creditor,  or  by  his  personal  representatives,  having 
a  demand  against  such  debtor  personally,  whether  liquidated  or 
not,  arising  upon  contract,  or  upon  a  judgment  rendered  within 
this  state,  amounting  to  one  hundred  dollars,  or  any  less  sum. ' 
Vol.  I,  41,  §  25.  The  cases  in  which  an  attachment  'can  issue 
under  the  above  sections  must  be  for  demands  which  are  as  fol- 
lows :  1.  The  demand  must  be  one  against  the  dehtov  personally, 
and  not  in  any  representative  capacity,  as  executor,  administrator, 
trustee  and  the  like  cases.  2.  The  demand  must  arise  upon  con- 
tract, though  the  amount  need  not  be  liquidated.  3.  It  must  be 
upon  a  judgment  rendered  within  this  state ;  though,  when  the 
demand  is  in  a  judgment,  it  need  not  have  been  obtained  upon  a 
cause  of  action  arising  on  contract,  as  the  language  is  general, 
viz.,  upon  a  judgment,  which  means  any  judgment,  if  rendered 
within  this  state.  If  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  for  a  tort  or  wrong, 
such  as  trespass  to  lands,  an  injury  to  personal  property,  or  a  con- 
version of  it,  no  attachment  can  issue. 

The  law  remained  as  has  been  just  stated,  until  1831,  when 
imprisonment  for  debt  was  abolished.  But  the  same  act  made  a 
material  change  in  the  law  relating  to  attachments,  by  extending 
this  process  to  a  new  class  of  cases  in  which  an  attachment  could 
not  have  been  issued  before  that  year.  The  statute  was  amended 
in  1842,  and  it  now  reads  as  follows :  "  In  addition  to  the  cases 
in  which  suits  may  now  be  commenced  before  justices  of  the 
peace,  by  attachment,  any  suit  for  the  recovery  of  any  debt  or 
damage  arising  upon  any  contract,  express  or  implied,  or  upon 
any  judgment  for  one  hundred  dollars  or  less,  may  be  so  com- 
menced whenever  it  shall  satisfactorily  appear  to  said  justice 
that  the  defendant  is  about  to  remove  from  the  county  any  of  his 
property,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  or  has  assigned,dis- 
posed  of,  secreted,  or  is  about  to  assign,  dispose  of,  or  secrete, 
any  of  his  property,  with  the  like  intent,  whether  such  defendant 
be  a  resident  of  this  state  or  not."  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  §  34,  as 
amended  by  Laws  of  1842,  ch.  107 ;  Vol.  I,  75,  >§  216.  The  class 
of  cases  provided  for  by  this  section  relate  solely  to  the  disposi- 
tion which  the  defendant  may  make  or  be  about  to  make,  of  any 
of  his  property.  Such  disposition  must  be  made  or  about  to  be 
made,  with  an  intent  to  defraud  his  creditor.  And  the  following 
are  the  acts  which  are  sufficient  to  authorize  an  attachment  if 
done  with  such  intent :  1.  If  the  defendant  is  about  to  remove 
any  of  his  property  from  the  county;  2.  If  he  has  assigned  any 
of  it ;  3.  If  he  has  disposed  of  any  of  it ;  4.  If  he  has  secreted 
any  of  it ;  5.  If  he  is  about  to  assign  any  of  it;  6.  If  he  is  about 
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to  dispose  of  it ;  7.  If  lie  is  about  to  secrete  any  of  it.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  statute  is  very  broad ;  and  it  is  also  in  the  disjunc- 
tive, so  that  it  will  be  sufficient  to  show  that  the  defendant  has 
done  any  of  the  acts  specified,  or  that  he  is  about  to  do  any  of 
them.  But  it  is  important  to  observe  here,  as  was  done  in  rela- 
tion to  the  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  which  has  been  cited, 
that  all  or  any  of  these  acts  may  be  done,  and  yet  no  ground  for 
an  attachment  exist.  Whether  an  attachment  may  issue,  even 
when  such  acts  are  done  by  the  debtor,  depends  upon  the  nature 
of  the  plaintiff's  demand.  For  this  statute,  like  the  Revised 
Statutes,  does  not  permit  an  attachment  to  issue  unless  the  plain- 
tiff''s  claim  is  one  specified  in  the  statute.  Under  the  section 
last  cited,  the  plaintiff" 's  demand  must  arise:  1.  Upon  contract, 
express  or  implied  ;  but  the  cause  of  action  may  be  for  the  reco- 
very of  a  debt,  or  for  damages  arising  upon  any  contract,  express 
or  implied,  which  includes  for  the  breach  of  any  such  contract. 
2.  Upon  any  judgment  for  one  hundred  dollars  or  less.  This 
section  of  the  statute  differs  from  the  Revised  Statutes,  because, 
by  this  section  it  is  suflicient  that  there  is  any  judgment,  whether 
rendered  within  this  state,  or  in  some  other  state.  If  the  cause 
of  action  arises  for  any  tort  or  wrong  to  real  or  personal  property, 
or  any  other  cause  of  action  of  that  nature,  no  attachment  can 
issue.  The  sections  which  have  been  cited  specify  all  the  cases 
in  which  any  act  of  the  defendant  in  relation  to  either  his  person 
or  his  property  will  authorize  a  long  attachment.  And  they  also 
specify  all  the  demands  upon  which  an  attachment  may  in  any 
case  be  issued.  There  need,  therefore,  be  no  diflQculty  as  to  what 
ajCts,  or  what  demands  are  necessary  to  exist  before  this  process 
is  authorized. 

SECTION  III. 

AFFIDAVITS. 

The  chief  diificulty  which  has  been  found  to  exist  in  practice, 
as  to  issuing  an  attachment,  has  been  that  in  relation  to  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  affidavits  on  which  the  process  was  issued.  This 
branch  of  the  subject,  therefore,  requires  a  very  careful  considera- 
tion so  as  to  aid  in  the  attainment  of  a  knowledge  of  the  correct 
practice.  In  the  first  place,  resort  should  be  had  to  the  statutes 
themselves  for  directions ;  and,  afterwards,  the  adjudged  cases 
should  be  examined  so  as  to  know  what  construction  tSe  courts 
have  determined  to  be  correct;  and  also  to  ascertain  in  what 
manner  the  facts  of  the  case  must  be  stated  in  the  preliminary 
affidavit.  The  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  relation  to  the 
afiidavit,  originally  read  as  follows :  "  Such  application  shall  be 
in  writing,  and  shall  be  accompanied  by  the  afiidavit  of  the  cre- 
ditor, or  of  his  agent,  in  which  shall  be  specified,  as  near  as  may 
be,  the  sum  in  which  the  debtor  is  indebted  over  and  above  all 
discounts  to  the  person  in  whose  behalf  application  is  made,  and 
the  grounds  upon  which  the  application  is  founded;  and  the 
facts  and  circumstances  to  establish  such  grounds,  shall  also  be 
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verified  by  the  affidavits  of  two  disinterested  witnesses ;  and  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  justice,  on  being  requested  so  to  do,  to 
issue  his  subpoena,  to  compel  the  attendance  of  any  witness  forth- 
with, to  make  such  affidavit,"  This  section  was  modified  by  the 
non-imprisonment  act,  which  repealed  that  portion  of  it  which 
requires  the  affidavits  of  two  disinterested  witnesses.  And  the 
affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  alone,  or  that  of  some  other  person  in 
his  behalf,  is  now  sufficient,  as  will  be  seen  from  the  section  of 
the  statute  next  to  be  cited.  The  following  section  was  enacted 
as  a  part  of  the  non-imprisonment  act,  which  gave  an  attach- 
ment for  the  disposition  of  the  defendant's  property  as  has  been 
stated.     It  reads  as  follows : 

"Before  any  attachment  shall  issue  in  such  case,  or  in  the  cases 
provided  for  in  article  second,  title  fourth,  chapter  second,  part 
third  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  the  plaintiff  shall,  by  his  own  affi- 
davit, or  that  of  some  other  person  or  persons,  prove  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  justice  the  facts  and  circumstances  to  entitle 
him  to  the  same,  and  that  he  has  such  a  claim  as  is  specified  in  the 
last  preceding  section  against  the  defendant,  over  and  above  all 
discounts  which  the  defendant  may  have  against  him,  specifying, 
as  near  as  may  be,  the  amount  of  such  claim  or  the  balance 
thereof;  and  such  plaintiff,  or  some  one  in  his  behalf,  shall  also 
execute,  in  the  cases  provided  for  by  this  act,  a  bond  in  the 
penalty  of  at  least  one  hundred  dollars,  with  such  sureties  and 
upon  such  condition  as  is  required  in  section  twenty-ninth  of  said 
article;  and  so  much  of  said  article  as  requires  any  other  or 
different  proof  for  the  isuing  of  an  attachment,  than  that  required 
by  this  section,  is  hereby  repealed."  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  §  35; 
Vol.  I,  75,  '^  217.  The  statute  as  amended  will  be  found,  Vol.  I, 
41,  §  26. 

The  non-imprisonment  act  also  expressly  adopted  the  existing 
provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  in  relation  to  attachments,  in 
this  language:  "All  the  provisions  of  said  title  fourth,  not 
hereby  expressly  repealed,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  in  full  force,  and  to 
apply  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  so  far  as  the  same  relate 
to  proceedings  in  courts  before  justices  of  the  peace."  Laws  1836, 
ch.  300,  §  43;  Vol.  I,  77,  §  224.  The  practical  effect  of  this 
section  is,  to  require  the  same  construction  to  be  put  upon 
the  sections  of  both  acts  (the  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  non- 
imprisonment  act),  as  though  they  had  both  been  enacted  at  the 
same  time.  And  it  was  by  virtue  of  this  section  that  the  courts 
held,  that  an  affidavit  and  bond  were  both  necessary  before  a 
short  attachment  could  issue  even  against  a  non-resident  defend- 
ant. Taylor  v.  Heath,  4  Denio,  592;  Bennett  v.  Brown,  4  Oomst., 
254;  Bennett  v.  Brown,  6  B.  P.  Smith,  99;  8.  C.  again,  31  Barb., 
158.  The  courts  having  thus  held  that  an  affidavit  and  bond 
are  necessary  to  authorize  a  short  attachment,  it  would  seem  to 
be  an  irresistible  conclusion  that  the  affidavit  should  be  required 
to  show  the  same  facts  in  all  cases  whether  the  attachment  is  a 
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long  or  a  short  one.  This  question,  however,  will  be  discussed 
under  the  title,  Short  Attachment.  It  will  now  be  proper  to  dis- 
cuss minutely  and  in  detail,  what  facts  should  appear  in  the 
affidavit,  and  in  what  manner  they  would  be  stated. 

Must  he  affidavit  in  all  oases^  There  must  be  an  affidavit  in  all 
cases,  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  an  attachment.  There  is  no 
exception  to  this  rule,  whether  the  attachment  is  a.  long  or  a  short 
one.  It  must  also  be  in  writing;  for  no  verbal  sworn  statement 
will  be  sufficient,  however  fully  the  witness  may  state  the  facts, 
because  the  proof  required  by  the  statute  is  by  affidavit.  Nor, 
will  it  be  sufficient,  that  a  part  of  the  facts  are  stated  in  an  affi- 
davit, and  the  remainder  of  them  are  verbal  statements,  whether 
sworn  to  or  otherwise,  if  they  are  not  taken  down  in  writing. 
Comfort  V.  Gillespie,  13  Wend.,  404.  This  rule  is  a  wise  one,  and 
it  is  invariably  enforced  by  the  courts. 

When  the  evidence  upon  which  an  attachment  issues,  is  in 
writing,  and  filed  with  the  justice,  the  interests  of  all  parties  will 
be  subserved;  for  the  justice  will  be  able  to  show  definitely  what 
evidence  he  proceeded  upon ;  the  plaintiff"  will  show  on  the  face 
of  the  papers  the  grounds  of  his  claim,  and  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances upon  which  he  relies  to  sustain  his  attachment;  and  the 
defendant  will  be  able  to  know  precisely  all  the  evidence  that 
exists  to  authorize  this  process  against  him.  These  matters  would 
all  be  left  in  uncertainty,  if  verbal  evidence  alone,  or  in  conjunc- 
tion with  affidavits,  was  sufficient. 

The  affidavits  should  in  all  cases  be  filed  by  the  justice,  and 
retained  by  him,  as  a  part  of  tlie  proceedings  in  the  cause.  They 
may  be  important  evidence  for  him  if  he  is  sued  for  issuing  the 
attachment,  or  they  may  be  necessary  for  the  i)urpose  of  being 
copied  if  he  is  required  to  make  a  return  on  an  appeal.  McCoy  v. 
Hyde,  8  Cow.,  70.  It  is  not  any  part  of  the  legal  duties  of  a 
justice  to  draw  the  affidavits  for  parties.  But  it  is  the  common 
practice  for  them  to  do  so,  from  the  very  nature  of  the  case.  K 
the  plaintiff"  is  not  a  lawyer,  he  could  not  prepare  affidavits 
which  would  be  sufficient,  and  the  justice  therefore  finds  it  neces- 
sary to  do  it  himself.  And  even  then,  with  all  his  care,  the 
affidavits  are  but  too  frequently  found  defective.  Formerly  no 
compensation  was  given  by  law  to  justices  for  drawing  affidavits. 
But  the  law  has  been  changed  in  that  respect. 

It  is  now  provided  by  statute,  that  the  justice  may  charge  five 
cents  a  folio  for  drawing  affidavits,  applications  and  notices, 
where  they  are  required  by  any  law.  Laws  1860,  ch.  493,  %  1 ; 
Vol.  I,  63,  §  150.  A  folio  is  one  hundred  words,  and  every  figure 
which  is  necessarily  used  as  a  word  is  counted.  The  law  requires 
applications  and  affidavits  for  attachments  to  be  in  writing,  so 
that  the  justice  may  charge  five  cents  a  folio  for  drawing  these 
papers,  and  the  fees  so  paid  to  the  justice  will  be  a  part  of  the 
taxable  costs,  to  be  entered  in  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff. 

Affidavits  are  not  to  le  entitled.']  There  is  no  action  pending 
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before  the  issuing  of  process  to  commence  it;  dtod,  therefore, 
there  is  no  action  in  which  to  entitle  the  aflftdavits.  For  this 
reason,  affidavits  in  attachment  actions  should  never  be  entitled. 
The  title  of  an  action  includes  the  name  of  the  court,  the 
names  of  the  parties,  and  usually  the  name  of  the  justice  before 
whom  the  action  is  pending.    Thus : 

JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

Before  John  Feothingham,  Esq. 


James  Smith        ) 


G«orge  White.      \ 

After  an  action  is  commenced,  it  is  usual  to  entitle  all  the  sub- 
sequent papers  in  the  action. 

Affidavit,  when,  to  le  made.]  This  question  will  generally  be 
settled  before  an  action  is  commenced.  But  there  may  be  more 
than  usual  importance  attached  to  this  question  in  relation  to 
attachments.  In  no  case  is  it  proper  to  commence  an  action 
before  a  cause  of  action  exists.  And  on  the  other  hand,  no 
action  should  be  commenced  by  attachment,  if  the  claim  is  clearly 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  In  ordinary  cases,  if  the 
action  fails,  the  penalty  imposed  on  the  plaintiff  is  the  payment 
of  the  costs.  But  in  an  attachment  case  the  plaintiff  must  give 
a  bond  to  pay  all  such  damages  and  costs  as  the  defendant  may 
sustain  by  reason  of  issuing  such  attachmient,  if  the  plaintiff 
fails  to  recover  judgment  thereon. 

It  will  not  be  necessary  to  observe  that  the  affidavits  should 
be  made  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  before  they  are  used, 
because,  in  nearly  all  cases,  they  are  made  in  so  great  haste,  at 
the  moment  they  are  wanted,  that  they  are  defective  from  the 
want  of  care  in  their  preparation. 

Affidavit,  Jiow  often  used.]  An  affidavit  which  has  been  once  used 
for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  designed,  cannot  be  again  used  as 
the  foundation  of  a  new  action  or  proceeding.  As  where  pro- 
ceedings are  taken,  and  a  verdict  is  found  for  the  tenant,  under 
the  statute  authorizing  a  summary  proceeding  by  a  landlord  to 
oust  his  tenant,  the  original  affidavit  cannot  be  used  as  the 
foundation  of  a  new  proceeding  under  that  act.  And  where  it 
was  so  used,  and  the  tenant  turned  out  of  possession,  it  was  held, 
that  the  proceedings  were  coram  non  judice,  and  void,  and  that 
trespass  lay  against  both  the  landlord  and  the  judge.  McCoy  v. 
Syde,  8  Cow.,  68;  and  see  Cutler  v.  Biggs,  2  Hill,  409;  Belden 
V.  Devoe,  12  Wend.,  223 ;  Robinson  v.  Sinclair,  1  How.  Pr.-,  106 ; 
Colegate  v.  Ma/rsh,  2  How.  Pr.,  137. 

In  one  case,  where  a  plaintiff  applied  to  a  justice  for  an  attach- 
ment, and  the  affidavit  made  by  him  was  insufficient,  but  the 
justice  took  into  consideration  an  other  affidavit  made  at  the  same 
time,  by  an  other  person,  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an 
attachment  against  the  same  defendant,  in  favor  of  this  third 
party  as  plaintiff,  and  that  affidavit  was  before  the  justice  at  the 
same  time  that  both  applications  were  made  and  the  attachments 
Wait  II— 17 
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issued,  it  wslfe  held,  that  the  attachment  first  mentioned  was 
regular.  Colver  v.  Van  Talen,  6  How.  Pr.,  102.  Two  reasons  were 
assigned  by  the  court  in  that  case  for  sustaining  the  attachment; 
one  of  them  was  that  the  defendant  appeared  and  moved  to 
quash  the  attachments,  but  not  for  this  ground.  In  such  cases 
the  rule  is  familiar  that  the  defect  would  be  waived.  The  other 
reason  assigned  was,  that  the  same  affidavit  might  apply  to  both 
actions.  In  that  view  it  might  be  said  that  the  affidavit  was 
not  twice  used,  but  that  it  was  once  used  in  relation  to  two 
different  actions,  which  is  frequently  done  in  courts  of  record. 
And  the  affidavit  of  the  third  person  was  entirely  legal  and 
proper,  because  the  statute  expressly  authorizes  it. 

Where  to  le  made.']  An  affidavit  ought  to  be  made  before  a 
justice  within  the  county  in  which  he  resides.  See  ante,  5,  6,  Juris- 
diction, where  exercised.  The  affidavit  is  almost  invariably  made 
before  the  justice  who  issues  the  attachment.  But  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  statute  which  forbids  the  use  of  affidavits  that  have 
been  made  before  some  other  justice  of  the  same  county.  And  it 
may,  in  some  cases  be  very  convenient  to  use  such  affidavits. 
For  instance,  there  may  be  some  person  at  a  distance  from  the 
justice  who  issues  the  attachment,  and  whose  affidavit  might  be 
important,  and  it  could  also  be  most  conveniently  taken  before 
such  other  justice.  No  objection  is  perceived  to  the  use  of  such 
an  affidavit,  nOr  to  the  use  of  such  an  affidavit  in  any  case,  simply 
because  it  was  made  before  an  other  justice.  The  place  where  an 
affidavit  is  made  may  also  be  material,  when  it  is  made  before 
the  justice  who  issues  the  attachment,  not  merely  because  of  the 
place  of  making  it,  but  because  the  justice  who  takes  it  has  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant.  When  both  parties 
are  residents  of  the  county,  the  right  to  sue  in  some  towns  is  for- 
bidden in  certain  specified  cases.  See  title  Actions,  where  brought, 
ante,  52.  But  when  the  defendant  has  absconded  from  his  resi- 
dence, then  the  action  may  be  brought  in  any  town  in  which  such 
defendant  or  his  property  may  be.  This  class  of  cases  is  pecu- 
liarly one  for  which  an  attachment  is  an  appropriate  remedy. 
^tNatiire  of  plaintiff's  demand^  One  man  may  have  a  clear  right 
of  action  against  an  other,  and  yet  he  may  not  have  any  grounds 
for  obtaining  an  attachment,  even  when  the  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ant is  fraudulent  as  to  his  property  or  his  person. 

The  only  demands  upon  which'  an  attachment  can  be  legally 
issued,  are  such  as  arise  upon  contract,  express  or  implied,  or 
upon  judgment.  So  that  all  actions  which  are  founded  upon  torts 
or  wrongs  of  whatever  nature,  not  connected  with  contract,  would 
hot  authorize  an  atta,chment. 

The  principal  thing  to  be  attended  to,  if  the  claim  is  one  for 
which  an  attachment  may  issue,  is  to  state  such  facts  as  prove  it 
fully  and  clearly  in  the  "affidavits.  And  therefore,  if  the  claim 
arose  upon  contract,  express  or  implied,  that  fact  should  be  plainly 
and  distinctly  stated.  It  need  not  be  stated  whether  the  demand 
is  liquidated  or  unliquidated,  nor  whether  the  contract  is  express 


AFIflDAVITS.  131 

or  implied.  ITor  need  the  affidavit  state  that  the  demand  is  for 
the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  any  contract,  express 
or  implied,  although  that  is  one  of  the  class  of  demands  upon 
which  an  attachment  may  be  issued.  It  is  sufficient  to  allege 
directly  and  positively  in  the  affidavits,  that  the  demand  arose 
upon  contract. 

If  the  plaintiff's  demand  is  founded  upon  a  judgment,  the 
affidavit  should  state  that  fact  plainly  and  positively.  There  is 
a  difference  in  one  respect  between  the  language  of  the  Eevised 
Statutes  and  that  of  the  non-imprisonment  act  in  relation  to 
judgments.  .  The  Eevised  Statutes  provide  that  an  attachment 
may  issue  in  the  class  of  cases  which  it  specifies,  if  the  demand 
is  upon  a  judgment  rendered  within  this  state.  And  therefore, 
in  cases  under  the  Eevised  Statutes,  it  would  be  proper  that  the 
affidavit  should  allege  that  the  judgment  was  rendered  within 
this  state,  though  this  is  not  indispensable,  and  its  omission 
would  not  be  error.  The  non-imprisonment  act  does  not  limit 
the  demand  to  a  judgment  rendered  within  this  state.  The  lan- 
guage is,  "upon  any  judgment  for  one  hundred  dollars  or  less." 
.And  therefore,  if  the  attachment  is  obtained  under  this  act,  it 
will  be  sufficient  to  state  that  the  demand  arose  upon  judgment, 
without  stating  where  it  was  rendered.  When  the  plaintiff's 
demand  is  founded  upon  a  judgment,  it  will  not  make  any 
difference  what  the  nature  of  the  claim  was  for  which  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained.  If  the  original  cause  of  action  was  for  a 
tort  or  wrong,  but  it  is  reduced  to  a  judgment,  such  jiidgment  will 
then  be  as  valid  a  demand  upon  which  to  apply  for  an  attachment, 
as  though  the  judgment  had  been  rendered  upon  a  promissory 
note,  or  any  other  claim  upon  contract. 

There  is  one  other  consideration  in  relation  to  judgments 
which  ought  not  to  be  overlooked.  The  Code  was  enacted  since 
either  or  both  of  the  statutes  cited.  And  I  have  not  found  any 
case  which  decides  any  thing  in  relation  to  its  effect  upon  attach- 
ment cases.  The  Code,  §  71,  Vol.  I,  12,  provides:  "No  action 
shall  be  brought  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  any  court  of  this 
state,  except  a  court  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  between  the 
same  parties,  without  leave  of  the  court  for  good  cause  shown, 
on  notice  to  the  adverse  party;  and  no  action  on  a  judgment 
rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  shall  be  brought  in  the  same 
county  within  five  years  after  its  rendition,  except  in  case  of  his 
death,  resignation,  incapacity  to  act,  or  removal  from  the  county, 
or  that  the  process  was  not  personally  served  on  the  defendant,  or 
on  all  the  defendants,  or  in  case  of  the  death  of  some  of  the 
parties,  or  where  the  docket  or  record  of  such  judgment  is  or 
shall  have  been  lost  or  destroyed." 

It  is  very  clear  that  the  proceeding  by  attachment  is  an  ?i]Ctipn. 
And  the  language  of  the  Code  is,  that  no  action  shall  be  brought, 
&c.,  within  five  years  from  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  unless 
in  the  cases  excepted.  If  this  section  of  the  Code  is,  held  to  be 
applicable  to  actions  in  attachment  cases,  no  great  hairm  will 
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result  from  such  a  construction.  For  the  object  of  an  attachment 
is,  to  secure  the  property  of  the  defendant  so  that  it  may  be  sold 
on  an  execution.  And  where  the  party  has  a  judgment  on  which 
an  execution  can  be  issued,  there  is  no  such  need  of  an  attach- 
ment. By  subdivision  twelve,  of  section  sixty-four  of  the  Code, 
it  is  provided  that  an  execution  may  be  issued  on  a  justice's  judg- 
ment at  any  time  within  five  years  after  the  rendition  thereof.  Tlie 
true  construction  of  '^  71  clearly  Is,  that  it  applies  to  actions  by 
attachment  as  much  as  to  actions  by  summons.  And  the  important 
question  then  arises,  how  does  this  section  aifect  the  statement 
of  facts  in  an  affidavit  for  an  attachment?  Should  the  afiidavit 
which  states  that  the  demand  upon  which  an  attachment  is 
demanded  arose  upon  judgment,  also  state  that  the  judgment  was 
not  rendered  within  five  years  before  the  application  ?  I  think  not. 
It  will  be  sufficient  to  state  now,  as  it  has  heretofore  been  suffi- 
cient to  state,  that  the  demand  arose  upon  judgment.  And  if  an 
action  is  commenced  by  attachment  upon  a  judgment  in  the  cases 
forbidden  by  the  seventy-first  section  of  the  Code,  the  plaintiff' 
will  fail  in  his  action.  And  the  defendant  will  have  his  remedy 
as  in  other  cases  in  which  such  a  plaintiff  fails  in  an  attachment 
action. 

The  statute  of  limitations  is  a  valid  defense  to  an  action  upon  a 
judgment,  if  legally  pleaded  as  a  defense  and  proved  in  evidence 
by  the  defendant.  But  it  was  never  considered  necessary  to 
state  in  an  affidavit  for  an  attachment  that  an  action  upon  the 
judgment  was  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  So  of 
this  section  of  the  Code  in  relation  to  actions  upon  judgments. 
It  may  be  important  for  a  plaintiff  to  consider  whether  it  will  be 
safe  to  take  an  attachment  upon  a  judgment  within  five  years 
after  its  rendition,  since  he  may  fail  at  the  trial.  Tet,  if  he  con- 
cludes to  take  it,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  state  in  his  affidavit 
any  thing  in  relation  to  the  time  when  it  was  rendered.  Besides 
this,  there  is  no  part  of  the  statutes  which  authorize  attachments, 
that  requires  as  a  part  of  the  proof  any  evidence  as  to  the  time 
when  the  judgment  was  rendered,  or  whether  it  is  not  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations.  And  again,  in  actions  upon  contracts, 
express  or  implied,  it  has  never  been  held  that  there  is  any  neces- 
sity for  alleging  that  the  plaintiff's  demand  is  not  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  nor  of  alleging  that  it  is  due  at  the  time 
when  the  attachment  is  obtained.  That  is  a  matter  of  evidence 
at  the  trial ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  has  no  legal  case,  he  must  fail 
in  the  action  and  pay  the  defendant  the  damages  and  costs  re- 
quired by  law.  The  same  rule  is  equally  applicable  to  an  action 
by  attachment  upon  a  judgment. 

It  is  enough  in  all  cases,  to  allege  in  the  affidavit  that  the 
cause  of  action,  or  the  demand  of  the  plaintiff",  arose  upon  a 
judgment  which  is  all  that  is  required  upon  that  point. 

Demand  must  he  due  from  defendant  personally.']  The  statute 
requires,  not  merely  that  the  demand  shall  arise  upon  contract 
or  judgment,  but  that  the  defendant  must  owe  the  debt  in  his 


AFFIDAVITS.  133 

individual  character  as  a  debt  of  his  own.  And  therefore,  if  the 
claim  or  demand  is  one  which  is  made  against  the  defendant  in 
a  representative  capacity,  such  as  an  executor,  administrator, 
trustee  of  an  other  person,  and  the  like  cases,  no  attachment 
can  be  issued  against  him.  There  are,  however,  many  cases  in 
which  a  person  is  acting  in  a  representative  capacity,  in  which 
he  votuntarily  makes  an  agreement  by  which  he  assumes  a  jjer- 
sonal  liability,  and,  in  such  cases,  he  would  be  as  liable  to  be 
proceeded  against  by  attachment,  as  though  the  original  demand 
had  been  one  for  which  he  was  personally  liable.  There  are  some 
cases,  too,  in  which  the  law  imposes  a  personal  liability  of  the 
party,  even  though  he  acts  in  an  oflficial.or  representative  char- 
acter, and  in  such  cases  an  attachment  may  issue  if  the  other 
necessary  facts  are  proved.  But  it  will  be  best  to  be  very  careful 
how  an  attachment  is  issued  if  the  demand  is  not  clearly  one  for 
which  the  defendant  is  personally  liable. 

There  are  frequently  demands  which  are  due  from  the  defend- 
ant personally,  and  the  person  to  whom  they  are  due,  assigns  or 
sells  them  to  an  other  person.  In  such  cases,  the  person  to  whom 
the  demand  is  assigned,  &c.,  may  have  an  attachment  as  well  as 
though  the  demand  had  been  originally  due  to  him  from  the 
defendant. 

Joint  liabilities  of  defendants.']  There  are  many  cases  in  which 
the  defendants  are  jointly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  demands 
which  are  personally  due  from  them.  Partners  are  liable  jointly 
for  the  debts  of  the  partnership,  unless  there  is  some  agreement 
to  the  contrary. 

There  are  also  many  demands,  such  as  bonds  and  promissory 
»otes,  on  which  the  parties  are  jointly  liable.  So  of  a  judgment 
where  all  the  defendants  are  jointly  liable  to  pay  it.  In  all  such 
cases  in  which  the  liability  of  the  defendants  is  joint,  and  not 
joint  and  several,  an  attachment  may  be  issued  and  levied  upon 
the  joint  property  of  the  defendants,  or  upon  the  separate  pro- 
perty of  any  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  upon  whom  the 
attachment  is  personally  served,  or  upon  whose  property  a  levy 
can  be  made. 

But  in  all  such  cases  of  proceedings  by  attachment  against 
joint  debtors,  the  attachment  must  issue  in  form  against  all  the 
debtors.  And  the  statute  then  permits  a  joint  judgment  to  be 
taken  against  all  the  debtors,  if  any  one  of  them  is  personally 
served  with  process.  And  since  each  of  the  debtors  is  liable  for 
the  whole  debt,  the  separate  property  of  any  one  of  them  may  be 
sold  on  execution,  or  attached  to  pay  the  whole  debt.  If  the 
attachment  is  not  taken  out  in  form  against  all  the  joint  debtors, 
even  when  it  is  known  that  a  service  cannot  be  made  on  some  of 
them,  the  defendant  who  is  sued  by  a  personal  service  of  process, 
may  plead  in  abatement  the  non-joinder  of  the  other  defendants 
in  the  action.  And  this  would  be  a  valid  defense  to  an  action 
thus  commenced.  But  if  the  attachment  is  issued  against  all  the 
defendants  in  such  a  case,  no  such  answer  will  be  available,  even 
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if  but  a  single  defendant  is  personally  served  with  process,  or  if 
Lis  property  alone  is  taken ;  for  the  statute  authorizes  a  joint 
judgment  against  all  the  defendants  in  such  a  case.  As  to  the 
further  proceedings  against  joint  debtors,  see  the  title  Joint 
Debtors.  If  the  debt  is  due  from  the  defendants  jointly  and 
severally,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  by  attachment  against  any 
one  or  more  of  them,  or  against  them  all  at  his  option.  And  if 
he  chooses  to  proceed  against  any  one  of  them  alone,  an  answer 
in  abatement  that  the  other  debtors  were  not  joined  in  the  action 
would  be  of  no  avail,  because  the  plaintiff  is  not  compelled  to 
join  them.  And  therefore,  such  an  answer  is  no  defense  to  the 
action. 

Demands  against  coriiorations^  It  is  sometimes  said  that  an 
attachment  cannot  be  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  against  a 
corporation.  But  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  remark  can  be 
correct.  A  justice  has  jurisdiction  of  actions  against  corpora- 
tions when  they  are  commenced  by  summons.  And  the  proceed- 
ings are  in  all  respects  similar  to  those  in  actions  against  natural 
Ijersons,  except  that  the  process  must  be  served  on  some  proper 
officer  of  the  corporation.  The  state  constitution  declares  that, 
"All  corporations  shall  have  the  right  to  sue  and  shall  be  subject 
to  be  sued  in  all  courts,  in  like  cases  as  natural  persons."  Const. 
1846,  art.  8,  §  3. 

One  of  the  cases  in  which  a  natural  person  may  be  sued  is, 
when  he  is  indebted  on  contract  or  judgment,  and  he  is  about 
to  dispose  of  his  property  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his 
creditors.  If  a  corporation  is  indebted  in  like  manner,  and  its 
agents  are  fraudulently  disposing  of  the  corporate  property,  it  is 
difficult  to  see  any  good  reason  why  an  attachment  may  not  be 
issned.  The  rights  of  the  plaintiff  require  it  as  much  as  in  the 
case  of  a  natural  person  who  is  doing  similar  acts.  I  have  not 
been  able  to  find  any  adjudged  case  upon  this  point,  and  these 
suggestions  are  thrown  out  as  my  own  views  upon  the  question. 
The  language  of  the  constitution  is,  in  "lilce  cases"  &e.  And  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  real  intention  was,  that  it  should  also  be 
in  like  manner,  since  it  would  be  difficult  to  permit  one  to  sue  a 
corporation  in  a  like  case  that  a  natural  person  may  be  sued  by 
attachment,  if  the  corporation  could  not  also  be  proceeded 
against  by  attachment  as  a  natural  person  may  be. 

Fictitious  names  of  defendant.}  In  a  summons  or  warrant  the 
defendant  may  be  sued  by  a  fictitious  name,  if  the  real  name  of 
the  defendant  is  not  known.  Laws  1830,  ch.  320,  §  37;  Vol.  I,  74, 
^  207.  But  this  statute  does  not  extend  to  attachments,  and  no 
such  action  can  be  legally  commenced  against  a  defendant  by  a 
fictitious  name.  See  ante,  45;  and  see  also  McCabe  v.  Doe,  2  E. 
D.  Smith,  64;  Davenport  v.  Doady,  3  Abb.,  409. 

Amount  of  demand.']  The  statute  expressly  limits  the  amount 
of  the  demand  to  two  hundred  dollars.  And  therefore,  if  an 
attachment  is  issued,  or  if  a  judgment  is  rendered  for  more  than 
that  amount,  the  judgment  will  be  erroneous,  if  it  is  not  entirely 
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void.  In  one  case  it  was  held  to  be  entirely  void.  Mattison  v. 
SauGus,  Hill  &  Denio,  321.  The  amount  for  which  the  attach- 
ment issued  in  that  case  was  $105.87.  The  court  said :  "  A  justice 
has  no  power  to  issue  an  attachment  for  any  sum  exceeding  one 
hundred  dollars.  If  he  can  do  so  for  one  hundred  and  five  dollars, 
he  can  for  five  thousand."  If  the  plaintiff's  demand  exceeds  two 
hundred  dollars,  he  may  remit  the  excess  and  claim  but  two  hun- 
dred dollars  in  affidavits  and  application,  and  take  judgment  for 
that  amount.     This  would  be  entirely  legal.  Vol.  I,  56,  §  116. 

Affidavits,  by  whom  made.']  The  Eevised  Statutes  formerly 
required:  that  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  constitute  the 
plaintiff's  grounds  for  an  attachment,  should  be  verified  by  the 
affidavits  of  two  disinterested  witnesses.  2  E.  S.,  230,  §  28,  1st  ed. 
This  provision  was  repealed  by  the  thirty-fifth  section  of  the  non- 
imprisonment  act.  Laws  of  1831,  ch.  300,  ^  35;  Vol.  I,  75,  §  217. 
And  that  section  now  provides,  that,  "Before  any  attachment 
shall  issue  in  such  case  or  in  the  cases  provided  for  in  article 
second,  title  fourth,  chapter  second,  part  third  of  the  Eevised 
Statutes,  the  plaintiff  shall,  by  his  own  affidavit,  or  that  of  some 
other  person  or  persons,  prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,"  &c. 
And  therefore,  as  the  law  now  stands,  it  will  be  sufficient  if  the 
affidavit  is  made  by  the  plaintiff  alone,  or  if  it  is  made  by  any 
other  person  or  persons,  or  if  it  is  made  by  the  plaintiff  with 
any  other  persons.  There  is  no  necessity  now  that  the  affidavit 
shall  be  made  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  as  was  formerly  required 
by  the  Eevised  Statutes,  whether  the  attachment  is  issued  under 
the  JSevised  Statutes  or  under  the  non-imprisonment  act.  It  will 
be  sufficient  if  proper  legal  affidavits  are  made  by  any  person. 

As  we  have  already  seen,  Vol.  1, 41,  ■§  26,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jus- 
tice, on  being  requested  to  do  so,  to  issue  his  subpoena  to  compel 
the  attendance  of  any  witness  forthwith,  to  make  such  affidavit. 
Where  the  law  requires  an  officer  to  do  such  an  act,  it  vests  him 
with  all  the  power  which  is  necessary  to  make  the  act  effectual. 
And  in  case  the  person  subpoenaed  should  fail  to  appear  before 
the  justice,  in  obedience  to  the  command  of  the  subpoena,  the 
justice  would  have  the  same  power  to  attach  or  punish  the  wit- 
ness that  he  has  in  any  other  case  qf  disobedience  to  a  supoena. 

Form  of  Subpoena. 

FuLTOiT  County,  ss:  To  John  Smith  and  Creorge  Perry,  Greeting: 
In  the  name  of  the  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  you  and  each  of  you 
are  hereby  commanded  forthwith  to  appear  personally  before  me,  the 
undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  said  county,  at  my  office  in  the  town 
of  Johnstown,  in  said  county,  to  make  an  affidavit  of  all  and  singular  those 
things,  which  you  or  either  of  you  may  know  touching  an  application  made 
to  me  by  John  Doe,  for  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  Richard 
Roe,  and  of  any  facts  and  circumstances  tending  to  establish  the  grounds 
of  said  application.  Given  under  my  hand,  this  12th  day  of  Noyember,  1864. 
^  JOHN  FROTHINGip:AM, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

When  the  person  subpoenaed  shall  appear  befope  the  justice,  it 
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is  his  duty  to  state  fully  and  fairly  such  facts  as  he  knows,  if  they 
are  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  stated  in  the  affidavit ;  and 
it  is  also  his  duty  to  sign  and  swear  to  the  affidavit  if  it  truly 
states  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  he  knows.  A  refusal  to 
do  so  would  subject  him  to  the  same  liabilities  that  any  other 
refusal  to  testify  as  a  witness  would  do.  And  he  would,  perhaps, 
be  also  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  any  loss  which  he  might  suffer 
in  consequence  of  such  refusal. 

Should  show  that  cause  of  action  arose  upon  contract  or  judg- 
vientJ]  This  question  was  fully  discussed  when  treating  of  the 
nature  of  the  demands  upon  which  an  attachment  might  be 
issued.  Ante,  130  to  133. 

Facts  should  show  a  case  affirmatively.]  This  rule  is  a  most  im- 
portant one.  And  in  every  case  the  affidavit  ought  to  show 
clearly  and  affirmatively  every  fact  which  is  material  to  consti- 
tute a  case  for  issuing  the  attachment.  What  facts  ought  to 
appear  will  be  found  fully  discussed  in  the  various  portions  of 
this  chapter. 

Hearsay  evidence  not  competent.]  There  is  scarcely  any  single 
cause  of  more  frequent  errors  in  attachment  cases,  than  that 
which  relates  to  hearsay,  rumors,  information  and  belief.  AH' 
such  evidence  is  just  as  insufficient  in  these  cases  as  it  is  on  the 
trial  of  a  cause.  Hearsay  and  common  rumor  do  not  constitute 
a  legal  ground  for  summarily  seizing  any  man's  property. 

When  a  person  states  in  an  affidavit  that  some  third  person 
told  him  that  the  defendant  had  done,  or  was  about  to  do,  some 
fraudulent  act,  it  is  very  plain  that  this  is  not  that  legal  proof 
which  the  statute  intended  should  be  made.  If  a  third  person 
knows  material  facts,  within  his  own  personal  knowledge,  he 
should  be  subpoenaed  and  required  to  state  them  in  an  affidavit. 
It  is  true  that  such  affidavits  are  generally  made  in  great  haste, 
because  a  fraudulent  debtor  is  seldom  disposed  to  proclaim 
openly  what  he  has  done,  or  what  he  intends  to  do.  And  a 
creditor  is,  therefore,  compelled  to  act  promptly  if  he  would 
secure  his  debt.  But  the  law  does  not  accept  any  such  excuses 
as  a  substitute  for  that  full  and  clear  statement  of  the  facts  and 
circumstances  which  ought  to  appear  in  the  affidavits.  If  proper 
care  is  exercised,  there  need  be  very  few  attachment  judgments 
reversed,  or  held  to  be  entirely  void.  And  if  parties  will  not 
take  such  care,  they  must  be  content  to  abide  the  consequences. 

Should  show  amount  of  debt,  or  balance,  Sec]  The  statute  ex- 
pressly requires  that  the  affidavit  shall  specify,  as  near  as  may 
be,  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  the  balance  thereof, 
over  and  above  all  discounts  which  the  defendant  may  have 
against  him.  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  %  35;  Vol.  I,  75,  %  217;  Id.,  41, 
<§  26.  When  the  demand  of  the  plaintiff  consists  of  items  of  an  ac- 
count, he  can  readily  state  the  amount  very  nearly.  So,  if  there 
are  items  of  account  on  both  sides,  the  balance  may  generally  be 
easily  stated.  But  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  attachment  for 
damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  express  or  implied.    And, 
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in  such  cases,  the  amount  which  is  due  to  the  plaintiff,  must,  of 
necessity,  be  uncertain  until  they  are  assessed  at  the  trial.  The 
proper  practice  in  such  cases,  will  be  for  the  plaintiff  to  state  the 
amount  of  his  claim  at  such  a  sum  as  he  believes  to  be  justly  his 
due,  not  exceeding  two  hundred  dollars. 

Must  not  state  facts  on  helief.']  It  is  very  strange  indeed  how 
frequently  this  rule  is  disregarded.  It  is  an  every  day  occurrence 
for  parties  to  state  in  their  affidavits  that  they  believe  that  the 
defendant  is  about  to  leave  the  county,  or  that  he  is  about  to  dis- 
pose of  his  property  and  the  like  facts.  No  man's  belief  is  legal 
evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  fact.  And  if  the  affidavit  should 
state  every  fact  and  circumstance  which  would  be  sufficient  to 
authorize  the  issuing  of  an  attachment,  if  they  were  directly 
and  positively  stated,  the  affidavit  would  still  be  held  defective 
and  insufficient,  if  all  the  facts,  or  if  any  of  the  material  ones, 
are  stated  merely  on  belief.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  the 
affidavit  states  facts  and  circumstances  enough  to  warrant  the 
issuing  of  an  attachment,  and  yet  the  affidavits  have  been  held 
totally  defective  on  the  sole  ground  that  the  facts  were  sta,ted 
merely  on  belief.  The  following  case  will  illustrate  this:  The 
plaintiff  stated  in  his  affidavit  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to 
him  upon  contract  in  the  sum  of  six  dollars,  as  near  as  he  could 
calculate,  over  and  above  all  discounts,  and  that  the  attachment 
was  applied  for  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  fled  from 
the  county  of  Jefferson  into  the  county  of  Lewis,  as  the  deponent 
believed,  to  defraud  his  creditors,  that  the  facts  and  circumstances 
upon  which  such  belief  was  predicated  were  that  said  Dewey  had 
that  day  fled  from  said  county  of  Jefferson,  where  he  last  resided, 
in  a  secret  and  clandestine  manner  as  the  deponent  believed. 

The  supreme  court  said :  "  That  the  defendant  had  fled  from 
Jefferson  to  Lewis,  was  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  as 
a  mere  matter  of  helief;  he  did  not  profess  to  have  any  know- 
ledge on  the  subject,  nor  even  to  have  been  so  informed.  As  I 
read  the  affidavit,  every  thing  therein  stated  is  on  belief,  and  not 
as  a  matter  of  fact  within  the  knowledge  or  information  of  the 
plaintiff.  This  was  not  enough  to  authorize  an  attachment.^'  Dewey 
V.  Greene,  4  Denio,  94,  95 ;  see  also  Camp  v.  Tibbetts,  2  B.  D. 
Smith,  20. 

In  an  other  case,  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  stated  that  he  believed 
that  the  defendant  had  departed  from  the  county  with  intent  to 
avoid  his  creditors,  or  to  avoid  the  service  of  any  process,  and 
from  reports  and  information,  he  believed  that  he  kept  out  of  the 
county  to  avoid  paying  his  debts.  Two  other  parties  made  affi- 
davits which  stated  similar  facts,  but  they  were  stated  on  belief, 
or  on  information  of  third  persons.  These  affidavits  were  held 
to  be  totally  defective,  and  the  judgment  of  the  justice  was 
reversed.  Tallman  v.  Bigelow,  10  Wend.,  420.  There  is  one  fact 
which  may  be  stated  upon  belief,  and  that  is  as  to  the  int&)it  of 
the  debtor.  'So  man  can  know  the  actual  intent  of  an  other, 
except  in  so  far  as  the  intent  may  be  inferred  from  his  acts. 
Wait  11—18 
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And,  for  this  reason,  tlie  law  permits  the  plaintiff  to  swear  tO  his 
belief  as  to  the  intent  of  the  debtor,  if  he  states  positively  the 
facts  and  circumstances  upon  which  that  belief  is  founded. 
Johnson  V.  Moss,  20  Wend.,  145 ;  Fulton  v.  Heaton,  1  Barb.,  552. 
A  statement  of  facts  and  circumstances  from  the  information  of 
third  persons  is  insufficient,  as  has  just  been  seen.  But,  when  the 
information  is  given  by  the  defendant  himself,  such  facts  may  be 
properly  stated  in  the  affidavit,  upon  the  principle  that  the  admis- 
sions of  a  party  are  evidence  against  him.  And  therefore,  if  the 
defendant  has  said  any  thing  in  relation  to  his  intention  of  leaving 
the  county,  or  as  to  his  keeping  concealed,  or  as  to  disposing  of 
his  property,  or  any  other  facts  which  will  authorize  an  attach- 
ment ;  such  statements  are  proper  evidence,  if  they  are  stated  in 
the  affidavits  of  the  persons  who  heard  the  debtor  make  them. 

Facts  not  to  he  stated  hy  way  of  recital.']  The  facts  and  circum- 
stances ought  to  be  stated  positively  and  directly,  and  not  by 
way  of  recital.  For  instance,  an  affidavit  was  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  removing  a  tenant  in  summary  proceedings,  and  the 
affidavit  commenced  thus:  " City  and  county  of  l^ew  York,  ss. 
Patrick  Henry,  agent  for  Peter  Goelet,  being  duly  sworn,  doth 
depose  and  say,  &c." 

This  affidavit  was  held  to  be  defective  because  it  did  not  show 
that  Henry  was  the  agent  of  Goelet.  The  Supreme  Court  said : 
"  Although  Henry,  in  his  affidavit,  describes  himself  as  agent  for 
Goelet,  he  does  not  swear  that  he  was  such  agent."  Cunningham 
V.  Goelet,  4  Denio,  71,  72.  The  affidavit  should  show  that  the 
party  was  sworn,  and  then  proceed  to  state  in  plaiij  and  direct 
statements  all  the  material  facts  which  are  required  to  be  stated. 

Satisfactory  to  the  justice^  The  expression  in  the  statute,  that 
the  party  shall  prove  the  facts  and  circumstances,  &c.,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  justice,  is  sometimes  misconstrued.  Some, 
persons  have  supposed  that  it  was  sufficient,  if  they  could  satisfy 
the  justice  that  an  attachment  ought  to  be  issued,  without  any 
reference  to  the  character  of  the  evidence  which  should  satisfy 
him.  It  is  very  obvious  that  such  a  construction  is  erroneous. 
For,  the  safeguards  which  the  law  intended  to  throw  around  the 
rights  of  the  defendant,  would  be  utterly  useless  in  such  a  case. 
It  was  the  intention  of  the  law,  and  it  is  the  true  construction 
of  this  statute,  that  such  facts  and  circumstances  should  be  stated 
as.  are  legally  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  mind  of  the  justice  when; 
he  is  acting  judicially  in  weighing  the  evidence.  Mott  v.  Law-- 
rence,  9  Abb.,  196 ;  Stewart  v.  Brown,  16  Barb.,  367  ;  Frost  v. 
Willard,  9  Barb.,  440.  When  all  the  facts  are  stated,  the  justice 
is  to  examine  and  compare  them,  and  then  determine  whether 
they  are  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  defendant  has  done  the 
fraudulent  acts  which  are  charged.  When  the  facts  are  thus 
stated,  a  court  of  review  can  examine  the  decision  of  the  justice,, 
so  as  to  see  whether  there  was  sufficient  legal  evidence  to  author- 
ize him  to  issue  the  attachment;  and,  if  there  was  not,  to. 
reverse  his  judgment.    Any  other  rule  would  leave  it  entirely 
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to  the  arbitrary  discretion  of  a  justice,  wliether  to  issue  an  attach- 
ment, even  upon  the  most  frivolous  pretense  of  evidence.  For, 
if  the  construction  were  to  be,  that  it  is  enough  to  satisfy  the 
justice,  then  the  fact  of  issuing  the  attachment  would  be  con- 
clusive evidence  that  he  was  satisfied,  or  he  would  not  have 
issued  the  process.  And,  upon  the  construction  that  nothing 
more  is  required  than  to  satisfy  the  justice,  a  court  of  review 
would  be  precluded  from  reviewing  the  decision  at  all  upon  the 
question  whether  he  was  satisfied.  But  it  will  not  be  enough 
even  if  there  are  facts  enough  to  satisfy  the  justice.  The  law 
requires  in  addition  to  that,  that  the  facts  shall  be  stated  in  the 
affidavit.  The  justice  cannot  act  upon  his  own  knowledge,  even 
though  he  may  know  ever'so  well  that  an  attachment  ought  to 
be  issued.  Money  v.  Tobias,  12  Johns.,  422.  The  court  said,  in 
that  case:  "The  justice  had  no  right  to  dispense  with  the  oath, 
under  .pretense  that  he  was  satisfied  of  the- fact  without  oath." 
And  he  has  no  right  to  dispense  with  an  aflBdavit  now,  nor  to  act 
upou  an  afiidavit  which  does  not  state  facts  and  circumstances 
sufficient  for  him  to  draw  a  judicial  conclusion  that  a  proper  case 
is  made. 

A  constable's  return  to  an  execution  which  was  issued  against 
the  person  of  the  defendant,  that  he  could  not  find  the  defendant 
in  the  county,  is  not  sufficient  evidence  that  the  defendant  keeps 
concealed  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.  Yosburgli  v.  Welch, 
11  Johns.,  175.  The  return  of  the  officer  would  be  legal  evidence 
in  the  action  in  which  it  was  issued,  but  it  was  no  evidence  what- 
ever in  the  action  for  obtaining  an  attachment.  And  the  justice 
had  no  right  to  be  satisfied  by  such  evidence.  The  return  was 
not  an  affidavit,  and  whether  the  defendant  had  left  the  county 
fraudulently  or  not  was  not  proved,  even  if  the  justice  was  satis- 
fled  of  the  truth  of  that  fact,  by  the  return  on  the  execution.  It 
is  not  necessary  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavit  should 
establish  conclusively  that  the  defendant  has  done  acts  which 
authorize  the  issuing  of  an  attachment.  If  the  facts  proved  are 
such,  that  they  are  fairly  susceptible  of  such  a  legal  construction 
as  will  make  a  case  for  the  process,  that  will  be  sufficient.  And 
this  is  so,  notwithstanding  the  fact,  that  a  court  of  review  would 
have  drawn  a  different  conclusion  had  the  question  been  origin- 
ally submitted  to  it  for  decision. 

The  reason  of  this  rule  is,  that  where  a  question  is  properly 
before  a  justice  for  his  decision,  upon  legal  evidence  which  is 
susceptible  of  the  construction  which  he  gives  it,  that  is  conclu- 
sive. And  it  is  as  much  so  upon  a  jurisdictional  qiiestion  as 
upon  any  other.  Parker  v.  Eaton,  25  Barb.,  122;  Sheldon  v. 
Wright,  1  Seld.,  497.  The  next  question  will  be,  when  such  facts 
are  presented  as  will  be  sufficient  to  authorize  a  justice  to  make 
a  decision  which  is  conclusive  upon  the  question,  or  in  other 
words,  what  facts  must  be  stated  to  be  sufficient. 

Facts  and  Gireumstances  must  le  stated.']  No  part  of  the 
statutes  relating  to  attachments  has  been  more  frequently  and 
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more  generally  misconstrued  than  that  just  mentioned.  And  the 
difficulty  seems  to  have  arisen  from  an  entire  misapprehension 
as  to  what  the  statute  requires.  The  true  meaning  of  the  statute 
is,  that  the  affidavits  shall  state  the  grounds  upon  which  an 
attachment  is  asked,  and,  in  addition,  that  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances shall  be  stated  which  prove  that  those  grounds  exist. 

The  statute  prescribes  what  acts  furnish  sufficient  grounds  for 
an  attachment.  Such,  for  instance,  as  fraudulently  disposing  of 
the  property  of  the  debtor.  But  it  will  not  be  sufficient  to  state 
merely  the  grounds  upon  which  the  process- is  demanded.  The 
statute  also  requires  that  the  facts  and  circumstances  shall  be 
stated  as  the  evidence  upon  which  the  justice  is  to  decide  judicially 
whether  those  grounds  are  proved  to  exist  from  the  evidence  laid 
before  him  in  the  affidavits.  This  view  of  the  matter  will  show 
why  affidavits  are  insufficient,  though  they  state  positively,  in  the 
very  language  of  the  statute,  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  dispose 
of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.  Such  affi- 
davits would  show  clearly  enough  the  grounds  upon  which  an 
attachment  was  sought ;  but  they  would  be  fatally  defective  if 
they  did  not  also  contain  other  sufficient  facts  and  circumstances 
to  prove  the  existence  of  those  grounds.  In  one  case  the  affi- 
davit read  thus  :  "I  know  that  John  A.  Brown  has  disposed  of 
his  property,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors.  And 
this  deponent  further  says,  that  the  wife  of  said  Brown  told  this 
deponent  that  said  Brown  had  disposed  of  his  property  and  left 
said  county,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors."'  An 
attachment  was  issued  upon  this  proof,  and  a  judgment  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff. 

The  supreme  court  reversed  the  jjidgment,  and  Allen,  J.,  said: 
"  The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  does  not  show  any  fact  or  circum- 
stance in  support  of  the  grounds ;  nor  is  it  pretended  that  it  does. 
But  it  is  contended  that  the  affidavit  of  Van  Yranken  is  sufficient 
for  that  purpose.  He  swears  positively,  as  a  fact  within  his  own 
knowledge,  that  the  defendant  has  disposed  of  his  property  for 
the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors ;  that  is,  he  swears  to  the 
law,  without  disclosing  a  single  fact  or  circumstance  to  show 
whether  such  intent  is  to  be  inferred  or  not.  A  man  may  dispose 
of  his  property,  and  dispose  of  it  honestly,  for  the  purpose  of 
pay&g  his  debts  or  supporting  his  family,  and  the  law  will  so 
infer,  unless  facts  and  circumstances  are  shown  going  to  prove 
that  he  makes  such  disposition  with  a  fraudulent  intent.  The 
witness  is  not  to  judge,  himself,  of  such  intent,  but  is  to  disclose 
the  facts  to  the  justice,  who  is  to  be  satisfied,  judicially,  and  upon 
legal  proof."  Stetvart  v.  Brown,  16  Barb.,  367,  368,  369  ;  see  also 
Frost  V.  Willard,  9  Barb.,  440. 

There  are  other  cases  in  which  the  party  makes  a  statement  of 
facts,  though  not  such  as  will  warrant  the  issuing  of  an  attach- 
ment. The  grounds  of  the  application  were,  that  the  defendants 
were  about  to  depart  from  the  city  and  county  where  they  last 
resided,  with  intent  to  defraud  their  creditors,  and  that  they  had 
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disposed  of  their  property  with  the  like  intent.  The  only  facts 
sworn  to  on  the  application  to  sustaiil  these  charges  were,  that 
the  defendants  had  sold  out  their  stock,  closed  their  store,  de- 
>  Glared  to  their  landlord  their  intention  to  leave  the  state,  and 
avowed  a  design  to  go  to  California.  On  this  proof  ah  attach- 
ment was  issued,  and  on  the  return  day  the  plaintiff  proved  his 
case  and  had  judgment,  which  was  reversed.  The  court  said : 
"  In  this  case  there  was  no  evidence  whatever  laid  before  the 
justice  of  any  intent  to  defraud,  except  that  the  defendant,  Lydia 
Harker,  had  sold  her  property  at  auc.tion,  and  was  about  to 
remove.  There  was  nothing  in  this  to  warrant  the  inference  of 
fraud  or  fraudulent  intent."  Taylor  v.  Harker,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
391,  392.  This  case  was  not  decided  solely  upon  the  above 
ground.  In  an  other  case,  Mott  v.  Lawrence,  9  Abb.,  196,  the 
grounds  alleged  were,  that  the  defendant  was  about  removing 
all  his  property  out  of  the  city  and  county  of  'Sew  York,  with  the 
intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 

The  only  facts  sworn  to  in  the  af&davit  to  prove  that  intent 
were,  that  the  defendant  closed  up  his  place  of  business  on  the 
21st  of  October,  1858,  and  immediately  commenced  packing  up 
his  goods,  and  continued  packing  them  up  until  midnight,  ready 
to  be  removed ;  that  his  store  was  closed  in  the.  morning  of  the 
following  day,  before  the  attachment  issued,  and  that  on  the  pre- 
ceding day,  the  twentieth,  he  removed  his  family,  without  inform- 
ing the  deponent  or  his  family,  who  resided  in  the  same  building 
over  the  store.  This  proof  was  held  to  be  insufficient,  and  the 
judgment  reversed.  The  court  said:  "This  case  affords  a  good 
illustration  of  the  necessity  of  requiring  a  strict  compliance  with 
the  statute  to  prevent  an  abuse  of  this  process,  for  the  defendant, 
upon  the  return  of  the  attachment,  offered  an  affidavit  which 
the  justice  could  not  receive,  to  show  that  three  or  four  days 
before  the  attachment  issued,  he  had  rented  a  store  and  dwelling 
house  in  an  other  part  of  the  city,  and  that  he  had  removed  the 
most  of  his  goods  to  the  store,  where  they  were  seized  upon 
the  attachment.  As  the  whole  proceeding  is  ex  parte,  and  the 
defendant  cannot  move  to  discharge  the  attachment  upon  coun- 
ter proof,  the  affidavit  must  disclose  facts  from  which  the  legal 
and  logical  conclusion  would  be,  that  the  defendant  meant  to 
remove  property  from  the  county  with  the  fraudulent  intent 
specified  by  the  statute,  and  the  existence  of  any  such  intent,  or 
of  a  design  to  remove  any  property  from  the  county,  is  not  a 
necessary  or  presumable  legal  conclusion  from  men  being  engaged 
in  packing  up  the  goods  of  his  store,  having  the  previous  day 
removed  his  family,  which  is  in  substance  all  that  appears  by  the 
affidavit.  The  affidavit,  in  accordance  with  the  ruling  in  numer- 
ous cases,  was  wholly  insufficient." 

In  an  other  case.  Miller  v.  Brinkerhoof,  4  Denio,  118,  the 
application  was  on  the  ground  that  the  defendants  had  assigned 
and  disposed  of  their  property,  and  were  about  to  remove  their 
property  from  the  county,  with  intent  to  defraud  their  creditors. 
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The  facts  and  circumstances  to  prove  that  intent  were  stated 
thus :  "  And  this  deponent  further  saith',  that  the  said  James  I. 
Brinkerhoof  and  Israel  S.  Hoyt  (the  defendants  in  the  attachment 
suit)  made  an  assignment  of  some  of  their  property  last  spring 
to  L.  P.  Hand,  of  Albany ;  and  that  said  Brinkerhoof  and  Hoyt 
told  this  deponent  that  they  had  made  an  other  assignment  to  the 
same  man  last  week ;  and  also  that  the  said  Hand,  or  his  agent, 
was  going  to  remove  some  of  the  property  out  of  the  county  on 
the  11th  instant;  and  also  that  they  said  they  had  no  property, 
and  could  pay  no  debts.l'  This  afftdavit  was  held  defective,  and 
the  attachment  proceedings  and  judgment  thereon  utterly  void, 
so  that  the  plaintiff  was  liable  in  trespass  for  taking  the  property 
of  the  defendants  by  virtue  of  it.  The  court  said,  of  this  affida- 
vit :  "  It  is  entirely  silent  as  to  the  most  material  fact — the  intent 
to  defraud  creditors.  That  the  applicant  for  the  attachment  had 
a  debt  arising  upon  contract,  was  sufficiently  proved ;  but  the 
only  'facts  and  circumstances'  set  forth  as  a  ground  for  issuing 
the  process  are,  that  the  debtors  had  made  two  assignments  of 
their  property ;  and  that  the  assignee  was  about  to  remove  a  part 
of  the  property  from  the  county.  To  which  it  was  added,  that 
the  debtors  said  that  they  had  no  property,  and  could  pay  no 
debts.  There  is  no  fact  or  circumstance  to  show,  nor  is  there 
even  the  intimation  of  a  belief,  that  the  debtors  had  assigned  the 
property,  or  were  about  to  remove  it  from  the  county,  with  intent 
to  defraud  their  creditors.  Stat.  1831,  p.  404,  §§  34,  35.  The 
affidavit  was  bad  within  all  the  cases;  and  the  proceedings 
founded  upon  it  were  void,  as  well  as  erroneous."  In  support 
of  the  attachment  in  the  preceding  case,  it  was  said  that  there 
was  some  proof  for  the  justice  to  act  upon,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  decision  of  the  justice  was  conclusive. 

The  court  conceded  the  existence  of  such  a  rule,  but  they  said 
that  this  would  not  help  out  the  case,  for  although  the  afSdavit 
was  sufficient  in  some  particulars,  it  was  totally  defective  in  others. 
And  then  followed  the  remarks  above  quoted.  This  case  shows 
that  a  single  defect  in  a  material  point  will  be  fatal  to  the  validity 
of  the  affidavit,  if  the  defect  consists  in  a  total  absence  of  evidence 
upon  that  point.  The  affidavit  shoidd  distinctly  allege  the 
intent  to  defraud  creditors.  If  this  is  not  done,  the  main  ground 
for  an  attachment  will  be  wanting.  It  will  not  do  to  omit  that 
allegation,  and  then  leave  the  justice  to  infer  the  intent  from 
the  facts  and  cireumstances,  because  the  law  requires  that  both  the 
intent  and  the  facts  and  circumstances  shall  be  stated.  Com- 
fort V.  G^illespie,  13  Wend.,  404 ;  Miller  v.  BrinTcerlioof,  4  Denio, 
118,  119.  In  an  other  case,  Colver  v.  Van  Yalen,  6  How.  Pr.,  102, 
the  affidavit  read  thus:  "That  the  application  is  made  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  has  departed  from  the  county  with 
Intent  to  defraud  his  creditors ;  and  further,  that  the  said  James 
Van  Valen  has  failed  in  business  and  stopped  payment  to  his 
creditors.  That  a  large  portion  of  his  property  is  under  execution 
and  has  been  assigned  away,  and  that  the  said  James  has  a  large 
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quantity  of  personal  property  concealed  in  a  house  or  outbuildings 
of  Lewis  Bogardus,  liable  to  be  taken  on  execution,  and  further 
deponent  says  not."  The  supreme  court  said  of  this  affidavit: 
"I  think  this  affidavit  is  not  sufficient  according  to  the  decisions 
in  4  Denio,  120,  and  1  Barb.,  554.  The  plaintiff  should  have 
added  his  belief  that  the  acts  set  forth  in  the  affidavit,  were  done 
by  the  defendant  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.  Belief  of 
fraudulent  intent  standing  alone  is  not  sufficient.  But  I  think 
the  requisite  facts  and  circumstances  are  here  stated,  had  the 
plaintiff's  belief  been  superadded." 

The  cases  of  Colver  v.  Tan  Yalm,  6  How.,  102  ;  and  Miller  y. 
Brinkerlioof,  4  Denio,  118,  which  have  been  cited,  seem  to  require 
that  the  grounds  on  which  the  attachment-is  asked  shall  be  stated ; 
that  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  prove  such  grounds  shall 
be  stated ;  and,  in  addition  to  that,  that  the  affidavit  shall  state 
upon  belief,  or  otherwise,  thg,t  the  acts  specified  as  facts  were 
done  with  an  intent  to  defraud  creditors.  It  will  be  prudent 
therefore,  to  state  the  facts  in  that  manner  when  drawing  affida- 
vits. It  seems  to  me,  however,  that,  when  the  plaintiff  states  the 
grounds  on  which  he  demands  an  attachment,  and  then  proves 
the  truth  of  those  grounds  by  proper  facts  and  circumstances,  he 
has  complied  with  all  the  requirements  Of  the  statute. 

In  Bosenfield  v.  Howard,  15  Barb.,  546,  the  affidavits  alleged 
that  the  defendant  was  about  to  dispose  of  his  property  with 
intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  and  the  affidavits  stated  the  fol- 
lowing facts  as  evidence  of  that  intent,  viz.,  that  the  defendant 
left  the  county  of  Chemung  two  months  before,  and  went  to  the 
province  of  Upper  Canada,  with  intent  to  remain  there,  and  had 
taken  with  him  some  portion  of  his  personal  property ;  that  he 
had  no  family,  and  but  little  property  ;  that  he  was  offering  his 
property  in  Chemung  county  for  sale  ;  and  that  he  told  plaintiff 
that  he  would  be  damned  glad  if  he  ever  got  his  pay  of  him ;  that 
no  civil  process  could  be  served  on  him  because  he  kept  out  of 
the  state,  and  he  refused  to  pay  any  thing  on  the  plaintiff's  debt. 
And  the  court  upon  this  said  :  "  To  my  mind,  the  above  facts  prove 
a  strong  case  ofintent  to  dispose  of  property  to  defraud  creditors. 
And  at  all  events,  there  was  some  evidence  for  the-juistiee  to  act 
on,  and  the  proceedings  ought  not  to  be  reversed  for  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  proof  in  this  respect."  It  will  be  noticed  that  in  this 
case  the  grounds  on  which  the  attachment  was  asked  were  stated, 
and  then  the  facts  and  circumstances  were  given  which  proved 
the  grounds  that  were  alleged.  The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  did 
not  a  second  time  repeat  his  belief,  or  a  statement  that  the  facts 
&c.,  were  done,  with  the  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  and  yet  it 
was  held  sufficient.  The  intent  to  defraud  creditors  was,  how- 
ever, once  distinctly  alleged  as  the  grounds  for  attachment. 

In  Fulton  v.  Heaton,  1  Barb.,  552,  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  stated 
that  the  defendant  was  iudebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  sixteen 
dollars,  arising  on  contract,  over  and  above  all  discounts;  that 
he  had  often  demanded  the  pay  of  Heaton,  and  he  had  refused 
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to  pay  said  demand,  and  Heaton  told  him,  and  one  Northrop, 
that  he  was  going  to  leave  the  country  and  go  to  Canada,  and 
that  he,  Fulton,  believed,  with  an  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors, 
and  was  about  to  take  with  him  all  his  effects.  This  affidavit 
was  held  to  be  sufficient.  The  only  fact  stated  on  belief  was 
that  in  relation  to  the  intent,  which  we  have  seen  is  sufficient  as 
to  that.  See  ante,  138.  It  may  seem  to  some  persons  that  the 
foregoing  statement  of  cases  is  too  full  and  minute.  But,  it  must 
be  remembered,  that  a  mere  statement  of  the  rules  of  law  does 
not  always  prove  sufficient  to  prevent  the  commission  of  errors. 
A  principle  may  be  ever  so  clearly  stated,  and  yet  very  many 
intelligent  persons  may  be  perplexed  as  to  its  application  in 
practice.  In  the  method  which  has  been  adopted,  the  principles 
have  been  stated,  and  then  the  reported  cases  have  been  given 
by  way  of  illustrating  their  practical  application.  These  cases 
will  probably  render  a  most  important  service  to  those  persons 
for  whom  the  work  was  designed,  since  it  will  place  clearly  before 
them  the  construction  of  the  courts  upon  the  question. 

Affidavit,  when  sufficient  collaterally.^  This  question  is  somewhat 
different  from  that  which  holds  that  if  there  is  some  evidence 
upon  all  the  points  required,  that  the  decision  of  the  justice  can- 
not be  reversed  upon  an  appeal. 

A  judgment  may  be  erroneous,  and  therefore  reversible  upon 
an  appeal,  for  a  defect  in  the  proceedings,  which  would  not  ren- 
der the  judgment  entirely  void  in  a  collateral  suit.  Such  a  judg- 
ment would  be  valid  until  reversed.  But,  in  other  cases,  there 
are  such  defects  that  the  proceedings  are  entirely  void  for  all 
purposes,  and  in  all  places.  The  rule  in  relation  to  the  validity 
of  attachment  proceedings  in  collateral  actions  is  the  following. 

When  facts  and  circumstances  are  proved  before  a  justice,  in 
such  a  manner  that  there  is  some  legal  evidence  upon  all  the 
material  points  in  the  case ;  and  when  he  is  legally  called  upon 
to  adjudicate  judicially  upon  the  weight  of  that  evidence,  his 
decision  will  be  final  in  all  cases  where  that  decision  comes  in 
question  collaterally.  Skinnion  v.  Kelley,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  355  ;  Ful- 
ton V.  Heaton,  1  Barb.,  552  ;  Miller  v.  Brinkerlioof,  4  Denio,  118  • 
Kissock  V.  Grant,  34  Barb.,  144.  In  such  cases  the  evidence 
need  not  be  conclusive,  nor  need  it  be  such  as  would  be  sus- 
tained upon  on  appeal;  because,  if  there  is  evidence  which  is 
sufficient  to  fairly  call  upon  the  justice  to  decide  upon  its  weight 
and  sufficiency,  that  decision  will  be  final.  See  cases  last  cited. 

The  remarks  which  have  been  made  in  the  last  two  divisions 
of  the  subject,  have  related  more  particularly  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  facts,  &c.,  should  be  stated  in  the  affidavits.  There  is 
still  an  other  view  of  the  subject  which  is  important,  and  that 
relates  to  the  question  what  facts  will  constitute  grounds  for  an 
attachment. 

The  statutes  have  been  cited  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what 
those  grounds  were.  But  it  will  be  equally  necessary  to  notice 
the  reported  cases,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  construe- 
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tion  has  been  given  to  the  statutes.  The  discussion  of  the 
various  points  has  necessarily,  in  some  degree,  anticipated  these 
remarks,  but  their  practical  importance  will  induce  me  to  risk 
such  repetition  as  may  occur. 

Revised  Statutes,  what  is  a  case  under.  1.  Departed  from  the 
county,  &c.]  The  mere  fact  that  a  person  has  departed  from  the 
county  in  which  he  last  resided,  is  not  of  itself  alone  of  any  legal 
importance.  There  must  be  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
person  so  leaving  to  defraud  his  creditors. 

No  man's  intentions  can  be  within  the  actual  knowledge  of 
any  other  person.  The  law  therefore  furnishes  a  rule  by  which 
his  intentions  may  be  legally  judged. 

The  acts  and  the  declarations  of  a  person  are  always  evidence 
in  these  cases  upon  the  question  of  intent.  And,  for  that  reason, 
the  courts  have  invariably  required  that  the  acts  of  the  party  or 
his  declarations  shall  be  proved  before  the  justice,  so  that  he  may 
determine  the  intent  from  such  evidence.  And  the  courts  have 
repeatedly  held  affidavits  defective,  which  stated  merely  that  the 
defendant  had  left  the  county,  &c.,  when  they  did  not  also  state 
such  acts  and  declarations  of  the  defendant  as  facts  and  circum- 
stances. Stewart  v.  Brown,  16  Barb.,  367 ;  ex  parte  Bobinson,  21 
Wend.,  672 ;  Johnson  v.  Moss,  20  Wend.,  145.  The  departure 
must  relate  to  the  county  in  which  the  defendant  last  resided. 
This  is  the  very  language  of  the  statute. 

2.  J.6oMi  to  depart  from  the  county.'\  The  same  remarks  are  as 
applicable  to  this  subject  as  to  the  preceding  one. 

3.  Keeps  concealed,  &c.]  It  is  not  every  concealment  of  a  de- 
fendant that  will  authorize  an  attachment  to  issue  against  his 
property.  This  concealment  must  be  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
the  service  of  civil  process  upon  him.  And  if  the  defendant 
keeps  concealed  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  service  of  a 
criminal  warrant,  that  does  not  furnish  any  ground  whatever  for 
an  attachment.  And  therefore,  the  affidavit  must  show  affirma- 
tively that  the  process  avoided  was  civil  ijrocess.  Lynde  v.  MonU 
gomery,  15  Wend.,  461. 

In  one  case  the  party  was  a  resident  of  the  county  of  Schoharie, 
and  while  he  was  in  the  county  of  Schenectady,  a  civil  warrant 
was  there  issued  against  him,  and  proof  was  made  before  the 
justice  that  the  defendant  ran  away  to  avoid  the  service  of  such 
warrant  when  an  attempt  was  made  by  the  officer  to  serve  it.  It 
was  held  that  this  did  not  authorize  the  issuing  of  an  attachment. 
The  court  said:  "The  obvious  intention  of  the  act  was,  to  give 
the  process  of  attachment  against  the  property  of  a  person  who 
had  absconded,  or  departed  from  his  usual  place  of  residence, 
and  not  where  he  might  be  occasionally  traveling,  through  a 
county ;  besides,  the  mere  fact  of  not  being  able  to  serve  a  single 
warrant  upon  a  traveler,  who,  for  many  reasons,  might  wish  to 
avoid  the  arrest,  without  being  chargeable  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud his  creditors,  is  not  that  kind  of  evidence  of  concealment 
coat^nplated  by  the  act."  Dudley  v.  Staples,  15  Johns.,  196, 197. 
Wait  11—19 
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These  decisions  were  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  Eevised 
Laws  of  1813;  but  the  present  Eevised  Statutes  are  substantially 
similar.  In  an  other  case,  Schroejrpel  v.  Taylor,  10  Wend.,  196. 
it  was  held  that  an  attachment  might  be  issued  against  the  pro- 
perty of  a  person  who  temporarily  resided  in  the  county  for  the 
purpose  of  working  upon  a  job  which  he  had  taken  to  clear  up 
some  land,  although  his  usual  place  of  residence  was  in  an  other 
county. 

The  language  of  the  statute  relates  to  cases  when  such  debtor 
has  departed  or  is  about  to  depart  from  the  county  where  he  last 
resided,  &c.,  or  when  siicli  debtor  avoids  the  service  of  civil  pro- 
cess, or  keeps  concealed  with  that  intent.  The  Eevised  Statutes 
do  not  authorize  an  attachment  unless  it  is  against  a  person 
who  has  left  the  county  in  which  he  last  resided,  either  generally 
or  temporarily ;  and  unless  the  application  is  also  made  in  that 
county.  And  the  rule  is  the  same  as  to  keeping  concealed,  or 
avoiding  the  service  of  civil  process.  And  therefore,  it  may  be 
true  that  such  persons  do  avoid  the  service  of  civil  process,  and 
yet  they  do  not  thereby  subject  their  property  to  attachment. 
The  foregoing  remarks  relate  exclusively  to  cases  of  attach- 
ments issued  under  the  provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes.  The 
non-imprisonment  act  gives  an  attachment  for  a  fraudulent  dis- 
position of  property.  And  this  statute  is  not  limited  to  resi- 
dents of  the  county.  It  expressly  authorizes  a  short  attachment 
against  non-residents  of  the  county.  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  §  33; 
Vol.  I,  75,  §  215.  And  when  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of 
the  county,  a  long  attachment  cannot  be  legally  issued.  Bowne 
V.  Mellor,  6  Hill,  496. 

Non-imprisonment  act,  ivhat  is  a  case  under.  1.  About  to  remove 
property.']  In  all  cases  under  this  statute  it  must  be  shown  that 
the  intention  of  the  removal  of  the  property  is  to  defraud  credi- 
tors. And  the  fact  must  be  shown  affirmatively.  The  removal 
will  be  presumed  to  be  legal,  unless  that  intendment  of  law  is 
overcome  by  the  facts  proved.  Miller  v.  BrinkerJioof,  4  Denio, 
118,  120;  Mott  V.  Lawrence,  9  Abb.,  196;  Fulton  v.  Heaton,  1 
Barb.,  552. 

2.  Has  disposed  of  property.']  This  is  the  common  ground  of 
applying  for  an  attachment,  and  yet  how  frequently  affidavits  are 
defective  in  those  cases.  There  must  be  a  fraudulent  intent  on 
the  part  of  the  debtor  in  disposing  of  his  property.  The  term 
"disposed  of"  is  very  extensive  and  it  may  apply  to  a  sale  or  a 
mortgage  of  the  property,  or  to  any  other  disposition  of  it.  The 
usual  grounds  upon  which  parties  apply  for  an  attachment  are, 
that  the  debtor  is  converting  into  money  such  of  his  property  as 
would  be  liable  to  sale  on  execution,  or  that  he  has  transferred  it 
to  some  friend  for  the  purpose  of  covering  it  up  from  the  claims 
of  creditors.  Every  disposition  of  property  will  be  intended  to 
have  been  honestly  made  until  affirmative  proof  is  made  that  it 
was  fraudulent.  Steivart  v.  Brown,  16  Barb.,  367,  368;  Taylor  v. 
Barker,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  391,  392.    A  debtor  may  give  a  mortgage 
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to  secure  a  just  debt  due  to  one  of  his  creditors,  and  that  will  not 
be  a  ground  of  itself  for  an  attachment  in  favor  of  an  other  cre- 
ditor. And  the  intendment  of  law  in  the  absence  of  proof  is  that 
the  transaction  was  honest.  Connell  v..  Lasscells,  20  Wend.,  77. 

Has  assigned  his  jjroperty.^  This  is  a  common  ground  of  asking 
for  an  attachment.  It  is  frequently  supposed  that  an  individual 
is  insolvent,  and  that  he  is  about  to  make  a  general  assignment 
of  his  property  for  the  beneiit  of  his  creditors,  and  that  he  intends 
to  prefer  some  of  his  creditors  by  paying  the  debts  due  to  them, 
leaving  others  unprovided- for.  This,  of  itself,  is  not  a  sufficient 
ground  for  an  attachment;  because  the  law  permits  a  debtor 
who  is  in  failing  circumstances  to  make  au  assignment  of  his 
property  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors ;  and  it  also  permits  the 
debtor  to  prefer  some  creditors  in  the  payment  of  their  demands, 
if  the  transaction  is  fair  and  honest.  And  it  will  be  a  legal  pre- 
sumption that  such  was  the  character  of  the  assignment. 

In  one  case,  Wilson  v.  Britton,  26  Barb.,  562;  S.  C,  6  Abb., 
97,  the  defendant  was  negotiating  with  one  of  his  creditors  for  a 
compromise  of  his  debts,  by  paying  a  portion  thereof,  and  the 
defendant  told  the  creditor,  that  if  he  did  not  agree  to  take  a 
certain  proportion  of  the  debt,  which  was  specified,  he  would  go 
home  and  make  an  assignment  of  his  property,  and  that  the 
plaiutitfs  would  not  get  anything  of  their  said  claims,  and  that 
he  would  put  his  property  out  of  his  hands  sooner  than  pay  them 
more  than  33^  per  cent  of  the  amount  of  their  debt.  And,  upon 
the  refusal  of  the  creditors  to  take  less  than  the  amount  of  their 
claim,  the  defendant  declared  that  he  would  go  home  and  put  his 
property  out  of  his  hands. 

The  court  held  that  these  facts  did  not  constitute  sufficient 
grounds  to  sustain  an  attachment,  and  it  was  set  aside.  The 
reasons  for  the  decision  were,  that  it  is  lawful  to  make  an  assign- 
ment which  gives  "preferences;"  that  no  act  was  shown  by 
which  any  fraudulent  disposition  was  about  to  be  made ;  that 
the  threat  to  dispose  of  his  property  was  accompanied  by  a 
declaration  of  the  nature  and  manner  of  that  disposition ;  and 
that  the  law  would  presume  that  there  was  no  fraudulent  inten- 
tion, so  far  as  appeared  from  the  facts  disclosed. 

This  case  was  decided  in  reference  to  section  229  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure,  in  an  action  in  the  supreme  court.  But  the  statute 
is  almost  identical  in  language  with  the  statutes  which  relate  to 
justices'  attachments,  and  therefore,  the  construction  would  be 
the  same  in  both  cases,  as  was  held  to  be  the  law  in  relation 
to  justices'  courts,  in  the  case  of  Miller  v.  Brinkerhoof,  4  Denio, 
118 ;  see  Vol.  I,  645  to  654. 

About  to  assign,  &c.]  The  same  rules  that  govern  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  in  relation  to  the  past  disposition  of  property, 
are  equally  applicable  to  a  future  fraudulent  disposition  of  it. 

Venue  in  affidavit.']  The  term  venue  relates  to  the  place 
where  the  affidavit  is  made,  and  the  reference  is  to  the  county  in 
which  it  is  sworn  to.    It  is  expressed  in  this  manner:  "PultoiL 
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county,  ss."  The  veune  is  an  essential  part  of  an  affidavit,  and  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  place  where  the  affidavit  was  taken. 
An  affidavit  without  a  venue  is  a  nullity,  although  sworn  to 
before  an  officer  whose  residence  is  mentioned  in  the  jurat. 
Coolc  V.  Staats,  18  Barb.,  407 ;  Lane  v.  Moss,  6  How.,  394.  An 
affidavit  which  states  the  venue  thus,  "  Fulton  county,  ss,"  will 
be  defective  if  the  jurat  shows  that  it  was  sworn  to  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  Montgomery  county.  Davis  v.  Uich,  2 
How.,  86;  SandlandY.  Adams,  2  How.,  127;  Snydefr  v.  Olmsted, 
2  How.,  181.  The  jurat  is  that  part  of  an  affidavit  which  states 
the  time  when,  the  place  where,  and  the  person  before  whom  it  is 
sworn  to.  Thus :  "  Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  this  14t]i 
day  of  November,  1864.  John  Frothingham,  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  Fulton  county."  If  the  venue  is  laid  in  one 
county,  and  the  jurat  shows  that  the  affidavit  was  sworn  to  before 
a  justice  of  an  other  county,  the  affidavit  will  be  defective  and 
void.     See  the  cases  last  cited. 

Oath  to  affidavit.']  The  oath  to  an  affidavit  is  administered  in  the 
usual  manner,  and  in  this  form  :  "  You  do  swear  that  the  con- 
tents of  this  affidavit,  by  you  subscribed,  are  true,  according  to 
the  best  of  your  knowledge  and  belief."  Or  it  may  be  in  this 
form  :  "  You  do  swear  in  the  ijresence  of  the  ever  living  God," 
&c.  Or  in  this  form  :  "  You  do  solemnly,  sincerely  and  truly 
declare  and  affirm,"  &c. 

Signing  affidavit.]  It  is  almost  invariably  the  case  that  an  affi- 
davit is  signed  by  the  party  who  makes  it.  This  is  sometimes 
omitted  by  mistake.  But,  if  the'affidavit  is  duly  sworn  to  before  a 
proper  officer,  it  will  be  sufficient  though  it  is  not  signed  by  the 
party  making  it.  In  Milliiis  v.  Sliafer,  3  Denio,  60,  there  was  an 
affidavit  which  was  regular  in  form,  and  which  tended  to  make  a 
case.  There  were  also  two  other  persons  who  were  sworn  by  the 
justice,  whose  statements  were  written  down  by  the  justice  as 
the  witnesses  stated  the  facts  and  circumstances.  And  the  jus- 
tice certified  at  the  foot  of  these  depositions  that  they  were  taken 
before  him,  but  the  statements  of  the  witnesses  were  not  signed 
by  them.  The  supreme  court  said  of  these  statements :  "  I  think 
there  was  no  error  in  acting  upon  these  sworn  statements,  although 
not  signed  by  the  deponents.  The  statute  requires  proof  to  be 
made  by  affidavit.  Laws  of  1831,  ch.  300,  §  35 ;  and  these  were 
affidavits,  although  not  signed."  See  also  Jackson  v.  Virgil,  3 
Johns.,  540.  This  case  is  sufficient  to  show  that  a  mistake  in 
respect  to  signing  the  affidavit  will  not  be  cause  for  a  reversal  of 
the  judgment.  And  if  a  justice  should  make  a  similar  mistake, 
this  case  would  perhaps  sustain  his  judgment.  But  the  practice 
of  taking  proof  in  this  manner  is  not  proper.  The  statute 
requires  that  the  proof  shall  be  made  by  affidavit,  which  means  a 
written,  signed,  and  sworn  statement.  See  Comfort  v.  Gillespie, 
13  "Wend.,  404.  'So  justice  ought  to  issue  a.n  attachment  upon 
any  other  proof.    It  ought  to  be  an  inflexible  rule  with  every 
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justice  that  he  will  not,  knowingly  and  intentionally,  depart 
from  the  strict  letter  and  intention  of  the  statute. 

Joinder  of  classes  of  cases.']  It  is  very  'commonly  the  case  that 
a  debtor  is  about  to  leave  the  county  where  he  last  resided,  with 
the  intention  of  taking  his  personal  property  with  him,  or  in  some 
other  mariner  of  removing  or  disposing  of  it  to  avoid  the  payment 
of  his  debts.  Such  acts  would-  make  a  case  under  both  statutes, 
since  one  relates  to  the  person  of  the  .debtor,  and  the  other  to  the 
disposition  of  his  property.  It  is  frequently  the  case,  therefore, 
that  a  party  desires  to  prove  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  he  is  then  at  a  loss  how  to  proceed,  because  he  is 
not  certain  how  the  attachment  will  be  affected  by  such  proof 
In  such  cases  nothing  can  be  more  likely  to  mislead  a  justice  than 
the  impression  that  the  attachment  provided  by  the  Eevised  Sta- 
tutes, is  a  different  one  from  that  given  by  the  provisions  of  the 
non-imprisonment  act.  The  attachment  is  really  the  same  thing 
under  both  statutes. 

There  are  not  two  different  attachments  provided  as  is  some- 
times supposed.  That  error  has  probably  arisen  from  the  fact, 
that  under  the  Kevised  Statutes,  the  only  cases  which  authorize 
an  attachment  relate  to  the  person  of  the  debtor,  such  as  abscond- 
ing, keeping  concealed,  &c.;  while  the  non-imprisonment  act 
gives  an  attachment  for  a  fraudulent  disposition  of  property. 
But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  extending  of  the  old  remedy  to 
hew  cases  is  the  creation  of  a  new  kind  of  process,  The  non- 
imprisonment  act  declares  that  the  attachment  is  extended  to  the 
cases  which  it  specifies  in  addition  to  those  existing  by  the  Eevised 
Statutes. 

The  attachment  is  therefore  the  same  in  all  cases  under  both 
statutes.  Though  it  is  further  modified  in  one  particular,  and 
that  is  the  case  of  non-resident  defendants.  It  must  be  a  short 
attachment  that  is  issued  against  them,  and  the  only  alteration 
of  the  old  attachment  in  such  cases  is  the  shortening  of  the  time 
between  the  date  and  the  return  day. of  the  process.  The  form 
of  the  attachment  and  the  nature  of  the  proofs  need  not  make 
the  least  trouble.  If  the  plaintiff  can  show  facts  and  circum- 
stances enough  in  the  affldavits  to  make  a  case  for  an  attachment 
imder  either  class  of  cases,  such  as  leaving  the  county,  keeping 
concealed,  &c.,  or  as  to  the  fraudulent  disposition  of  property,  let 
that  be  done.  And  if  the  affidavit  can  be  made  to  show  a  plain 
case  under  the  provisions  of  either,  or  of  both  statutes,  it  is 
important  that  it  should  be  done.  The  statute  expressly  requires 
that  the  affidavits  shall  state  the  grounds  for  the  attachment, 

And  it  will  be  proper  to  state  all  the  grounds  which  are  suffi- 
cient cause  for  an  attachment  under  either  statute,  or  under  both 
of  them.  Stating  unnecessary  grounds  can  do  no  harm.  But  it 
may  be  supposed  that  a  difficulty  will  occur  on  the  return  day  of 
the  attachment,  for,  if  the  attachment  issues  under  any  of  the  cases 
mentioned  in  the  Eevised  Statutes,  and  the  property  of  the 
defendant  is  attached,  but  no  personal  service  of  the  attachment 
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is  made  on  the  defendant,  the  justice  must,  in  such  a  case,  pro- 
ceed with  the  trial  on  the  return  day  thereof.  Vol.  I,  44,  §44 ;  Stew- 
art V.  Brown,  16  Barb.,  367.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  attach- 
ment issues  in  any  of  the  additional  cases  specified  in  the  non- 
imprisonment  act,  and  the  property  of  the  defendant  was  attached, 
but  no  personal  service  of  the  process  was  made  on  the  defendant 
and  he  does  not  appear  on  the  return  day,  the  justice  must,  in 
that  case,  issue  a  summons  against  the  defendant.  This  summons 
must  be  returned  with  a  return  of  personal  service,  or  that  the 
defendant  cannot  be  found  after  diligent  inquiry.  When  either 
return  is  made,  the  justice  may  proceed  as  in  the  case  of  a  sum- 
mons personally  served.  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  %  38 ;  Vol.  I,  76,  §  220. 

This  provision,  which  requires  a  summons  in  one  class  of  cases, 
and  none  in  the  other,  need  not  cause  any  difficulty. 

If  the  affidavits  have  made  a  clear  case  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  then  take  judgment  upon  the  return 
day.  If  they  do  not  make  such  a  case,  but  they  do  make  a  plain 
case  under  the  non-imprisonment  act,  then  take  a  summons,  as 
has  been  stated. 

The  only  important  matter  as  to  the  affidavit  will  be,  that  it 
shall  make  a  full  case  under  the  particular  statute  by  virtue  of 
which  the  party  elects  to  proceed.  The  plaintiff  need  not  make 
an  election  by  words,  in  order  to  proceed  under  either  statute. 
If  he  takes  judgment  on  the  return  day,  the  law  will  determine 
that  he  elects  to  proceed  under  the  provisions  of  the  Eevised' 
Statutes ;  and  if  he  takes  a  summons,  the  law  will  also  determine 
that  he  has  proceeded  under  the  cases  provided  for  by  the  non- 
imprisonment  act.  Thus  much  has  been  said  as  to  the  manner 
of  stating  the  grounds  of  the  application  in  the  attachment,  and 
also  as  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  must  be  stated  in 
order  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  existence  of  such  grounds.  The 
statement  in  the  application  will  be  discussed  elsewhere.  See 
title  Application  for  Attachment. 

Original  affidavits  defective.']  The  affidavits  should  be  complete 
and  entirely  sufficient,  before  an  attachment  is  issued  upon  them. 
There  are  many  cases  in  which  the  proceedings  of  a  party  are 
amendable  if  a  mistake  is  made,  or  if  they  are  defective ;  but  an 
attachment  affidavit  is  an  exception  to  that  rule.  If  the  attach- 
ment has  been  issued  upon  defective  affidavits,  and  it  has  been 
served,  the  mistake  cannot  be  corrected,  either  by  amending  the 
original  affidavits,  or  by  furnishing  new  and  sufficient  affidavits. 
The  proceedings  must  stand  or  fall  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the 
original  proceedings. 

And  if  the  affidavits  are  so  totally  defective  as  not  to  confer 
jurisdiction  upon  the  justice,  and  he  is  sued  for  issuing  the 
attachment  and  the  injury  done  in  pursuance  of  it,  he  will  not  be 
permitted  to  show,  in  his  defense,  that  the  defendant  in  the  attach- 
ment suit  had  actually  done  acts  which  would  have  authorized 
an  attachment  to  issue  against  him.  The  question  is  not,  whether 
the  defendant  had  done  such  acts,   but,  whether  the  affidavits 
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upon  which  the  attachment  issued  showed  the  existence  of  such 
acts,  because  the  justice  is  to  act  upon  the  evidence  which  is  laid 
before  him,  and  not  upon  those  acts  which  might  have  been 
proved,  though  it  was  not  done.  The  defects  wliich  have  been 
here  spoken  of  relate  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits  as  to  the 
statement  of  facts  in  them,  or  as  to  some  matter  which  is  material 
to  the  legal  sufficiency  of  them. 

Quashing  attachments  for  defective  papers.']  By  quashing  the 
proceedings  is  understood  to  be  the  discharge,  the  dismissal,  or 
the  setting  aside  of  what  has  been  done  in  the  action.  If  the 
affidavits  upon  which  an  attachment  is  issued  are  materially 
defective,  the  justice  is  bound  to  dismiss  them  upon  the  motion 
of  the  defendant.  Dudley  v.  Staples,  15  Johns.,  196 ;  Detvey  v. 
Greene,  4  Denio,  93 ;  Colver  v.  Van  Yaleii,  6  How.,  102,  105 ; 
Money  v.  Tobias,  12  Johns.,  422 ;  Smith  v.  Luce,  14  Wend.,  237. 
By  a  motion  to  quash  the  attachment  is  meant,  when  the  defend- 
ant appears  before  the  justice  in  person,  or  by  attorney,  on  the 
return  day  of  the  process,  and  asks  the  justice  to  set  aside  or 
dismiss  the  proceedings.  The  defendant  or  his  attorney  should 
distinctly  specify  the  grounds  of  the  objections  which  he  makes 
to  the  process,  so  that  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff  may  have  an 
opportunity  to  discontinue  the  action  or  proceedings  if  the  objec- 
tions are  well  founded.  The  defendant  should  also,  for  an  other 
reason,  be  careful  to  state  all  the  grounds  which  he  intends  to 
urge  against  the  validity  of  the  affidavits,  process  or  proceedings, 
because,  if  he  makes  specific  objections  which  are  untenable,  he 
will  waive  any  others  which  existed,  and  which  were  not  made  a 
ground  of  objection.  Colver  v.  Van  Valen,  6  How.,  102,  105. 
This  rule  is  too  familiar  to  require  a  citation  of  the  numerous 
authorities.  But  the  justice  is  not  limited  in  the  right  to  quash 
proceedings  solely  upon  the  motion  of  the  defendant. 

Whenever  a  justice  is  satisfied  that  the  proceedings  in  an 
attachment  cause  are  either  erroneous,  or  are  entirely  void,  he 
should  promptly  dismiss  them  upon  his  own  motion,  and  es- 
pecially so,  if  the  defendant  does  not  appear  and  waive  the 
defect  by  some  act  on  his  part.  If  the  proceedings  are  void, 
the  justice  will  be  liable  for  all  injuries  which  result  from  the 
attachment,  even  if  the  defendant  does  not  appear  at  all  to  object. 
Davis  V,  Marshall,  14  Barb.,  96 ;  Vosburgh  v.  Welch,  11  Johns., 
175  ;  Adkins  v.  Brewer,  3  Oow.,  206.  The  plaintift'  would  also  be 
liable  in  such  a  case ;  and  there  are  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff 
would  be  liable,  although  the  justice  might  be  excused.  Rogers  v. 
Mulliner,  6  Wend.,  597 ;  Hoose  v.  Sherrill,  16  Wend.,  33. 

The  correct  practice  for  a  justice  is,  to  dismiss  the  attachment 
action  at  any  time  before  he  renders  a  judgment,  if  he  becomes 
satisfied  that  the  papers  are  so  defective  that  his  judgment 
would  be  reversed  or  held  void. 

Controverting  attachments.']  There  is  a  material  difference 
between  quashing  an  attachment  for  a  material  defect  in  the 
plaintiff's  affidavits,  and  that  of  permitting  a  defendant  to  come 
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in  on  the  return  day  and  show  by  counter  affidavits  that  he  had 
not  done  the  acts  charged,  or  that  he  did  not  intend  to  do  them. 

If  the  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff  make  a  clear  case  on  their  face, 
that  will  be  conclusive  in  the  action,  for  the  defendant  is  not 
permitted  to  show  that  there  was  not,  in  truth,  any  grounds  for 
an  attachment.  Field  v,  McYickar,  9  Johns.,  130 ;  Mott  v.  Law- 
rence, 9  Abb.,  197. 

The  reason  for  this  rule  is,  that  where  process  has  been  regu- 
larly issued  upon  legal  evidence,  the  justice  has  no  right  to  super- 
sede what  has  been  regularly  done  upon  proof  that  the  evidence 
was  false  or  mistaken.  The  original  affidavits  gave  the  justice 
jurisdiction  to  issue  the  process ;  and  when  jurisdiction  is  once 
regularly  and  legally  obtained,  no  act  and  no  evidence  of  the 
defendant  can  deprive  him  of  it.  Schroe^pel  v.  Taylor,  10  Wend., 
196.  But  see  the  remarks  of  the  court  on  page  201  of  the  case  last 
cited,  and  also  the  language  of  the  court  in  Shannon  v.  Comstock, 
21  Wend.,  459,  in  which  it  is  said  that  the  affidavits  are  not  con- 
clusive, but  are  liable  to  be  met  by  the  defendant,  on  proof  that 
there  was  a  plain  mistake.  This  last  case  was  that  of  a  warrant, 
not  an  attachment. 

Long  attachment,  against  whom  issued.^  When  the  defendant 
is  a  resident  of  the  county  in  which  the  attachment  is  issued,  it 
must  be  a  long  attachment  iii  all  cases.  And  the  rule  is  the  same 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident  or  a  non-resident. 

So,  where  the  defendant  has  absconded,  or  has  left  the  county 
where  he  last  resided,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  credi- 
tors, if  an  attachment  is  issued  in  that  county  it  must  be  a  long 
one.  Smith  v.  Weed,  20  Wend.,  184 ;  Johnson  v.  Moss,  Id.,  145.  So, 
if  a  defendant  is  about  to  remove  his  property,  or  if  he  actually  is 
removing  it  from  the  county  in  which  he  last  resided,  if  any  attach- 
ment is  issued  in  that  county,  it  must  be  a  long  one. 

When  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  a  long 
attachment  is  never  proper.  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  §  33;  Vol.  I,  75, 
-^  215  ;  WeUer  v.  Gay,  24  Wend.,  485 ;  Bowne  v.  Mellor,  6  Hill,  496. 

A  non-resident  of  the  state  cannot  be  sued  by  a  long  attach^ 
ment.  A  short  attachment  is  the  proper  process,  and  any  other 
attachment  would  be  void.  Thompson  v.  Sayre,  1  Denio,  175. 

When  a  long  attachment  is  issued  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Eevised  Statutes,  and  not  under  those  of  the  non-imprisonment 
act,  a  summons  is  not  proper  and  ought  not  to  be  issued  on  the 
return  day  of  the  attachment.  Stewart  v.  Brown,  16  Barb.,  367. 
But  if  the  attachment  issues  under  the  provisions  of  the  non- 
imprisonment  act,  a  summons  is  proper,  and  must  be  issued  in  all 
such  cases,  whether  the  attachment  is  long  or  short,  if  it  appears 
on  the  return  day  that  property  was  attached,  and  that  a  copy  of 
the  inventory  and  attachment  were  not  personally  served,  and  the 
defendant  does  not  appear.  Vol.  I,  76,  <^  220 ;  Bosenfield  v.  How- 
ard, 15  Barb.,  546 ;  Tuylor  v.  Earlier,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  391.  But 
if  the  defendant  appears  on  the  return  day  of  the  attachment,  no 
summons  need  be  issued.  IT). ;  Conway  v.  Mitchins,  9  Barb.,  378. 
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And  if  the  attachment  aufl  inventory  are  personally  served  on  the 
defendant,  a  summons  need  not  be  issued  in  any  case.  11. 

General  points  as  to  affidavits.']  The  principal  points  in  relation 
to  affidavits  having  been  discussed,  it  is  deemed  convenient  to 
collect  the  general  rules  in  a  condensed  form,  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  a  person  to  see,  at  a  glance,  what  points  require  atten- 
tion. '  This  method  is  exceedingly  convenient  for  assisting  one 
to  find  readily  w^hat  he  generally  needs  to  use  in  great  haste. 
Before  an  affidavit  is  drawn  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an 
attachment,  the  following  points  should  be  considered ;  and,  in 
drawing  the  affidavits,  these  points  should  be  carefully  observed. 
If  this  is  done,  few  errors  need  occur : 

1.  There  must  be  an  affidavit  in  all  cases,  whether  the  attach- 
ment is  a  long  or  a  short  one,  and  whether  the  plaintiff'  or  the 
defendant  be  a  resident  or  non-resident ;  and  mere  verbal  state- 
ments are  not  sufficient.  Ante,  128.  •  2.  The  affidavits  must  show 
some  acts  or  declarations  of  the  defendant  as  to  leaving  county, 
keeping  concealed,  &c.  Ante,  140.    3.  Should  show  some  acts  or 
declarations  of  defendant  as  to  disposition  of  property.  Ante,  141. 
4.  Affidavits  should  not  be  entitled.  Ante,  128.     6.  Affidavit, 
where  made.    Ante,  130.    6.  Affidavit,   when  made.  Ante,  129. 
7.   How  often  affidavit  may  be  used.  Ante,  129.    8.  Affidavit 
must  show  that  plaintiff^'s  demand  arose  upon  contract  or  judg- 
ment, and  not  for  a  tort.  Ante,  130.    9.  The  demand  must  be 
due  from  the  defendant  personally.  Ante,  132.     10.  As  to  defend- 
ants jointly  liable,  and  partners,  and  corporations.  Ante,  133. 
11.  Fictitious  names  cannot  be  used.  Ante,  134.      12,  Amount 
claimed  must  not  exceed  jurisdiction  of  justice.  Ante,   134.    13. 
Affidavits,  by  whom  made.  A^ite,  135.     14.  Subpoena  for  witness. 
Ajite,  135.     15.  Facts  and  circumstances  must  appear  affirma- 
tively. Ante,  136.    16.  Hearsay  not  sufficient  evidence.  J.»fe,  136. 
17.  Affidavit  should  show  amount  of  plaintiff's  demand,  or  the  bal- 
ance due  over  and  above  all  discounts,  &c.  Ante,  136.  18.  Facts  must 
not  be  stated  upon  belief,  except  as  to  intent  to  defraud  creditors. 
Ante,  137.    19.  Facts  must  not  be  stated  by  way  of  recital  or 
description,  but  positively.  J.»fe,  138.  20.  Satisfactory  proof  means 
legal  evidence  sufficient  to  make  a  prima  facie  case.  Ante,  138. 
21.  Facts  and  circumstances,  what  they  are,  and  how  to  state  them. 
Ante,  139.    22.  Affidavits,  when  sufficient  collaterally.  Ante,  144. 
23.  Eevised  Statutes,  cases  under.  Ante,  145.    24.  Non-imprison- 
ment act,  cases  under.  Ante,  146.     25.  As  to  venue,  date,  signing, 
jurat,  &c.,  of  affidavits.  Ante,  147,   148.    26.  Joinder  of  cases 
under  Eevised  Statutes  and  under  non-imprisonment  act,  and  the 
eflfect  of  it..  Ante,  149.    27.  Defects  in  original  affidavit  not 
amendable,  nor  supplied  by  new  ones.  Ante,  150.    28.  Quashing 
attachments.  Ante,  151.    29.  Controverting  affidavits  by  defend- 
ant, by  affidavits  on  his  part.  Ante,  151.    30.  Long  attachments, 
when  proper  and  when  improper.  Ante,  152. 

Manner  of  drawing  affidamits.']  Where  there  is  but  one  person 
sworn,  there  will  of  course  be  but  one  affidavit.    But  there  are 
Wait  11—20 
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sometimes  several  persuus  sworn ;  and  it  has  been  a  common 
practice  with  some  justices,  and  it  is  recommended  in  some 
books,  that  the  most  convenient  method  is  to  join  the  statements 
of  several  witnesses  in  a  single  affidavit.  This  practice  is  not  by 
any  means  the  best  one.  It  is  true  that  there  is  no  legal  objec- 
tion to  it,  but  it  will  be  next  to  impossible  for  a  justice  to  avoid 
making  mistakes  if  he  adopts  that  method.  Where  several  dif- 
ferent persons  are  stating  different  facts  and  circumstances,  there 
are  very  few  justices  vrho  would  not  sometimes  confound  the 
statements,  or  sometimes  omit  important  facts.  The  easiest  and 
the  simplest  mode  will  be  to  take  the  statement  of  each  witness 
separately,  as  he  gives  it,  and  then  reduce  it  to  writing.  When 
it  is  written,  read  the  affidavit  to  him,  or  let  him  read  it  himself, 
and  if  it  is  correct  as  he  wishes  to  swear  to  the  facts,  then  let 
him  sign  and  swear  to  it.  In  this  manner  let  every  affidavit  be 
drawn.  There  will  not  be  any  difficulty  then  from  confounding 
the  statements  of  one  witness  with  those  of  an  other.  ISTor  can 
there  be  a  mistake  as  to  what  the  person  intends  to  swear  to,  if 
his  statement  is  made  by  itself,  and  he  fully  knows  the  contents 
of  the  affidavit  to  which  he  signs  his  name  and  takes  his  oath. 
Besides  this,  there  will  be  less  danger  of  omitting  to  state  all  the 
facts  which  were  to  be  proved  by  the  witness,  if  his  statements  - 
are  taken  separately,  because  the  attention  of  the  plaintiff  and-  of 
the  justice  will  be  distinctly  directed  to  that  subject  in  this  mode 
of  taking  the  proof. 

Applications  for  attachments.]  When  a  party  desires  to  obtain 
an  attachment,  and  he  is  satisfied  that  he  can  prove  the  neces- 
sary facts  and  circumstances  to  authorize  it,  the  next  step  will  be 
to  apply  to  a  justice  to  issue  the  process. 

The  statute  requires  that  the  application  shall  be  in  writing. 
Yol.  I,  41,  1^  26.  There  has  been  a  diversity  in  the  practice  m 
relation  to  what  the  application  should  contain.  In  Waterman's 
Treatise,  p.  62,  ed.  1849,  the  application  merely  states  that  the 
plaintiff  applies  for  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  the 
defendant  pursuant  to  statute.  No  grounds  are  stated,  and  no 
particular  statutes  are  referred  to.  The  works  of  other  authors 
refer  to  the  statute  with  particularity,  by  stating  the  article,  title, 
chapter  and  part  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  or  they  refer  to  the 
title  of  the  act  by  the  year  and  chapter  when  the  statute  was 
enacted.  1  Oow.  Treat.,  524,  3d  ed. ;  Benedict's  Treatise,  152,  4th 
ed. ;  New  York  Civil  and  Criminal  Justice,  163,  2d  ed. 

The  Eevised  Statutes  are  entirely  silent  in  relation  to  what 
the  application  shall  contain.  And  the  non-imprisonment  act 
does  not  say  anything  about  an  application  in  writing.  The 
reason  for  this  is  evident.  The  Eevised  Statutes  required  an 
application  to  be  made  in  writing  in  all  cases  in  which  an  attach- 
ment was  required  by  virtue  of  its  provisions.  The  non-impri- 
sonment act  was  enacted  soon  after;  and  by  the  terms  of  the 
act  itself,  it  merely  extended  the  remedy  by  attachment  to  other 
cases,  so  that  the  requirements  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  as  to  a 
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written  application  were  equally  applicable  to  the  new  cases  to 
which  an  attachment  was  extended  by  th§  non-imprisonment  act. 
But  no  change  was  mg,de  in  the  law  as  to  what  the  application 
should  contain.  In  the  absence  of  a  statutory  requirement  upon 
that  subject,  the  proper  mode  will  be  to  adopt  that  form  of 
application  which  shall  be  at  once  the  most  convenient,  and  the 
least  likely  to  lead  to  mistakes  in  practice.  When  the  applica- 
tion refers  to  the  provisions  of  either  statute  as  the  ground  of 
application,  there  will  almost  invariably  be  some  evidence  in  the 
aflSdavit  which  relates  to  the  cases  provided  for  by  the  other 
statute.  And,  in  %orae  instances,  the  application  has  stated  the 
grounds  thereof  under  the  provisions  of  one  of  these  statutes, 
while  the  evidence  was  almost  exclusively  directed  to  proving  a 
case  under  the  provisions  of  the  other  statute.  Bosenfield  v.  How- 
ard, 15  Barb.,  546.  In  the  case  just  cited,  the  affidavit  stated  the 
grounds  of  application  under  the  non-imprisonment  act,  but 
the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavit  made  a  case  under  the  Eevised 
Statutes  ;  and  also  made  some  proof  for  a  case  under  the  non- 
imprisonment  act,  and  the  attachment  was  sustained.  But  all 
such  questions  and  difficulties  are  needless,  and  a  correct  mode 
of  practice  will  avoid  them.  The  true  rule  is,  that  the  form  of 
the  application  for  an  attachment  shall  be  precisely  the  same  in 
all  cases,  whether  the  attachment  is  a  long  or  a  short  one,  and 
whether  it  is  issued  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
or  those  of  the  non-imprisonment  act.  The  grounds  upon  which 
an  attachment  is  demanded  ought  never  to  be  stated  in  the  appli- 
cation therefor.  No ,  statute  requires  the  application  to  state  the 
grounds,  and  for  that  reason  the  form  of  application  may  be 
the  same  in  all  cases.  But  it  must  not  be  supposed,  that  because 
the  application  need  not  state  the  grounds  of  applying  for  an 
attachment,  those  grounds  need  not  be  stated  at  all.  The 
statute  expressly  requires  that  the  affidavit  shall  state  the  grounds 
of  the  application  for  the  attachment.  And  therefore,  the  affir- 
davits,  or  some  of  them,  must  always  state  the  grounds  therefor. 
Vol.  I,  41,  §  26. 

To  state  the  grounds  in  the  application,  and  then  to  state  them 
in  the  affidavit,  would  be  a  needless  repetition.  And  it  would 
sometimes  cause  difficulties ;  because,  if  the  application  should 
state  the  grounds  under  one  statute,  and  the  affidavits  should 
state  them  under  the  other  statute,  no  court  could  say  upon  what 
grounds  the  plaintiff  really  wished  for  an  attachment. 

It  is  true,  that  the  grounds  stated  in  the  affidavit  should  control, 
because  the  statute  declares  that  the  grounds  shall  be  stated  in 
the  affidavit,  but  the  courts  seem  to  have  overlooked  that  point 
in  some  of  the  cases ;  when,  if  they  had  treated  the  statement  of 
the  grounds  in  the  application  as  surplusage,  there  would  have 
been  no  difficulties,  real  or  supposed,  in  the  case. 

The  application  may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff,  or  by  his  agent. 
There  are  many  instances  in  which  a  plaintiff  may  be  absent,  or 
for  some  other  cause  he  cannot  make  the  application  in  person. 
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In  sucli  cases  the  application  may  be  made  by  an  agent  who  is 
appointed  for  that  puqifse,  or  by  any  agent  whose  general  duties 
are  such  as  to  include  such  an  authority.  And  if  an  application 
should  be  made  by  a  person  who  had  no  authority  at  the  time  of 
the  application,  yet,  if  the  plaintiff  should  adopt  his  acts  and  pro- 
ceed with  tlie  action,  such  subsequent  ratification  would  be  suffi- 
cient. Aclcerman  v.  Finch,  15  Wend.,  652,  653.  The  person  who 
appears  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiif,  is  of  course  an  agent  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute.  When  the  application  is  made  by  an 
agent,  the  form  of  the  application  is  precisely  the  same  as  it  is 
when  the  plaintiff  applies  in  person.  The  only  difference  will  be 
thatwhen  the  application  is  drawn, the  signatures  would  be  written 
in  the  following  manner  :  write  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  and  then 
add  the  name  and  character  of  the  agent.  For  instance,  the 
plaintiff  is  named  Moses  Spike,  and  the  name  of  his  agent  is  Charles 
Allen.  The  signature  to  the  application  will  be  "  Moses  Spike,  by 
Charles  Allen,  agent."  See  Millius  v.  Shafer,  3  Denio,  60,  as  to 
manner  of  execution,  though  that  was  a  bond. 

Form  of  application. 

To  John  Frothingham,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  Johnstown,  in 

the  county  of  Fulton  : 

I  hereby  apply  to  you  for  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  John 
Smith,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  several  statutes  of  this 
state  upon  that  subject.  MOSES  SPIKE. 

Dated  November  14th,  1864. 

After  the  application  is  drawn,  the  next  step  will  be  to  draw 
the  affidavits.  And  in  all  books  of  practice  a  general  form  is 
given  as  a  precedent.  But  no  form  can  be  useful  further  than  to 
serve  the  purpose  of  giving  a  general  and  correct  outline  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  grounds  of  the  application  are  to  be  stated, 
and  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  substantiate  those 
grounds.  The  grounds  of  the  application  may  be  for  some  of 
the  cases  provided  for  by  the  Revised  Statutes,  or  for  some  of  the 
cases  provided  for  by  the  non-imprisonment  act,  or  for  grounds 
which  will  include  the  cases,  or  some  of  them,  under  both  statutes. 

The  only  general  directions  which  are  applicable  to  every  case 
are,  that  the  plaintiff  shall  state  fully  all  the  grounds  that  exist 
for  an  attachment,  whether  it  is  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
to  the  persons,  &e.,  or  under  the  non-imprisonment  act  as  to  the 
disposition  of  property,  &c.  And  further,  that  he  should  also  state 
all  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  will  prove  a  case  under 
either  statute,  for  the  reasons  already  given,  ante,  149,  150. 

General  form  for  affidavit  for  attachment. 

Ftjlton  Countt,  ss  :  Moses  Spike  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  John 
Smith  is  justly  indebted  to  the  said  Moses  Spike,  on  a  demand  which 
arose  upon  contract  (or,  if  the  demand  is  upon  a  judgment,  say,  upon  a 
judgment,  and  state  the  amount  thereof,  and  the  time,  place  and  person 
before  wham  the  same  was  rendered)  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars, 
as  near  as  this  deponent  can  estimate  or  ascertain  the  same,  over  and 
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above  all  discounts  which  the  said  John  Smith  has  against  the  said  Moses 
Spike,  and  the  application  for  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  the 
said  John  Smith,  which  accompanies  this  affidavit,  is  made  on  the  groimds, 
that  the  said  John  Smith  has  departed  from  the  county  of  Fulton,  where 
he  last  resided,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  or  with  intent  to  avoid 
the  service  of  any  civil  process  upon  him ;  or,  upon  the  grounds,  that  the 
said  John  Smith  is  aHout  to  depart  from  the  said  county  of  Fulton,  where 
he  last  resided,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  or,  to  avoid  the  service 
of  any  civil  process  upon  him ;  or,  upon  the  grounds,  that  the  said  John 
Smith  keeps  himself  concealed  within  the  county  of  Fultgn,  where  he  last 
resided,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  or  with  intent  to  avoid  the 
service  of  any  civil  process  upon  him ;  or,  upon  the  grounds  that  the  said 
John  Smith  is  about  to  remove  his  property  from  the  said  county  of  Fulton, 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors ;  or,  upon  the  grounds  that  the  said 
John  Smith  has  assigned,  disposed  of  or  secreted  his  property  with  intent 
to  defraud  his  creditors ;  or,  upon  the  grounds  that  the  said  John  Smith 
is  about  to  assign,  dispose  of,  or  secrete  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors. 

And  deponent  further  says  :  (Here  state  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
which  will  bring  the  case  within  any  of  the  cases  above  stated,  and  which 
show  any  fraudulent  acts  or  intentions  on  the  part  of  the  defendant). 
And  defendant  further  says,  that  h^  believes  that  the  acts  so  done  by  the 
said  John  Smith  were  done  with  the  intention  of  defrauding  his  creditors. 

MOSES  SPIKE. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me  this  ) 
14th  day  of  November,  1864,       J 

John  Feothingham,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  reason  for  the  last  allegation  in  the  affidavit  as  to  intent 
to  defraud,  &c,,  will  be  found,  wnte,  143.  The  affidavit  may  state 
any  of  the  grounds  mentioned,  or  it  may  state  all  of  them  that 
can  be  proved  by  facts  &nd  circumststnces. 

The  manner  of  proceeding  upon  the  return  day  of  the  attach- 
ment has  already  been  stated,  cmi^,  149,  150. 

The  utmost  care  is  necessary  as  to  stating  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances in  the  affidavit.  But  there  need  be  no  difficulty 
whatever,  if  the  foregoing  observations  as  to  attachments,  which 
may  be  found,  ante,  153,  are  observed. 

When  the  affidavit  is  not  made  by  the  plaintiff,  the  only  modi- 
fication of  the  form  of  the  affidavit  which  has  been  given  is,  to 
state  that  fact  thus:  "Pulton  county,  ss:  Charles  Allen  being 
duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  agent  of  Moses  Spike,  and  that," 
&c.     See  remarks,  ante,  135,  156. 

Bond  for  attachment.']  After  the  application  and  the  affidavits 
are  drawn,  the  next  proceeding  will  be  to  draw  a  bond.  The 
statute  provides  for  that  as  follows :  "  The  applicant  shall  exe- 
cute to  the  defendant,  and  deliver  to  the  justice,  a  bond  with 
sufficient  surety,  to  be  approved  by  such  justice,  in  writing  upon 
such  bond,  in  the  penalty  of  two  hundred  dollars,  conditioned  to 
pay  such  defendant  all  damages  and  costs  which  he  may  sustain, 
by  reason  of  issuing  such  attachment,  if  such  plaintiff  fail  to 
recover  judgment  thereon';  and  if  such  judgment  be  recovered, 
that  sueh  plaintiff  will  pay  the  defendant  all  moneys  which  shall 
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be  receivexl  by  him  from  any  property  levied  upon  by  such  attach- 
ment, over  and  above  the  amount  of  such  judgment,  and  interest 
and  costs  thereon."  Vol.  I,  41,  §  27.  The  non-imprisonment  act 
also  requires  a  bond  in  the  cases  provided  for  in  that  act,  and  the 
language  is  as  follows :  "And  such  plaintiff,  or  some  one  in  his 
behalf,  shall  also  execpte,  in  the  cases  provided  for  by  this  act,  a 
bond  in  the  penalty  of  at  least  one  hundred  dollars,  with  such 
sureties  and  upon  such  condition  as  is  required  in  section  twenty- 
ninth  of  said  article."  Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  §  35 ;  Vol,  I,  75, -^  217. 
It  is  sometimes  said  that  there  is  a  difference  in  the  jjhrase- 
ology  of  these  statutes  in  relation  to  the  bond  required,  and 
that,  in  cases  under  the  Eevised  Statutes,  the  bond  must  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  plaintiff  or  the  applicant  for  the  attachment,  while 
the  bond  may  be  executed  by  any  proper  person  in  cases  under 
the  non-imprisonment  act.  The  literal  reading  of  the  statute  is, 
that  the  applicant  shall  execute,  &c.  But,  the  object  of  the  stat- 
ute ought  to  be  kept  in  view,  which  was,  that  the  defendant 
should  be  protected  by  a  sufficient  bond.  It  can  make  no  differ- 
ence to  him  who  executes  the  bond,  so  long  as  the  bond  is  a 
valid  and  sufficient  one.  And  the  true  meaning  of  the  statute 
is,  that  the  person  who  appUes  for  an  attachment,  whether  it  is 
the  plaintiff  in  person  or  some  person  as  his  agent,  shall  furnish 
a  sufficient  bond.  The  only  object  in  requiring  a  bond  will  then 
be  accomplished.  Millius  v.  Shafer,  3  Denio,  60. 

This  view  of  the  question  is  strengthened  by  the  non-impri- 
sonment act,  which  extended  the  remedy  by  attachment,  and  then 
required  a  bond  to  be  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  or  some  one  in  his 
behalf. 

The  reason  for  requiring  a  bond  is  the  same  in  both  cases. 
And  there  is  no  legal  rule  which  requires  the  construction  of  the 
statute  to  be  different.  And  in  many  cases  a  different  rule  would 
be  impracticable ;  as  for  instance,  when  the  plaintiff  proves  a  case 
under  both  statutes,  which  is  a  very  common  occurrence,  surely 
two  bonds  would  not  be  necessary.  And  which  statute  is  to  be 
preferred  if  such  a  constructioh  could  be  sustained  ?  The  penalty 
of  the  bond  should  in  all  cases  be  four  hundred  dollars,  because 
it  ought  to  be  in  double  the  amount  of  any  judgment  which  may 
be  recovered  before  the  justice.  And  the  law  now  gives  a  justice 
jurisdiction  in  all  cases  of  attachments  to  the  amount  of  two 
hundred  dollars.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  4. 

Bond  on  attachment. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  Thomas  S.  Curtiss  and  Hiram 
Van  Arnam,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  John  Smith  in  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  John  Smith,  or  to  his  certain 
attorney,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  to  which  payment  well  and 
truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administra- 
tors, jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  our  seals. 
Dated  the  14th  day  of  November,  1864. 

Whereas  application  has  been  made  by  Moses  Spike,  to  John  Frothing- 
ham,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county 
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of  Fulton,  for  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  said  John  Smith, 
in  favor  of  the  said  Moses  Spike,  ia  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes  of  the  state  of  New  York,  in  such  cases  made  and  provided. 

Novi^,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said 
Moses  Spike  shall  pay  the  said  John  Smith,  all  damages  and  costs  which 
he  may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  issuing  of  said  attachment,  if  the  said 
Moses  Spike  shall  fail  to  recover  judgment  thereon;  and  if  such  judgment 
be  recovered,  and  the  said  Moses  Spike  shall  pay  the  said  John  Smith  all 
moneys  which  shall  be  received  by  him  from  any  property  levied  upon  by 
Buch  attachment,  over  and  above  the  amount  of  such  judgment  and  interest 
and  costs  thereon,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  of  full  force 
and  virtue.  THOMAS  S.  CURTISS,  [l.  s.] 

HmAM  VAN  ARNAM,  [l.  s.] 
Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of       J 

John  Feothingham. 

Approval  of  lond  hy  justice. 

I  approve  of  Thomas  S.  Cifrtiss  and  Hiram  Van  Arnam  as  sureties,  in 
the  foregoing  bond.     November  14th,  1864. 

JOHN  FROTHINGHAM,  Justice. 

If  the  approval  is  indorsed  on  the  outside  of  the  bond,  say  the 
"  within  bond,"  instead  of  fhe  "  foregoing  bond."  The  statute 
expressly  requires  that  the  approval  shall  be  in  writing  upon 
such  bond,  and  the  justice  should  be  careful  to  comply  with  its 
requisitions. 

Must  he  iond  in  all  cases.]  Under  some  of  tlje  older  decisions  it 
was  held,  that  a  bond  was  not  necessary -when  a  short  attach- 
ment was  issued.  Bates  v.  Belyea,,  23  Wend.,  336.  But  that 
construction  of  the  statute  has  been  overruled.  And  it  is  now 
conclusively  settled,  that  there  must  be  a  bond  in  every  case  ia 
which  an  attachment  is  issued,  whether  the  attachment  is  a  long 
or  a  short  one,  or  whether  the  attachment  issufes  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Eevised  Statutes  or  those  of  the  non-impj-isonment 
act,  or  whether  the  defendant  is  a  resident  or  a  non-resident  of 
the  county.  Taylor  v.  Heath,  4  Denio,  592 ;  Davis  v.  Marshall,  14' 
Barb.,  96 ;  Bennett  v.  Brown,  4  Ooms't.,  254 ;  S.  C,  6  E.  P.  Smith, 
99  ;  S.  a  again,  31  Barb.,  158.      ' 

Covenant  will  not  do  in  place  of  iond.]  The  statute  has  required 
that  a  lond  shall  be  executed  and  delivered  to  the  justice  before 
an  attachment  can  be  issued.  It  must,  therefore,  be  a  bond  that 
is  executed.  'No  other  agreement  will. supply  its  place,  so  as  to 
satisfy  the  statute. 

A  written  sealed  agreement  in  the  following  form  was  held  to 
be  insufficient.  "We'  jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  to. J. 
Davis,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  or  pay  to  him  all  damages 
and  costs  he  may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  issuing  of  an  attach- 
ment this  day  applied  for  by  B.  H.  B.,  if  he  fail  to  recover  judg- 
ment thereon ;  and  if  judgment  be  recovered,  the  plaintiff  will 
pay  the  defendant  'all  mon&ys  which  shall  be  received  by  him 
from  any  property  levied  on  by  the  said  attachment,  over  and 
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above  tlie  amount  of  such  judgment,  and  interest  and  costs 
thereon."  This  agreement  was  signed  and  sealed  by  a  surety, 
but  the  court  held  it  to  be  no  compliance  with  the  statute,  requir- 
ing a  bond,  and  that  the  attachment  issued  under  it  was  entirely 
void.  Soman  v.  Brinclcerhoof,  1  Denio,*  184. 

It  was  held  in  the  same  case,  that  the  defendant  might  appear 
in  the  action,  and  waive  the  defect  so  far  as  to  render  the  judg- 
ment valid  against  him  personally,  but  that  it  did  not  in  any 
manner  render  the  agreement  sufficient  to  authorize  the  attach- 
ment to  hold  the  property.  And  see  the  same  principle.  Watts  v. 
Willett,  2  Hilt.,  212. 

Deposit  of  money  tvill  not  supply  the  place  of  a  iond.']  A  deposit 
of  money  instead  of  a  bond  would  not  be  a  compliance  with  th6 
statute.  There  must  be  a  bond,  and  even  a  written  sealed  agree- 
ment will  not  supply  its  place  as  we  have  just  seen.  There  is 
an  other  reason  why  a  deposit  of  money  would  not  be  proper,  and 
that  is,  because  it  would  be  impossible  to  deposit  an  amount  whjch 
would  be  certain  to  cover  all  the  damages  and  costs  wliich  might 
arise  from  issuing  the  attachment,  and  including  the  costs  thereon, 
upon  an  appeal  to  the  county  court,  the  supreme  court,  and  perhaps 
to  he  court  of  appeals.  It  has  been  held  in  cases  relating  to  war- 
rants, that  in  some  cases,  a  deposit  dT  money  would  be  a  sufficient 
sectirity.  But  that  decision  was  made  under  the  Eevised  Laws 
of  1813,  and  the  reason  assigned  for  the  decision  was,  that  that 
statute  merely  required  security  without  declaring  in  what  man- 
ner it  should  be  given.  Wheelock  v.  Brinclcerhoof,  13  Johns.,  481. 
And,  besides  that,  it  was  evident  in  that  case,  that  the  amount 
deposited  was.  equal  to  any  possible  amount  that  the  defendant 
could  claim.  But  the  conclusive  reason  in  the  case  of  attachments 
is,  that  the  statute  requires  a  bond,  and  therefore  no  other  se- 
curity in  form  or  substance  can  supply  its  i)lace  as  a  substitute. 

Bond  must  describe  parties  correctly.]  The  bond  should  describe 
the  parties  to  the  action  correctly,  as  to  the  names  and  niimber 
of  the  parties,  and  as  to  the  character  in  which  they  sue.  In  one 
case  the  bond  described  the  plaintiff  as  thongh  he  were  suing  in 
his  individual  character,  when  in  fact  the  suit  was  brought  in  the 
name  of  that  person  in  connection  with  others  as  executors  of  a 
deceased  person.  The  bond  was  held  defective,  and  the  judg- 
ment founded  thereon  was  reversed.  Comfort  v.  Gillespie,  13 
Wend.,  404,  405. 

Execution  of  the  hond^ ,  The  word  bond,  from  the  force  of  the 
term,  imports  a  sealed  instrument.  A  scrawl  with  a  pen,  with 
the  letters  L.  S.,  is  not  a  seal,  and  where  a  seal  is  required,  these 
letters  will  be  of  no  avail  whatever.  Warren  v.  Lynch,  5  Johns., 
239;  Tan  Santwood  v.  Sandford,  12  Johns.,  197.  A  seal  is  an 
impression  upon  wax  or  wafer,  or  some  other  tenacious  substance 
capable  of  being  impressed.  Wa/rren  v.  Lynch,  5  Johns.,  239; 
Vam,  Sahtwood  v.  Sandford,  12  Johns.^  197.  A  bond  must  be 
signed  as  well  as  sealed,  but  it  has  .been  held  that  the  signature 
meed  not,  of  necessity,  be  at  the  end  ©f  the  bond.    In  one  case 
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the  obligor  signed  Ms  name  and  affixed  Ms  seal  in  the  space 
between  the  penal  part  of  the  bond  and  the  condition  thereof, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  condition  of  the  bond  was  included  as  a 
part  of  the  instrument  as  much  as  though  the  signature  had  been 
at  the  foot  of  it.  Reed  v.  Brake,  7  Wend.,  345.  The  names  of  the 
sureties  ought  to  be  mentioned  in  the  body  of  the  bond,  but  if 
they  are  not,  and  the  sureties  sign  and  seal  the  bond,  they  will 
be  bound.  Ex  parte  Fulton,  7  Oow.,  484 ;  Declcer  v.  Judson,  2  E. 
P.  Smith,  439.  Where  the  bond  executed  upon  an  application 
for  an  attachment  professed  to  be  the  bond  of  Jacob  Shafer,  the 
creditor  who  applied,  and  of  two  sureties,  and  was  executed 
thus :  "  Walter  Shafer,  agent  for  Jacob  Shafer,"  and  the  sureties 
executed  the  bond  in  proper  form  and  manner,  it  was  held  that 
the  bond  was  suflBcient,  although  the  principal  was  not  bound. 
The  court  said :  "  The  l3oud,  as  I  think,  was  sufficient.  It  was 
the  bond  of  the  agent,  Walter  Shafer,  individually,  and  an  other 
person,  given  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and,  as  such,  satisfies  the 
statute,  although  the  plaintiff  may  not  have  been  bound  by  it." 
MilKus  V.  Shafer,  3  Denio,  60.  The  statute  requires  that  the 
bond  shall  be  delivered- to  the  justice.  See  ante,  157.  The  justice 
should  retain  the  bond  in  his  custody,  together  with  the  affida- 
vits accompanying  it.  See  ante,  128. 

Who  to  ie  sureties.']  The  law  has  confided  to  the  justice  the 
right  to  determine  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties.  And  the  justice 
should  always  be  satisfied  that  the  parties  offered  as  sureties  are 
entirely  able  to  respond  in  damages  to  the  extent  of  the  liability 
incurred.  The  object  of  requiring  a  bond  was  to  secure  the 
defendant  against  all  damages  and  costs  which  might  accrue 
from  issuing  the  attachment,  and  also  to  secure  the  return 
of  any  surplus  which  might  remain  after  the  payment  of  the 
plaintiff's  demand,  interest  and  costs.  Without  this  protection 
to  the  defendant's  rights,  an  irresponsible  plaintiff  might  obtain 
the  property  of  a  defendant  by  an  unjust  or  an  illegal  judg- 
ment, and  though  the  judgment  were  reversed  on  an  appeal, 
the  defendant  would  have  no  security  for  his  damages  and  costs, 
nor  for  the  value  of  his  property  if  that  had  been  sold  and  the 
plaintiff  had  received  the  avails.  And,  even  if  the  judgment 
were  to  be  affirmed,  the  defendant  would  not  have  any  security 
for  the  return  of  the  surplus  after  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's 
judgment  and  costs.  The  justice  ought  in  every  case  to  require 
such  sureties  as  shall  leave  no  reasonable  doubt  that  the  bond 
will  be  such  an  indemnity  as  the  law  intended.  When  the  plain- 
tiff is  a  man  of  undoubted  responsibility,  and  he  himself  executes 
the  bond,  then  one  other  responsible  person  as  his  surety  will  be 
sufficient.  The  statute  does  not  require  that  there  shall  be  more 
than  one  surety  in  addition  to  the  plaintiff,  or  the  applicant,  if 
either  of  them  executes  the  bond.  But,  it  will  always  be  best  to 
require  two  names  to  the  bond.  If  the  plaintiff,  or  the  applicant 
for  the  attachment  executes  it,  then  one  responsible  surety  in 
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addition  will  be  suflacient ;  but,  if  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the 
applicant  executes  the  bond,  then  two  sureties  should  be  required. 

Liabilities  of  sureties.']  The  liability  of  the  sureties  is  more 
extensive  than  is  generally  supposed.  By  the  language  of  the 
statute,  and  the  terms  of  the  bond  itself,  it  extends  to  all  damages 
and  costs  which  the  defendant  may  sustain  by  reason  of  the 
issuing  of  the  attachment.  This  language  is  very  broad,  for  it 
includes  all  damages  which  the  defendant  may  sustain  by  reason 
of  issuing  the  attachment.  If  an  attachment  is  issued  and  the 
plaintiff  fails  in  the  action,  the  mere  return  of  the  defendant's 
property  may  not  in  any  manner  serve  to  compensate  him  for 
the  damages  which  he  has  sustained. 

The  property  may  be  injured,  lost  or  destroyed,  and  it  may  be 
property  which  was  valuable  in  the  defendant's  business,  and  the 
taking  of  it  may  have  deprived  him  of  the  use  of  it,  or  perhaps 
he  may  have  lost  a  desirable  opportunity  to  sell  it  at  a  profit. 
Dunning  v.  HumjjTirey,  24  Wend.,  31.  These  illustrations  will 
serve  to  show  in  what  manner  the  defendant  may  suffer  damages 
from  the  issuing  of  the  attachment. 

But  it  is  not  merely  a  liability  to  damages  that  the  sureties 
undertake  to  answer  for.  The  bond  also  agrees  to  pay  all  costs 
which  the  defendant  may  sustain.  The  costs  here  mentioned  are 
not  merely  those  which  may  be  given  in  the  attachment  action 
before  the  justice.  The  sureties  are  liable  for  all  costs  which  may 
be  rendered  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  attachment  action,  or 
upon  any  appeal  from  that  judgment.  This  would  include  the 
costs  of  the  county  court,  the  supreme  court,  and  those  of  the 
court  of  appeals,  if  the  supreme  court  permitted  the  case  to  go 
there.  It  will  not  make  any  difference  in  the  rule,  whether  the 
plaintiff  or  the  defendant  is  the  appealing  party.  If  the  final 
judgment  is  given  against  the  party  who  was  plaintiff  in  the 
attachment  action,  it  will  be  of  no  consequence  whether  that  final 
judgment  is  the  result  of  the  reversal  or  the  affirmance  of  a 
previous  decision.  The  sureties  are  liable  to  answer  for  the  final 
judgment,  if  it  is  against  the  party  for  whom  they  have  given 
the  bond,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  attachment  in  the 
justice's  court.  Ball  v.  Gardner,  21  Wend.,  270  ;  Bennett  v. 
Bro^vn,  31  Barb.,  158;  S.  C,  4  Oomst.,  254 ;  8.  C,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  99. 

It  may  be  well  to  notice  here  a  distinction  which  exists  between 
the  case  of  an  attachment  bond,  and  the  security  which  is  given 
to  obtain  a  short  summons  or  a  warrant.  In  the  case  of  an 
attachment,  the  condition  of  a  bond  is,  to  answer  for  all  damages 
and  costs  which  the  defendant  may  sustain,  iy  reason  of  issuing 
the  attachment.  In  the  case  of  a  short  summons  or  a  warrant,  the 
surety  merely  binds  himself  to  answer  for  any  sum  that  may  be 
adjudged  against  the  plaintiff  m  the  suit,  which  is  commenced  by 
the  process  issued.  An  appeal  is  a  new  suit,  if  the  case  is  de- 
cided solely  upon  the  facts  appearing  on  the  justice's  return,  and 
therefore  the  sureties  are  not  liable  on  the  bond  for  any  costs 
upon  any  such  appeal  in  actions  commenced  by  summons  or 
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warrant.  Fenno  v.  Dicldnson,  4  Denio,  84.  But  if  the  case  is  one  in 
which  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court,  it  is  not  a  new  suit. 

Penalty  of  the  hond^  The  Revised  Statutes  require  that  the 
penalty  of  the  bond  shall  be  two  hundred  dollars.  The  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  justice  extended  to  one  hundred  dollars  in  attachment 
suits,  and  the  penalty  of  the  bond  was  double  that  sum.  In 
the  cases  originally  provided  for  by  the  non-imprisonment  act, 
the  jurisdiction  was  but  fifty  dollars,  and  hence  the  penalty  of  the 
bond  in  the  cases  under  that  act  need  not  exceed  one  hundred 
dollars,  to  be  double  the  amount  of  the  judgment  in  such  action. 
But  now  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  is  two  hundred  dollars  in  all 
attachment  actions.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  4 ;  and  therefore  it  is  proper 
to  make  the  penalty  of  the  bond  four  hundred  dollars  in  all  cases. 

Condition  of  the  hond-l  The  statute  expressly  requires  that 
the  bond  shall  be  executed  to  the  defendant. 

The  bond  ought,  therefore,  in  all  cases,  to  be  made  payable 
to  the  defendant,  because  if  it  is  made  payable  to  any  other 
person,  the  statute  will  not  be  complied  with. 

The  bond  will  be  void  if  the  condition  is  not  such  as  the  statute 
requires.  Barnard  v.  Viele,  21  Wend.,  88.  The  bond  must  also 
be  conditioned  to  pay  the  defendant  all  damages  and  costs  which 
he  may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  issuing  of  such  attachment  if 
such  plaintiff  fail  to  recover  judgment  thereon. 

No  other  condition  whatever  will  supply  the  place  of  this  one 
which  the  statute  specifies.  As  to  the  extent  of  this  liability,  see 
ante,  162. 

The  bond  must  also  be  conditioned,  that  if  the  plaintiff  recov- 
ers judgment,  that  such  plaintiff  will  pay  the  defendant  all 
moneys  which  shall  be  received  by  him  from  any  property  levied 
upon  by  such  attachment,  over  and  above  the  amount  of  such 
judgment,  and  interest  and  costs  thereon. 

Bond,  when  to  be  executed^  The  statute  expressly  declares  that 
the  bond  shall  be  executed  before  any  attachment  can  issue  under 
the  Revised  Statutes,  or  under  the  non-imprisonment  act.  Laws 
.1831,  ch.  300,  ■§  35;  Yol.  I,  75,  §  217.  The  execution  of  a 
proper  bond  is  a  condition,  therefore,  which  must  be  complied 
with  before  there  is  any  legal  authority  to  issue  an  attachment. 

And  if  an  attachment  is  issued  and  served  before  a  bond  is 
executed,  the  defect  cannot  be  remedied  by  executing  a  bond 
afterwards.  Ackerman  v.  Finch,  15  Wend.,  652. 

Amendment  of  bonds.']  There  is  a  very  great  difference  whether 
there  is  no  bond  at  all  in  such  cases,  or  whether  there  is  a  bond 
which  is  defective  in  some  respects.  Wben  there  is  no  bond  the 
proceedings  will  be  entirely  void,  and  so  of  a  bond  which  entirely 
omits  any  of  the  conditions  required  by  the  statute. 

But  there  are  defects  which  are  amendable  by  statute.  The 
statute  provides:  "Whenever  a  bond  is  or  shall  be  required  by 
law  to  be  given  by  any  person,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  any 
right  or  privilege  conferred  by  law,  or  to  commence  any  proceed- 
ing, it  shall  not  be  necessary  for  such  bond  to  conform  in  all 


164  BOND  FOR  ATTACHMENT. 

respects  to  the  form  thereof  prescribed  by  any  statute,  but  the 
same  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  if  it  conform  thereto  substanti- 
ally, and  do  not  vary  in  any  matter,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  rights 
of  the  party  to  whom  or  for  whose  benefit  such  bond  shall  have 
been  given."  3  E.  S.,  870,  §  35,  5th  ed.  "  Whenever  such  bond 
shall  be  defective  in  any  respect,  the  court,  ofiicer  or  body  who 
would  be  authorized  to  receive  the  same,  or  to  entertain  any 
proceedings  in  consequence  of  such  bond  if  the  same  had  been 
perfect,  may,  on  the  application  of  all  the  obligors  therein,  amend 
the  same  in  any  respect,  and  such  bond  shall  thereupon  be  deemed 
valid  from  the  time  of  the  execution  thereof."  3  E.  S.,  ^70,  <^  36, 
5th  ed. 

The  application  to  amend  must  be  made  by  all  the  obligors 
named  in  the  bond.  The  statute  requires  this,  and  so  do  the 
adjudged  cases  in  relation  to  the  statute.  Slmiv  v.  Lawrence,  14 
How.,  94 ;  Potter  v.  Baker,  4  Paige,  290.  The  correct  practice 
would  be,  to  draw  up  a  written  request  which  should  specify  the 
particulars  in  which  an  amendment  is  desired,  then  let  the  sure- 
ties all  sign  this  request,  and  then  present  it  to  the  justice.  And 
if  the  old  sureties  sign  the  amended  bond,  it  will  then  be  valid. 
So  if  an  amendment  is  made  by  adding  the  name  of  a  new  surety, 
he  will  be  bound  as  much  as  though  he  had  signed  the  bond 
originally.  Decker  v.  Judson,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  439.  If  the  bond  does 
not  conform  strictly  to  the  letter  of  the  statute,  but  it  is  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  therewith,  the  bond  will  be  valid. 

And  if  the  bond  contains  the  conditions  required  by  statute, 
and  some  others  which  the  statute  does  not  require,  that  will  not 
invalidate  the  bond  when  the  error  does  not  prejudice  the  obligee, 
or  when  it  is  more  beneficial  to  him  than  the  statute  requires. 
The  amendment  of  a  bond  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant  in 
an  attachment  suit,  since  the  object  is  to  increase  the  sufficiency 
of  his  indemnity.  The  only  safe  practice,  however,  is  to  execute 
a  proper  bond  in  the  first  instance.  Every  question  of  regularity 
or  of  jurisdiction  in  that  respect  will  thereby  be  avoided. 

Action  u;pon  attachment  loud.']  A  few  points  will  be  noticed  in» 
relation  to  an  action  upon  such  bonds. 

In  an  action  upon  an  attachment  bond,  where  the  party  suing 
out  the  attachment  has  failed  to  recover  a  judgment,  the  defend- 
ant in  the  attachment  action  is  entitled  to  recover  not  only  the 
costs  of  the  defense  before  the  justice,  but  -also  damages  for 
the  seizure  and  detention  of  the  property.  Dunning  v.  SwmpTirey, 
24  Wend.,  31.  But  in  such  an  action,  if  it  appears  that  the 
property  was  merely  levied  upon  but  not  removed  from  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  suit,  and  that,  on 
the  return  of  the  attachment  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  was  entered 
because  of  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  appear,  it  was  held,  that 
the  rule  of  damages  in  such  a  case  was  the  actual  damages 
sustained,  and  nothing  more.  Groat  v.  Gillespie,  25  Wend,  383. 
Such  a  case  would  differ  from  one  in  which  the  attachment  pro- 
ceedings were  void  for  want  of  an  affidavit  or  a  bond,  because  in 
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the  latter  case  the  taking  of  the  property  would  be  illegal,  while 
iu  the  other  case,  the  taking  would  have  been  legal,  and  the 
omission  to  appear  might  have  been  by  accident,  thus  deter- 
mining the  action,  but  not  rendering  the  previous  proceedings 
invalid. 

If  a  suit  be  commenced  before  a  justice  against  a  non-resident 
of  the  county  by  a  long  attachment,  and  the  plaintiff  fail  to 
appear  on  the  return  day  thereof,  the  defendant  may  either  treat 
the  process  as  void,  and  recover  his  damages  in  an  action  of 
trespass,  or  waive  the  irregularity  and  take  his  remedy  on  the 
attachment  bond.  Bmvne  v.  Mellor,  6  Hill,  496. 

The  o.bligors  in  a  bond  executed  upon  issuing  an  attachment 
in  a  justice's  court  where  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  recover  judg- 
ment, are  prima  facie,  liable  for  the  value  of  the  property 
attached.  But  where  property  was  seized  and  remoyed  by  virtue 
of  an  attachment,  and  the  plaintiff,  having  been  nonsuited  on 
the  trial,  immediately  sued  out  an  other  attachment  upon  which 
the  officer  who  served  the  first  attachment,  seized  the  same 
property  which  was  in  his  possession,  on  the  second  attachment, 
and  afterwards  sold  it  on  the  execution  in  that  suit ;  in  an  action 
on  the  bond,  given  on  the  issuing  of  the  first  attachment,  it  was 
held,  that  the  sureties  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  attachment  suit 
were  entitled  to  show  the  appropriation  of  the  property  on  the 
process  in  the  second  attachment  suit,  in  reduction  of  damages. 
Sari  V.  Spooner,  3  Denio,  246. 

The  court,  in  the  case  last  cited,  made  a  distinction  between 
an  action  of  covenant  upon  the  bond,  and  an  action  for  a  trespass 
in  illegally  taking  the  property  upon  void  process.  In  an  action 
of  covenant  upon  the  bond,  the  measure  of  damages  is  as  stated 
in  that  action.  But  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  wrongfully  taking 
the  property  of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  action,  the  sub- 
sequent appropriation  of  it  by  a  sale  under  an  execution  in  favor 
of  the  wrongdoer,  will  not  save  the  party  from  answering  in 
damages  to  the  full  value  of  the  property.  Otis  v.  Jones,  21 
Wend.,  394. 

What  the  attachment  must  contain.]  The  statute  provides: 
"Every  such  attachment  shall  state  the  amount  of  the  debt 
sworn  to  by  the  applicant,  and  shall  command  any  constable  of 
the  county  in  which  the  justice  resides  to  attach  so  much  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  debtor  as  will  be  sufficient  to  satisfy 
such  debt,  and  safely  to  keep  the  same,  in  order  to  satisfy  any 
judgment  that  may  be  recovered  on  such  attachment,  and  to 
make  return  of  his  proceedings  thereon  to  the  justice  who  issued 
the  same,  at  a  time  therein  to  be  specified,  not  less  than  six  nor 
more  than  twelve  days  from  the  date  thereof."  Vol.  I,  41,  §  28. 

Form  of  attachment. 

Fulton  Coitntt,  ss:  The  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any 
constable  of  said  county,  greeting  :  Whereas,  Moses  Spike  has  made 
application  to  me,  John  Frothingham,  Esq.,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace 
of  said  county,  for  an  attachment  in  his  favor  against  the  property  of  John 
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Smith,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York 
in  such  cases  made  and  provided,  for  a  debt  of  one  hundred  dollars,  being 
the  amount  sworn  to  by  the  applicant ;  which  debt  arose  upon  contract  (or 
upon  a  judgment),  and  the  requisite  proof  by  affidavit,  and  a  legal  bond 
with  sufficient  sureties,  duly  approved  by  me,  having  been  made  and  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  me. 

You  are,  therefore,  commanded  to  attach  so  much  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  John  Smith,  as  will  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  such  debt, 
and  safely  to  keep  the  same,  in  order  to  satisfy  any  judgment  that  may  be 
recovered  on  this  attachment.  And  do  you  make  return  of  your  proceed- 
ings hereon,  to  me,  at  my  office  in  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  said  county, 
on  the  24th  day  of  November,  1864,  at  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon;  and 
have  you  then  and  there  this  precept.  Given  under  my  hand  at  the  town 
aforesaid,  the  14th  day  of  November,  1864. 

JOHN  FROTHINGHAM,  Justice. 

There  is  no  necessity  that  the  attachment  should  recite  or  refer 
to  the  statutes  under  and  by  virtue  of  which  it  is  issued.  The 
statute  which  prescribes  what  an  attachment  shall  contain  does 
not  require  that  it  shall  show  what  statute  authorizes  it  to  be 
issued.  And  when  the  statute  prescribes  that  certain  things 
shall  be  contained  in  the  attachment,  the  legal  presumption  is, 
that  all  the  essential  requirements  will  be  mentioned,  upon  the 
principle  that  the  express  mention  of  certain  things  excludes 
the  supposition  that  any  other  thing  was  intended.  And  again, 
in  the  absence  of  any  statutory  requirement  upon  the  subject,  the 
same  rule  is  applicable  to  an  attachment  which  is  applied  to  a 
summons  or  a  warrant.  E^either  of  those  kinds  of  process  ever 
refers  to  any  statute  for  the  authority  by  virtue  of  which  it  is 
issued.  And  the  principle  of  law  is  precisely  the  same  in  relation 
to  attachments,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  that  question. 

When  a  justice  by  a  clerical  mistake  omits  to  insert  in  the 
attachment  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  debt,  he  may,  after 
the  service  of  the  attachment,  and  on  the  return  day  of  the  pro- 
cess, amend  the  attachment  by  inserting  therein  the  amount  of 
the  debt  which  was  sworn  to,  notwithstanding  the  objections 
of  the  defendant.  Near  v.  Tan  Alstyne,  14  Wend.,  230. 

When  an  attachment  action  is  tried  and  a  judgment  is  ren- 
dered therein  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  he  is  entitled  to  the 
immediate  possession  of  the  attached  property.  And  an  appeal 
by  the  plaintiff  will  not  make  any  difference.  If  the  goods  are 
not  returned  to  the  defendant,  he  may,  on  a  proper  demand,  re- 
cover the  value  of  the  goods  because  of  their  conversion,  or  he 
may  maintain  an  action  of  replevin  to  recover  the  goods  them- 
selves. Moore  v.  Somerindylce,  1  Hilt.,  199. 

SECTION  IV. 

SHORT   ATTACHMENT. 

This  attachment  must  be  made  returnable  in  not  less  than 
two,  nor  more  than  four  days  from  its  date.  And  the  only  differ- 
ence in  form  between  a  short  attachment  and  a  long  one,  is  in  the 
length  of  time  which  intervenes  between  the  date  and  the  return 
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day.  The  facts  and  circumstances  must  be  stated  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  an  affidavit  for  a  long  attachment. 

The  remarks  which  have  been  made  in  relation  to  long  attach- 
ments are  equally  applicable  to  short  attachments,  except  in 
those  particulars  which  will  be  hereafter  pointed  out.  There  has 
been  one  very  prevalent  mistake  in  relation  to  short  attachments, 
which  is,  that  a  short  attachment  has  been  supposed  to  be  a 
I)rocess  which  is  entirely  different  in  its  nature  from  a  long  one. 

At  one  time  this  view  was  entertained  by  the  supreme  court, 
and  it  was  then  held  that  no  affidavit  or  bond  need  be  furnished 
to  authorize  the  issuing  of  this  process.  Bates  v.  Eelyea,  23 
Wend.,  336.  This  view  of  the  law  has  been  expressly  overruled 
in  several  cases,  and  it  is  now  conclusively  settled  that  there 
must  be  both  an  affidavit  and  a  bond  before  a  short  attachment 
can  issue  in  any  case  whatever.  Taylor  v.  Heath,  4  Denio,  592; 
Bennett  v.  Brown,  4  Oomst.,  254;  S.  C,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  99;  JDavis 
V.  Marshall,  14  Barb.,  96.  Ante,  159,  128. 

Nothing  is  more  common  than  to  hear  a  short  attachment 
spoken  of  as  a  process  which  was  intended  for  a  different  class 
of  cases  than  those  provided  for  by  a  long  attachment.  It  was 
this  error  which  led  to  the  conclusion  that  neither  an  affidavit 
nor  a  bond  was  necessary,  though,  as  we  have  just  seen,  that 
error  has  been  corrected. 

Before  discussing  the  provisions  of  this  section  of  the  statute, 
it  will  be  cited :  "  Whenever,  by  the  provisions  of  the  thirtieth 
section  of  this  act,  no  warrant  can  issue,  and  the  defendant  shall 
reside  out  of  the  county,  he  shall  be  proceeded  against  by  sum- 
mons or  attachment,  returnable  not  less  than  two,  nor  more  than 
four  days  from  the  date  thereof,  which  shall  be  served  at  least 
two  days  before  the  time  of  appearance  mentioned  therein  ;  and 
if  such  defendant  be  proceeded  against  otherwise,  the  justice 
shall  have  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause."  Laws  1831,  ch.  300, 
■^  33,  Vol.  I,  75,  §  215. 

The  ffi-st  thing  worthy  of  attention  is,  that  the  language  of  this 
section  differs  very  materially  from  that  of  the  34th  section  of 
the  same  act.  The  34th  section  commences  thus:  "In  addition 
to  the  cases,  Sec,  an  attachment  may  be  issued."  It  will  be  re- 
membered that  the  Eevised  Statutes  gave  an  attachment  long 
before  the  non-imprisonment  act  was  passed,  and  that  section 
thirty-four  of  that  act  merely  extended  the  remedy  to  a  different 
class  of  cases.  Ante,  124.  The  33d  section,  which  has  been  cited, 
does  not  profess  to  give  an  attachment  in  any  different  class  of 
cases  from  those  already  existing,  either  by  the  Eevised  Statutes 
or  the  34th  section  of  the  non-imprisonment  act. 

The  attachment  was  a  remedy  which  was  in  familiar  use  in 
many  cases,  and  the  statute  was  not  changed  in  that  respect  by 
the  33d  section.  That  section  does  not,  in  reality,  provide  for 
any  class  of  cases  whatever,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  question 
what  facts  will  authorize  the  issuing  of  an  attachment.  The  only 
effect  of  the  33d  section  is,  to  declare  that  when  the  defendant 
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resides  out  of  the  county,  the  return  day  of  the  attachment  shalf 
be  not  less  than  two,  nor  more  than  four  days  from  the  date  of 
the  process.  This  section  does  not,  therefore,  refer  to  a  different 
class  of  cases,  and  give  a  process  in  a  different  case  or  class  of 
cases ;  but  it  merely  declares,  that  in  relation  to  some  spedfi^ 
persons  the  process  shall  differ  in  form  from  the  attachment  in 
general  use.  This  section  does  not  extend  the  remedy  by  at- 
tachment, to  a  single  class  of  cases  which  is  not  provided  for  by 
the  other  sections  of  the  statute,  though  it  does  declare  that  the 
time  for  the  return  day  shall  be  less  than  in  the  case  of  a  resident 
defendant.  And  this  modification  as  to  attachments  was  made 
solely  for  the  convenience  of  non-resident  defendants. 

As  we  have  already  seen,  the  courts  now  invariably  hold  that 
both  an  affidavit  and  a  bond  are  necessary  before  a  short  attach- 
ment can  be  issued.  And  an  important  question  then  arises. 
What  facts  shall  the  affidavit  contain  to  authorize  this  attach- 
ment? If  a  short  attachment  is  a  mere  modification  of  the 
ordinary  attachment,  the  answer  is  very  simple  indeed.  It  must 
state  the  same  facts  as  are  required  for  a  long  attachment,  and 
in  addition  to  that,  that  the  defendant  resides  out  of  the  county'in 
which  the  attachment  is  sought  to  be  obtained,  and  also,  that  no 
warrant  can  issue  against  the  defendant.  This  view  of  the  con- 
struction is  strengthened  by  the  language  of  the  33d  section.  It 
declares  that,  where  the  defendant  shall  reside  out  of  the  county, 
he  shall  be  proceeded  against  by  a  short  summons  or  attachment. 
This  language  relates  to  the  manner  in  which  the  defendant  shall 
be  proceeded  against,  and  not  to  the  cases  which  will  authorize 
proceedings  against  him.  It  assumes  that  an  attachment  is  an 
existing  remedy  for  all  the  cases  in  which  that  process  is  proper, 
if  the  proper  proofs  and  bond  are  furnished.  But  it  was  also 
necessary  to  declare  in  what  form  that  process  should  be  issued 
against  non-resident  defendants,  and  therefore  section  thirty- 
three  was  enacted. 

This  view  is  further  strengthened  by  the  concluding  clause  of 
this  section ;  for  it  declares  that  if  a  non-resident  defendant  is 
proceeded  against  otherwise  than  by  a  short  summons  or  a  short 
attachment,  the  justice  shall  have  no  jurisdiction.  This  provi- 
sion very  clearly  has  no  reference  to  the  class  of  cases  which  will 
authorize  an  attachment,  nor  to  the  statement  of  facts  which 
will  be  sufiQcieut.  It  relates  solely  to  the  person  of  the  defendant, 
and  not  to  the  grounds  for  the  attachment. 

The  remarks  in  relation  to  a  short  attachment  have  been  more 
extended  than  would  be  deemed  necessary  in  ordinary  cases ;  and 
this  full  explanation  was  deemed  important  in  reference  to  one 
decided  case,  which  is  opposed  to  the  construction  which  has 
been  given. 

In  Tan  Kirk  v.  Wilds,  11  Barb.,  520,  it  was  held  to  be  suffi- 
cient to  state  in  the  affidavit  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  upon 
contract  for  a  specified  amount,  and  that  the  defendant  was  a 
non-resident  of  the  county.    This  opinion  was  delivered  by  a  very 
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learned  judge,  but  he  does  not  cite  any  authorities,  nor  does  he 
give  any  reasons  for  such  a  decision,  and  in  my  judgment,  the 
court  overlooked  the  entire  nature  of  the  process,  in  considering 
that  it  differed  from  a  long  attachment  in  any  respect,  except 
as  to  the  form  of  it. 

The  thirty-third  section  does  not  profess  to  give  any  remedy 
in.  addition  to  that  already  existing,  as  the  thirty-fourth  section 
does,  nor  does  it  give  a  short  attachment  simply  because  the 
defendant  is  a  non-resident.  This  is  conclusive  that  the  same 
proof  as  to  the  fraudulent  acts  of  the  defendant  as  to  person  or 
property  is  required  precisely  as  in  other  cases  of  attachments. 
But  more  than  this,  there  is  an  express  statute  which  requires  it. 

The  requirements  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  are  expressly  made 
applicable  to  all  attachments,  whether  issued  under  the  thirty- 
third  or  the  thirty-fourth  sections.  "  All  the  provisions  of  said 
title  fourth,  not  hereby  expressly  repealed,  and  not  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  in  fuU 
force,  and  to  apply  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  so  far  as  the  same 
relate  to  the  proceedings  in  courts  before  justices  of  the  peace." 
Laws  1831,  ch.  300,  '^  43;  Vol.  I,  77,  §  224. 

The  courts  have  held,  that  by  virtue  of  this  section,  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Eevised  Statutes  which  require  an  ai3Sdavit  and  bond 
before  an  attachment  can  issue  under  its  provisions,  are  equally 
applicable  to  the  cases  provided  for  by  the  non-imprisonment  act, 
and  that  an  affidavit  and  bond  are  therefore  necessary  in  all  cases 
before  an  attachment  can  be  issued.  Taylor  v.  Heath,  4  Denio, 
592;  Bennett  y.  Brown,  4  Oomst.,  254;  S.  C,  6  B.  P.  Smith,  99; 
Davis  V.  Marshall,  14  Barb.,  96;  VanKirh  v.  Wilds,  11  Barb.,  520. 
But  the  provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  which  are  thus  referred 
to  and  adopted,  require  not  only  that  there  shall  be  an  affidavit 
and  a  bond,  but  that  the  affidavit  shall  state  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  application  is  made,  and  that  the  affidavit  shall  also 
state  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  prove  that  there  are  suffi- 
cient grounds  to  issue  the  process.  It-is  clear,  that  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  there  must  be  proof  by  affidavit 
that  the  defendant  is  about  to  leave  the  county,  or  that  he  keeps 
concealed  to  avoid  the  service  of  any  civil  process,  &c.,  before  an 
attachment  can  be  issued.  And  under  the  provisions  of  the  non- 
imprisonment  act,  there  must  be  proof  by  affidavit  that  the 
defendant  has  disposed  of  his  property,  &c.,  before  an  attachment 
can  be  issued.  The  Eevised  Statutes  and  the  thirty-fourth  section 
of  the  non-imprisonment  act,  state  all  the  grounds  which  will 
authorize  an  attachment  in  any  ciase  whatever.  And  there  is  no 
provision  of  the  statute  which  makes  the  mere  non-residence  of 
the  defendant  a  ground,  or  any  one  of  the  grounds  for  an  attach- 
ment. The  only  importance  of  showing  his  non-residence  is,  that 
the  form  of  the  attachment  may  be  modified  by  making  it  return- 
able within  two  or  four  days,  instead  of  six  or  twelve  as  in  long 
attachments.  A  short  summons  was  intended  to  take  the  place 
of  the  old  non-resident  warrant,  if  the  cause  of  action  arose  upon 
Wait  H— 22 
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contract,  and  no  warrant  could  be  issued.  And  the  plaintiflf  can 
have  a  short  summons  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  is  a  non- 
resident. He  will  thus  get  a  valid  judgment  if  he  desires  one. 
But  an  attachment  is  not  issued  against  a  resident  defendant, 
without  showing  legal  cause,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  a  short 
attachment  should  issue,  unless  the  same  cause  is  shown  which 
would  authorize  a  long  attachment. 

The  affidavits  must  always  show  that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resi- 
dent of  the  county,  because  the  non-residence  of  the  defendant  is 
the  sole  ground  which  will  authorize  a  short  attachment  instead  of 
a  long  one.  In  the  absence  of  such  proof,  the  defendant  would  be 
deemed  a  resident  of  the  county,  and  a  short  attachment  an 
improper  process.  And  when  a  short  attachment  is  issued,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  in  the  return,  nor  by  the  affidavits,  that  the 
defendant  is  a  non-resident,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed. 
Taylor  v.  Heath,  4  Denio,  592 ;  Allen  v.  Stone,  9  Barb.,  61.  It 
must  not  be  understood  from  these  cases  that  it  will  answer  to 
omit  to  state  such  non-residence  of  the  defendant  in  the  affidavits, 
and  then  to  supply  proof  of  that  fact  on  the  trial,  for  thab  will 
not  be  sufficient.  The  proof  of  non-residence  is  a  jurisdictional 
fact,  and  the  justice  has  no  right  to  issue  a  short  summons  until 
due  proof  of  that  fact  is  made.  And  no  proof  is  admissible  in 
such  cases  to  supply  the  defects  in  the  original  affidavits.  See 
this  point  fully  discussed,  ante,  150.  It  is  also  necessary  to  show 
in  the  affidavit  for  a  short  attachment,  that  no  warrant  can  be 
issued  against  the  defendant. 

The  statute  is  explicit  that  a  short  summons  or  a  short  attach- 
ment may  issue  in  cases  arising  upon  contract,  "  whenever,  by 
the  provisions  of  the  thirtieth  section,  no  warrant  can  issue,  and 
the  defendant  shall  reside  out  of  the  county,"  &c.  It  is  clearly 
necessary  to  show,  in  an  affidavit  for  a  short-  summons,  that  the 
defendant  cannot  be  arrested.  Waters  v.  Wliitamore,  13  Barb., 
634.  See  title  Short  Summons.  And  a  short  attachment  is 
given  by  the  same  section,  and  in  the  same  language,  that  a 
short  summons  is,  so  that  it  is  impossible  to  apply  a  different 
rule  of  construction  to  a  short  attachment. 

I  am  aware  that  the  construction  which  I  have  given  to  the 
statutes  will  require  the  statement  of  some  facts  which  are  not 
required  in  other  books,  nor  by  one  of  the  adjudged  cases.  But 
the  construction  which  I  have  given  seems  to  me  to  be  the  only 
correct  one,  and  the  error,  if  any,  which  will  arise  from  following 
this  practice  will  certainly  be  on  the  safe  side,  since  it  clearly 
requires  enough  to  make  a  plain  case. 

Form  of  affidavit  for  a  short  attachment. 

FuLTOsr  CouJSTT,  ss :  Moses  Spike  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  John 
Smith  is  justly  indebted  to  the  said  Moses  Spike  on  a  demand  arising  upon 
contract  (or,  if  the  demand  is  upon  a  judgment,  say,  upon  a  judgment,  and 
state  the  amount  thereof,  and  the  time  when,  place  where,  and  the  person 
before  whom  it  was  rendered),  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  as  near 
as  this  deponent  can  estimate  or  ascertain  the  same,  over  and  above  all  dis- 
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counts  wliich  the  said  John  Smith  has  against  the  said  Moses  Spike,  and 
the  application  for  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  said  John 
Smith  which  accompanies  this  affidavit  is  made  on  the  grounds  (state  the 
grounds  as  in  the  affidavit  for  a  long  attachment,  as  to  concealment  of  per- 
son, or  the  disposition  of  property,  &c.) 

And  deponent  further  says :  (Here  state  the  facts  and  circumstances  as 
•in  the  affidavit  for  a  long  attachment,  as  to  leaving  the  county  to  avoid  the 
service  of  civil  process,  or  as  to  disposing  of  projjerty,  or  removing  it,  &c.) 
And  deponent  further  says,  that  the  said  John*  Smith  resides  out  of  the 
county  of  Fulton,  and  is  a  non-resident  of  said  county ;  and  also,  that 
the  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant  is  not  for  the  collection  of  money 
by  him  as  a  public  officer,  nor  for  official  misconduct  or  neglect  of  duty,  nor 
for  damages  for  misconduct  or  neglect  in  any  professional  employment. 
And  deponent  further  says,  that  the  acts  so  done  as  aforesaid  by  the  said 
John  Smith,  were  done  by  him  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. 

MOSES  SPIKE. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  ) 
this  14th  day  of  Nov.,  1864,      j 

John  Feothingham,  Justice. 

As  to  the  manner  of  stating  the  facts  in  the  affidavits,  and  as 
to  all  the  general  information  as  to  affidavits  for  attachments^, 
see  the  remarks  as  to  affidavits  for  long  attachments,  which  are 
equally  applicable  to  short  attachments,  except  in  such  particu- 
lars as  are  otherwise  specifically  pointed  out. 

Form  of  iond  for  short  attachment.']  This  is  precisely  the  same 
as  in  the  case  of  a  long  attachment,  except  that  the  bond  should 
state  that  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  county.  See 
form,  ante,  158. 

The  same  rules  are  applicable  to  a  short  attachment  bond,  as 
in  the  case  of  a  long  attachment.  See  ante,  157,  158. 

Form  of  application  for  a  short  attachment.']  This  form  is  pre- 
cisely like  that  in  the  case  of  a  long  attachment.  See  ante,  156. 

Form  of  short  attachment.]  This  form  is  precisely  like  that  of 
a  long  attachment,  except  that  it  should  state  that  the  defendant 
is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  that  it  should  also  fix  the 
return  day  at  a  time  not  less  than  two,  nor  more  than  four  days 
from  the  date  thereof.  See  ante,  165. 

Short  attachment  against  whom  issued.]  This  is  the  only  attach- 
ment which  can  in  any  case  be  issued  if  the  defendant  resides 
out  of  the  county  in  which  the  attachment  issues.  If  the  defend- 
ant has  absconded  from  the  county  in  which  he  last  resided,  or 
has  left  it,  and  has  taken  his  property  with  him  with  the  intent 
to  defraud  his  creditors,  a  short  attachment  is  the  only  one  which 
can  be  issued  if  it  is  issued  in  any  other  county  than  the  one  in 
which  the  defendant  last  resided.  So,  if  a  non-resident  defend- 
ant is  in  the  county,  and  is  about  to  remove  his  property  from 
such  county  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  a  short  attach- 
ment is  the  only  one  that  can  be  legally  issued.  Bowne  v.  Mellor, 
6  Hill,  496;  'Webher  v.  Gay,  24  Wend.,  485.  A  non-resident  of 
the  state  should  be  sued  by  a  short  attachment  if  any  attach- 
ment is  issued.    Thom;pson  v.  Sayre,  1  Denio,  175.    When  the 
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defendant  is  a  resident  of  the  county,  a  short  attachment  is  never 
proper,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  a  resident  or  a  non-resident  of 
the  countJ^  It  differs  from  a  short  summons  in  this  respect, 
because  a  short  summons  may  in  some  cases  be  issued  in  favor 
of  a  non-resident  plaintiff,  while  a  short  attachment  cannot  in 
any  case  issue  against  a  resident  defendant.  When  both  parties 
are  non-residents  of  the  county,  a  short  attachment  is  the  appro- 
priate form  of  the  process,  but  there  must  be  the  same  affidavit 
and  bond  that  there  is  in  any  other  case  of  issuing  a  short  attach- 
ment. 

As  to  the  town  in  which  a  non-resident  defendant  must  be 
sued,  see  ante,  52,  title.  Actions,  where  commenced. 

When  a  short  attachment  has  been  issued,  and  the  defendant's 
property  ha^  been  attached,  but  no  personal  service  of  the  at;- 
tachment  and  inventory  has  been  made  by  serving  copies  on  the 
defendant,  a  short  summons  must  be  issued  on  the  return  day  of 
the  attachment,  unless  the  defendant  appears  on  that  day,  when 
a  summons  will  not  be  necessary.  Yol.  I,  76,  §  220;  Conway  v. 
Hitchins,  9  Barb.,  378. 

SECTION  v. 

SERVICE   OF   ATTACHMENT. 

An  attachment  is  usually  executed  by  a  constable,  although 
the  justice  may  depute  any  other  proper  person  for  that  purpose. 
Ante,  48.  A  constable  ought  not  to  execute  an  attachment  in 
Ms  own  favor. 

When  to  serve  attachment.']  An  attachment  must  be  served  in 
proper  time  in  order  to  be  a  valid  service.  A  long  attachment 
must  be  executed  at  least  six  days  before  the  return  day;  and  a 
short  attachment  must  be  executed  at  least  two  days  before  the 
return  day.  As  to  the  computation  of  time,  see  ante,  45.  As 
to  service  of  process  on  Sunday,  election  days,  town  meeting 
day  and  the  like,  see  ante,  46,  47. 

Where  to  attach.']  An  attachment  must  be  executed  within  the 
county  in  which  it  is  returnable.  If  the  defendant's  property  is 
taken  on  an  attachment  at  any  place  out  of  such  county,  the 
constable  will  be  a  trespasser.  And  this  is  the  rule  even  in  those 
cases  in  which,  the  constable  is  in  pursuit  of  the  property  at  the 
very  time  the  property  is  being  removed  from  such  county.  For, 
unless  he  can  make  a  valid  levy  before  it  is  taken  out  of  the 
county,  he  will  be  too  late.  If,  however,  the  constable  has  once 
made  a  valid  levy,  and  has  taken  the  property  into  his  posses- 
sion, he  may  follow  the  property  into  an  other  county  and  retake 
it,  if  the  defendant  has  unlawfully  retaken  and  removed  such 
property  into  such  other  county. 

The  levy  under  the  attachment  gives  the  constable  a  lien  upon 
and  an  interest  in  the  property,  which  he  may  enforce  any  where 
by  way  of  retaking  its  possession,  or  by  maintaining  an  action 
to  recover  its  possession,  or  for  damages  for  the  unlawful  taking 
fi:om  his  possession. 
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What  property  exempt.']  The  same  property  whieli  may  be  taken 
upon  an  execution  may  be  taken  upon  an  attachment.  Vol.  I,  42, 
"^  29 ;  see  Execution,  Levy. 

Soio  to  attach.']  The  statute,  Vol.  I,  41,  §  29,  prescribes  the 
manner  of  serving  the  attachment.  The  ct)nstable  must  attach 
and  take  into  his  custody,  and  safely  keep  such  part  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  defendant  as  shall  not  be  exempt  from  exe- 
cution, and  as  shall  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  demand  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  officer  ought  to  take  so  much  property  as  will  be 
clearly  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff''s  demand  upon  a  sale  of 
such  property.  He  ought  not,  however,  to  take  an  unreasonable 
quantity  of  property  and  thus  injure  the  defendant.  The  kind 
of  property  which  may  be  taken  is  specified  particularly  in  the 
statute  just  referred  to.  Books  of  account,  promissory  netes 
and  choses  in  action  of  every  kind  are  such  property  as  cannot 
be  attached.  It  must  be  goods  and  chattels,  such  as  may  be 
taken  on  execution.  The  property  need  not,  however,  belong  to 
the  defendant  alone.  For,  if  he  owns  the  property  as  tenant  in 
common  with  an  other,  or  as  a  partner,  his  right,  title  and  interest 
in  the  property  may  be  taken  and  sold  in  the  same  manner  as  on 
an  execution.  So  property  which  is  liable  to  be  sold  upon  an 
execution  for  the  purchase-money  thereof,  may  be  taken  by  virtue 
of  an  attachment.  Vol.  I,  41,  42,  <^  29 ;  and  Id.,  62,  %  148,  sub.  7. 

The  officer  must  be  careful,  however,  not  to  take  the  property 
of  any  other  person  than  that  of  the  defendant,  or  he  will  be  a 
trespasser.  The  right  to  break  into  buildings  is  the  same  as  that 
on  ^n  execution  or  upon  a  civil  warrant,  under  which  titles  the 
law  will  be  fully  explained.  After  the  constable  has  takeu  the 
property,  his  next  duty  is  to  make  an  inventory  of  the  property 
which  he  has  seized.  The  statute  requires  this  to  be  done  im- 
mediately. Vol.  I,  42,  %  29.  The  inventory  must  be  in  writing. 
It  should  show  when  it  was  made ;  enumerate  each  article,  and 
be  signed  by  the  constable. 

Form  of  inventory. 

JUSTICE'S  COURT.— JoHif  Feothingham,  Esq.,  Justice. 

John  Doe  ) 

agt.  > 

Eichard  Roe.  \ 


Ffltojst  CoirNTT,  ss:  An  inventory  of  the  property  -which  I  have  taken 
this  16th  day  of  November,  1864,  in  the  above  entitled  action,  by  virtue  of 
the  annexed  attachment :  Two  cows ;  five  cords  of  hard  maple  wood ; 
twenty-five  bushels  of  corn ;  three  tons  of  hay. 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 

After  the  inventory  is  made  the  constable  ought  to  make  an 
exact  copy  of  it.  And  he  ought  also  to  make  an  exact  copy  of 
the  attachment,  if  that  has  not  been  already  done.  This  ought 
to  be  done  immediately  after  the  taking  of  the  property.    And 
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the  copy  of  tlie  attachment  and  of  the  inventory  ought  then  to 
be  both  certified  by  the  constable. 
They  may  be  in  the  following  forms : 

Certificate  on  attachment. 

I  hereby  certify,  that  the  within  is  a  correct  copy  of  the  attachment 
issued  and  served  in  said  action.  November  16th,  1864. 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constahk. 

Certificate  on  inventory. 

I  hereby  certify,  that  the  within  is  a  correct  copy  pf  the  inventory  of 
the  property  taken  by  me  on  the  attachment  in  said  action,  a  copy  of  which 
attachment  is  herewith  served.  November  16th,  1864. 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Comtahle. 

These  certified  copies  must  be  served  as  follows :  If  the  defend- 
ant can  be  found  in  the  county,  they  must  be  served  upon  him 
personally,  by  delivering  them  to  him.  Vol.  I,  76,  §  218.  If  he 
cannot  be  found  in  the  county,  then  such  copies  must  be  served 
by  leaving  them  at  the  last  place  of  residence  of  the  defendant, 
if  he  has  such  residence  in  the  county.  Watts  v.  Willett,  2  Hilt., 
212 ;  Vol.  I,  42,  §  29.  If  the  defendant  cannot  be  found  in  the 
county,  and  he  has  no  last  place  of  residence  therein,  then  such 
copies  must  be  left  with  the  person  in  whose  possession  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  were  found.  Vol.  I,  42,  <§  29.  The  service  of 
these  certified  copies  constitute  a  part  of  the  service  of  the 
attachment,  and  they  must,  therefore,  be  served  at  least  six  days 
before  the  return  day  of  a  long  attachment,  and  at  least  two 
days  before  the  return  day  of  a  short  attachment.  Unless  SHch 
service  of  the  copies  is  properly  made,  the  justice  will  not  acquire 
any  jurisdiction  over  the  property  attached.  When  the  defend- 
ant is  a  non-resident  of  the  county,  and  he  is  merely  passing 
through  it,  the  copies  cannot  be  served  by  leaving  them  at  the 
hotel  at  which  he  may  take  a  meal  or  stay  over  night.  Such  a 
stopping  would  not  make  the  hotel  his  last  place  of  residence. 
Dudley  v.  Staples,  15  Johns.,  196.  And  a  voluntary  appearance 
of  the  defendant  on  the  return  day,  will  merely  confer  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  but  not  of  the  property. 
This  was  so  decided  in  a  case  in  which  the  defendant  could  not 
be  found,  but  he  had  a  residence  in  the  county,  though  no  copies 
were  left  there.  The  attachment  was  held  void  as  against  the 
claims  of  other  execution  creditors.  Watts  v.  Willett,  2  Hilt.,  212. 

When  the  constable  has  once  taken  the  defendant's  property, 
the  law  holds  him  accountable  for  its  safe  keeping,  and  he  will 
be  liable  for  its  loss,  unless  he  uses  due  diligence  in  securing  it. 
He  may  leave  it  in  custody  of  a  third  person,  and  take  his 
receipt  for  its  redelivery  in  the  same  manner  as  upon  an  exe- 
cution. Harvey  v.  Lane,  12  Wend.,  563 ;  and  see  People  v.  Eeeder, 
11  B.  P.  Smith,  302.  This  receipt  may  be  in  the  same  form  as 
that  which  is  given  when  property  Is  taken  upon  an  execution, 
except  that  in  this  case,  the  receipt  should  show  that  the  property 
was  taken  upon  an  attachment  instead  of  an  execution. 
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Defendant  may  retain  possession  of  goods.']  After  the  goods  have 
been  attached,  the  defendant  may  prevent  their  removal,  by  giv- 
ing a  proper  bond  to  the  constable.  Vol.  I,  42,  <§  30.  The  bond 
must  be  executed  to  the  constable  in  such  a  case.  It  may  be 
executed  by  any  person  with  one  or  more  sureties,  who  are  to 
be  approved  by  the  constable.  The  penalty  in  the  bond  must  be 
double,  the  sum  which  is  stated  in  the  attachment  as  the  sum 
which  was  sworn  to  by  the  plaintiff.  The  condition  of  the  bond 
must  be,  that  such  goods  and  chattels  shall  be  produced,  to 
satisfy  any  execution  that  may  be  issued  upon  any  judgment 
which  shall  be  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  upon  such  attachment, 
within  six  months  after  the  date  of  such  bond.  Vol.  I,  42,  %  30. 

Bond  ly  defendant  to  prevent  removal  of  goods. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  Daniel  Stewart  and  Richard 
Roe,  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  are  held  and  firmly 
bound  unto  James  Pierson,  in  the  sum  of  dollars  (double  the 

sum  stated  in  the  attachment  to  have  been  sworn  to  by  the  plaintiff),  to  be 
paid  to  the  said  James  Pierson,  or  to  his  certain  attorney,  executors, 
ad^ninistrators  or  assigns ;  to  which  payment  well  and  truly  to  be  made, 
we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,,  jointly  and 
severally,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  our  seals.  Dated  the  16th 
day  of  November,  1864. 

The  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  certain  goods  and  chattels, 
to  wit :  one  double  lumber  wagon,  one  horse,  &o.  (enumerate  all  the  articles 
attached),  which  have  been. seized  by  the  above  named  James  Pierson,  as 
constable,  by  virtue  of  an  attachment  issued  by  John  Frothingham,  Esq., 
in  favor  of  John  Doe  against  the  said  Richard  Roe,  shall  be  produced  to 
satisfy  any  execution  that  may  be  issued  upon  any  judgment  which  shall 
be  obtained  by  the  plaintifi"  in  the  said  attachment,  within  six  months  after 
the  date  hereof,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  of  full  force  and 
virtue.  DANIEL  STEWART,     [l.  s.] 

RICHARD  ROE.  [l.  s.] 

Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of        j 

John  Feothingham. 

The  statute  leaves  the  approval  of  the  surety  to  the  constable 
in  this  case.  The  proper  mode  will  be  to  indorse  the  approval 
upon  the  bond  in  writing,  in  this  form : 

I  approve  of  Daniel  Stewart,  as  surety  in  the  within  bond.  November 
16th,  1864.  JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 

The  penalty  in  this  bond,  must  be  in  double  the  sum  sworn  to 
by  the  plaintiff,  as  stated  in  the,  attachment.  Vol.  I,  42,  §  30. 
The  condition  of  the  bond  must  conform  to  the  statute,  or  it  will 
be  void.  And  if  the  condition  of  the  bond  is,  that  the  judgment 
shall  be  paid,  instead  of  thei'Statutory  requirement,  that  the  pro- 
perty shall  be  produced  to  satisfy  the  execution,  &c.,  such  bond 
will  be  void.  Morange  v.  Edwards,  1  E.  D,  Smith,  414.  Where 
the  bond  is  taken  in  proper  form  by  the  constable  in  such  cases, 
and  there  is  a  default  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  because  of 
his  non-production  of  the  property,  the  constable  may  assign  such 
bond  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  attachment  suit,  and  he  may  maintain 
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an  action  thereon  against  the  surety.  Morange  v.  JEdwards,  1  E. 
D.  Smith,  414. 

The  giving  of  the  bond  to  the  constable  and. his  approval 
thereof,  does  not  destroy  the  lien  of  the  attachment.  If  the  execu- 
tion is  issued  immediately  upon  the  rendition  of  the  judgment, 
the  constable  will  hold  the  property  by  virtue  of  the  attachment 
and  execution  upon  such  judgment,  in  preference  to  any  other 
executions  or  attachments,  which  are  issued  subsequently  to  the 
attachment  which  he  holds,  and  by  virtue  of  which  he  took 
the  property.  Yan  Loan  v.  Kline,  10  Johns.,  129;  Sterling  v. 
Welcome,  20  Wend.,  238. 

This  lien  of  the  attachment  may  be  lost  by  the  neglect  and 
delay  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  attachment  suit.  An  execution 
ought  to  be  promptly  issued  upon  the  judgment  and  levied  upon 
the  attached  property.  For  it  is  by  virtue  of  a  levy  upon  such 
execution  that  the  property  can  be  held  after  the  judgment. 
And  if  the  execution  is  not  issued  within  a  reasonable  time,  upon 
such  judgment,  and  the  property  is  removed  to  'an  adjoining 
county  where  it  is  levied  upon  by  an  execution  or  taken  upon 
an  attachment  by  other  creditors,  the  lien  of  the  first  attachment 
will  be  gone.  Sterling  v.  Welcome,  20  Wend.,  238,  240. 

The  lien  of  the  attachment  continues  until  the  plaintiff  can 
regularly  obtain  a  judgment  and  an  execution.  But  it  does  not 
continue  until  he  may  choose  to  levy  upon  the  property,  unless 
that  is  done  immediately,  if  the  rights  of  other  creditors  are,  or 
may  be  affected  by  his  delay.  76. 

The  bond  which  is  given  when  the  defendant  desires  to  pre- 
vent a  removal  of  the  property,  must  be  approved  by  the  con- 
stable.  Vol.  I,  41,  §  30.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  be 
careful  that  such  surety  is  entirely  responsible.  Ifot  that  the 
constable  is  liable  for  the  responsibility  of  the  surety  when  he 
has  exercised  his  best  judgment,  and  has  used  proper  diligence 
in  learning  the  situation  of  the  surety ;  but  because  if  he  is  neg- 
ligent in  these  respects,  he  may  be  liable  for  such  negligence. 

The  correct  practice  is,  for  the  constable  to  refuse  to  approve 
any  surety  whose  responsibility  is  fairly  questionable.  And  he 
should  require  that  the  surety  shall  be  a  man  whose  credit  stands 
fair  in  public  estimation,  If  the  surety  is  a  man  who  has 
abundant  property  over  and  above  the  payment  of  his  own 
debts,  and  for  the  payment  of  the  liability  which  he  assumes; 
and  he  is  a  freeholder  or  a  h»useholder  of  the  county,  the  con- 
stable will  be  justified  in  approving  him  as  a  surety. 

K  the  constable  approves  of  a  surety  who  is  known  to  be  in- 
solvent or  irresponsible,  or  if  he  accepts  of  a  stranger  without 
knowing  his  condition,  he  will  be  guilty  of  negligence. 

"  Whenever  any  officer  is  authorized  or  required  by  law  to  take 
any  sureties  or  bail,  or  to  approve  any  sureties  or  bail,  he  shall 
be  authorized  to  administer  an  oath  to  every  person  who  shall  be 
offered  as  such  bail  or  surety  to  ascertain  his  sufficiency."  3  E.  S., 
866,  §  9,  5th  ed.    A  constable  ought,  in  all  cases,  to  swear  the 
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surety,  unless  he  knows  that  the  surety  is  unquestionably  re- 
sponsible. If  the  surety  swears  to  facts  which  show  that  he  is 
responsible,  the  constable  may  approve  of  him  if  he  is  satisfied 
of  his  responsibility.  Under  such  circumstances  the  constable 
will  not  be  liable,  even  though  the  surety  should  prove  to  be 
irresponsible.  The  constable  ought  to  allow  the  defendant  a 
reasonable  time  to  procure  sureties  iu  such  a  case. 

The  statute  also  provides,  that  any  person  other  than  the 
defendant  may  claim  the  attached  property.  Vol.  I,  42,  ^  31. 
Such  claim  may  be  made  at  any  time  before  an  execution  shall 
issue  upon  a  judgment  in  the  attachment  suit.  The  claimant 
must  execute  a  bond  in  such  a  case,  and  the  bond  differs  ma- 
terially from  that  which  is  given  by  the  defendant  when  he 
retains  the  property.  The  penalty  of  the  bond,  in  this  case,  must 
be  in  double  the  value  of  the  property  attached.  The  amount  of 
the  plaintiff's  demand  is  not  a  matter  of  any  consequence  in  this 
case.  If  the  plaintiff's  demand  is  but  five  dollars,  and  the  con- 
stable has  attached  property  of  the  value  of  one  hundreddollars, 
then  the  penalty  of  the  bond  must  be  two  hundred  dollars,  which 
would  be  double  the  value  of  the  property  attached. 

The  constable's  duty  is  to  refuse  to  deliver  the  property  to 
such  third  person,  until  a  bond  is  tendered  to  him,  in  which  the 
penalty  is  double  the  value  of  the  property  attached  and  held  by 
him.  The  constable  must  judge  of  the  value  of  the  property  in 
the  best  manner  that  he  can.  If  he  is  not  a  judge  of  its  value, 
he  should  call  upon  some  competent  and  disinterested  person  or 
persons,  and  obtain  the  assistaiice  which  may  be  derived  from 
their  experience  and  judgment. 

No  action  will  lie  against  a  constable  for  refusing  to  deliver 
the  property  to  such  third  person,  unless  he  can  prove  clearly  and 
satisfactorily  that  he  has  offered  to  the  constable  such  a  bond  as 
is  required,  and  that  the  constable  has  refused  to  receive  it. 
Kamena  v.  Wanner,  6  Duer,  698  ;  S.  C,  6  Abb.,  193.  The  object 
of  this  bond  is  to  protect  the  real  owner  of  the  property.  Sup- 
Ijose,  for  instance,  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  five  dollars,  and  that 
the  property  attached  is  worth  one  hundred  dollars,  a  bond  in 
double  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  would  be  ten  dollars, 
while  a  bond  in  double  the  value  of  the  property  attached,  would 
be  in  the  penalty  of  two  hundred  dollars. 

If  a  third  person,  who  may  be  an  entire  stranger,  should  be  per- 
mitted to  give  a  bond  for  ten  dollars,  and  then  take  the  property, 
the  true  owner  of  such  property  would  frequently  suffer  great 
loss.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  property  is  delivered  to  an  irrespon- 
sible third  person,  upon  his  delivering  to  the  constable  a  bond  in 
the  penalty  of  ten  dollars,  the  property  may  be  removed  by  him 
beyond  the  reach  of  the  true  owner,  and  he  thus  lose  his  property, 
and  have  no  remedy  except  upon  the  bond  in  the  penalty  of  ten 
dollars,  or  by  an  action  against  the  constable  for  his  negligence. 
The  condition  of  this  bond  a,lso  differs  materially  from  that 
which  is  given  by  the  defendant  in  the  action,  for  the  purpose 
Wait  11—23 
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of  retaining  possession  of  the  property.  The  condition  of  the 
bond  in  this  case  must  be,  that  in  any  suit  which  may  be  brought 
on  such  bond  within  three  months  from  its  date,  the  claimant 
will  establish  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  property  seized,  at 
the  time  of  such  seizure  by  the  constable,  and  that. if  he  fails 
to  do  so,  he  will  pay  the  value  of  the  goods  so  claimed,  with 
interest. 

In  an  action  upon  such  a  bond,  the  claimant  must  establish 
that  he  is  the  owner  of  such  property.  A  sheriff  who  levies  upon 
the  attached  goods  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  is  not  the  owner, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  he  has  merely  a  special 
property  in  them.  Pierce  v.  Kingsmill,  25  Barb,  631.  The  statute 
uses  this  word  owner,  in  its  popular  sense,  and  it  means  one  who 
has  the  legal  or  rightful  title,  whether  he  is  the  possessor  or  not. 
Id.,  633. 

If  the  plaintiff  in  the  attachment  action  sues  the  sureties  in 
such  a  bond,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the  justice  had 
jurisdiction  to  issue  the  attachment.  That  will  be  intended  in 
the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary.  WJiiley  v.  Sherman,  3 
Denio,  185.  But  such  claimant  may  allege,  and  prove  if  he  can, 
that  the  justice  had  no  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  attachment,  and 
if  that  fact  is  establislied,  no  action  can  be  maintained  against 
the  claimant  or  his  sureties,  in  such  bond.  Roman  v.  Brinckerlioof 
1  Denio,  184. 

In  one  case,  Keyser  v.  Waterbury,  7  Barb.,  650,  it  was  held, 
that  Avhere  a  constable  has  taken  property  upon  an  attachment 
issued  by  a  justice,  he  is  bound  to  release  the  same  on  being 
served  with  a  certificate  that  an  appeal  has  been  duly  made  from 
the  judgment  of  the  justice,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  property 
had  been  seized  by  him  upon  an  execution.  By  an  appeal  duly 
made,  is  intended  that  the  appellant  has  given  the  undertaking 
required  by  section  356  of  the  Code.  Vol.  I,  28.  But  if  a  levy 
has  been  made  upon  an  execution  before  an  appeal  was  brought, 
the  giving  of  such  undertaking  does  not  require  the  constable  to 
surrender  up  the  property ;  the  lien  of  the  execution  is  not  dis- 
charged, and  the  only  effect  of  the  undertaking  is,  to  stay  the 
further  proceedings  upon  the  execution  until  the  decision  of  the 
appeal.  Code,  <§  357 ;  Vol.  I,  28 ;  Batlibone  v.  Morris,  9  Abb., 
213  ;  In  the  matter  of  Berry,  26  Barb.,  55 ;  Smith  v.  Allen,  2 
E.  D.  Smith,  259. 

There  ought  to  be  two  sureties  in  a  bond  of  this  kind.  Vol.  I, 
42,  "^  31.  The  sureties  may  be  sworn  in  this  case  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  the  case  where  the  defendant  gives  a  bond  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  a  rembval  of  the  property.  Ante,  176. 

The  approval  of  this  bond  may  be  made  by  the  constable 
who  attached  the  property,  or  by  the  justice  who  issued  the 
attachment.  The  rules  as  to  the  approval  are  the  same  as  in 
the  bond  of  the  defendant.  Ante,  175.  If  the  approval  is  made 
by  the  justice,  he  should  sign  his  name  to  it  ofBcially  as  justice. 
The  form  given  on  page  175,  is  applicable  to  this  bond.    The 
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only  difference  in  the  approval  is,  that  the  justice  may  sign  the 
approval  in  this  case,  instead  of  the  constable ;  or  the  constable 
may  sign  it,  and  either  will  be  regular.  It  will  be  best,  however, 
to  let  the  constable  approve  the  sureties.  He  must  see  and  know 
the  value  of  the  property  when  he  makes  the  service  of  the 
attachment.  It  is  his  duty  to  take  the  property  and  keep  it 
safely,  which  will  include  the  taking  of  such  bonds.  The  justice 
can  rarely  know  anything  of  the  property,  unless  he  goes  where 
it  is  and  examines  it.  This  is  not  any  part  of  his  official  duty, 
although  he  may  do  so  if  he  chooses. 

Bond  iy  claimant  of  property  attached. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  Moses  Spike,  Daniel  Stewart 
and  James  Dunn,  of  the  town  of  Johnstown  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  are 
held  unto  John  Doe,  in  the  sum  of  dollars  {double  the  value  of 

the  property  attached),  to  be  paid  to  the  said  John  Doe,  or  to  his  certain 
attorney,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns ;  to  which  payment  well  and 
truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administra- 
tors, jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  our  seals. 
Dated  the  17th  day  of  November,  1864. 

Whereas,  certain  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit :  one  horse,  &c.  {enumerate 
all  the  articles  attached),  were  on  this  iHh  day  of  November,  1864,  seized 
by  James  Pierson,  constable,  by  virtue  of  an  attachment  issued  by  John 
Frothingham,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Johnstown  in  the  county  of 
Fulton,  in  favor  of  the  above  named  John  Doe,  against  Richard  Roe.  And 
whereas,  the  above  bounden  Moses  Spike,  claims  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  as  his  property. 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if,  in  a  suit 
to  be  brought  on  this  obligation  within  three  months  from  the  date  thereof, 
the  said  Moses  Spike  shall  establish  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  at  the  time  of  the  said  seizure ;  and  in  case  of  his  failure  so  to 
do,  if  the  said  Moses  Spike  shall  pay  the  value  of  the  said  goods  and  chat- 
tels, with  interest,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  of  full  force 
and  virtue.  MOSES  SPIKE.  [l.  s." 

DANIEL  STEWART,     [l.  s. 
JAMES  DUNN.  [l.  s. 

Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of       f 

John  Fbothingham. 

This  bond  must  be  executed  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  attachment 
suit.  When  the  bond  is  duly  executed  and  approved,  the  con- 
stable should  deliver  the  property  to  the  claimant.  Vol.  I,  42, 
§  32.  In  an  action  upon  such  bond,  it  will  be  a  valid  defence  if 
-the  claimant  can  establish  his  ownership  of  the  property  at  the 
time  of  the  seizure.  But  if  he  fails  to  do  so,  or  if  he  allows  a 
judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  without  any  defense,  the 
sureties  will  be  liable.  Vol.  I,  42,  %  34.  The  measure  of  damages  is 
the  value  of  the  property,  and  interest  from  the  date  of  the  bond. 
Ih.  If  the  amount  of  such  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  shall  exceed 
the  amount  of  his  judgment,  the  excess  must  be  paid  to  the 
defendant  in  the  attachment  suit.  Vol.  I,  43,  ■§  35.  The  defend- 
ant may,  either  before  or  after  judgment,  pay  the  amount  of  the 
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plaintiff's  claim,  with  costs,  and  he  may  then  maintain  an  action 
upon  the  bond  given  by  such  claimant.  Vol.  I,  43,  §  36. 

Beturn  to  attachment.']  The  return  to  an  attachment  ought  to 
be  drawn  with  great  care,  for,  unless  it  is  legally  sufflcieut,  the 
justice  will  not  acquire  any  jurisdiction  over  the  property  of 
the  defendant ;  and,  in  many  cases,  there  will  not  be  any  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  person  of  the  defendant. 

The  statute,  Vol.  I,  42,  §  33,  prescribes  that  the  return  shall 
be  made  at  the  day  mentioned  in  the  attachment  for  that  purpose. 
It  must  be  in  writing,  and  subscribed  by  the  constable.  Ih.  It 
ought  to  state  the  time  when  the  property  was  attached,  the 
time  when  the  inventory  was  made,  and  the  time  when  the  copy 
of  inventory  and  attachment  were  served  upon  the  defendant. 
The  return  ought  also  to  show  the  manner  in  which  the  copies 
of  the  attachment  and  inventory  were  served.  If  the  service 
was  made  upon  the  defendant  personally,  state  that  fact.  If 
the  defendant  could  not  be  found  in  the  county,  the  return 
should  show  the  taking  of  the  property,  and  that  the  defendant 
could  not  be  found,  and  that  a  certified  copy  of  the  attachment 
and  of  the  inventory  were  left  at  the  last  place  of  residence  of 
the  defendant,  in  the  county.  If  the  defendant  cannot  be  fonnd, 
and  he  has  no  last  place  of  residence  in  the  county,  then  the 
return  should  show  that  such  copies  were  served  upon  the  person 
in  whose  possession  the  property  was  found.  Vol.  I,  42,  §  29 ; 
Id.,  76,  §  218.*  And  the  return  ought  to  show  specifically  whether 
the  service  of  the  copies  of  the  attachment  and  inventory  were 
or  were  not  personally  served  ;  for  the  statute  expressly  requires 
this  to  be  stated.  Id.,  76,  §  218.  In  one  case,  Rosenfield  v.  How- 
ard, 15  Barb.,  546,  the  return  showed  a  taking  of  the  defendant's 
property  ;  that  the  defendant  fcould  not  be  found  in  the  county  ; 
that  he  had  no  residence  therein ;  and  that  the  copies  of  attach- 
ment and  inventory  were  served  upon  the  person  in  whose  posses- 
sion the  property  was  found. 

The  court  held  this  sufficient,  although  the  return  did  not  state 
specifically  whether  there  was  a  service  on  the  defendant.  It 
was  said  by  the  court  that,  from  the  facts  returned,  it  was  evi- 
dent that  the  copies  were  not  served  on  the  defendant,  and  that 
such  return  was  sufficient.  But,  notwithstanding  this  case,  the 
return  ought  to  state  specifically,  whether  there  was  or  was  not 
a  service  upon  the  defendant.  It  is  easily  done,  and  it  ought  not, 
therefore,  to  be  omitted.  The  case  cited  may  be  sufiicient  to 
sustain  a  similar  return,  but  experiments  of  that  kind  are  usually 
quite  unprofitable  to  the  parties  to  the  action.  If  there  are  two 
or  more  defendants,  the  return  must  show  what  was  done  in 
relation  to  each  of  the  defendants. 

And  even  in  a  case  where  the  defendants  are  joint  debtors,  if 
the  return  shows  a  personal  service  upon  one  of  the  defendants, 
but  it  does  not  state  any  thing  in  relation  to  the  other  defendants, 
such  return  will  be  defective.  And  if  the  defendant,  who  is 
personally  served  with  the  process,  appears  in  the  action,  that 

*  Williams  v.  Barnaman,  19  Abb.,  10, 
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will  not  affect  those  not  served;  and  if  tbey  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment, which  is  rendered  against  all  the  defendants,  upon  such  a 
return,  such  judgment  will  be  reversed.  McDoel  v.  Coolc,  2  Oomst., 
110 ;  8.  C,  3  Denio,  317.  The  forms  of  several  different  returns 
will  be  found  below : 

Property  attaclied,  and  personal  service  on  defendant. 

By  vh-tue  of  the  within  attachment,  I  did,  on  the  15th  day  of  ISToveraber, 
1 864,  attach  and  take  into  my  custody,'  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  de- 
fendant, mentioned  in  the  inventory  of  which  the  annexed  is  a  copy ;  and 
immediately,  on  the  same  day,  I  made  an  inventory  of  the  property  seized, 
and  served  a  copy  of  the  within  attachment  and  of  the  said  inventory,  duty 
certified  by  me,  on  the  defendant  personally. 

JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable. 

Dated  November  11th,  1864. 

Property  talcen,  defendant  not  found,  copy  left  at  residence. 
By  virtue  of  the  within  attachment,  I  did,  on  the  loth  day  of  November, 
1864,  attach  and  take  into  my  custody,  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
defendant  mentioned  in  the  inventory  of  which  the  annexed  is  a  copy ;  and 
immediately,  on  the  same  day,  I  made  an  inventory  of  the  property  seized, 
and  because  the  defendant  could  not  be  found  in  the  county  of  Pulton,  I 
left  a  copy  of  the  within  attachment,  and  of  the  said  inventory,  duly  certi- 
fied by  me,  at  fhe  last  place  of  residence  of  the  said  defendant.  Dated 
November  17th,  1864.  JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 

Property  talcen,  defendant  not  found,  and  no  residence  in  the  county. 

By  virtue  of  the  within  attachment,  I  did,  on  the  15th  day  of  November, 
1864,  attach  and  take  into  my  custody,  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  de- 
fendant, mentioned  in  the  inventory  of  which  the  annexed  is  a  copy ;  and 
immediately,  on  the  same  day,  I  made  an  inventory  of  the  property  seized, 
and  because  the  defendant  could  not  be  fonnd  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  and 
because  also,  the  said  defendant  has  no  last  place  of  residence  in  said  county 
of  Fulton,  I  left  a  copy  of  the  within  attachment,  and  of  the  said  inventory, 
duly  certified  by  me,  with  John  Smith,  in  whose  possession  I  found  the 
said  goods  and  chattels.     Dated  November  17th,  1864. 

JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable. 

Property  attached,  personal  service,  and  hand  talcen. 
By  virtue  of  the  within  attachment,  I  did,  on  the  15th  day  of  November, 
1864,  attach  and  take  into  my  custody,  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  de- 
fendant, mentioned  in  the  inventory,  of  which  the  annexed  is  a  copy  ;  and 
immediately,  on  the  same  day,  I  made  an  inventory  of  the  property  seized, 
and  served  a  copy  of  the  within  attachment,  and  of  the  said  inventory,  duly 
certified  by  me,  on  the  defendant  personally ;  but  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  were  delivered  up  to  Richard  Roe,  the  defendant,  upon  receiving 
the  bond  herewith  returned.     Dated  November  17th,  1864. 

JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable. 

If  the  bond  was  given  by  a  third  person  who  claimed  the  pro- 
perty, then  modify  the  form  of  the  last  return  so  as  to  show  that 
fact.  The  return  ought  to  show  that  it  was  the  property  of  the 
defendant  that  was  taken,  although  the  legal  intendment  will  be, 
that  it  was  the  property  of  the  defendant  which  was  taken,  even  if 
that  fact  is  not  stated  in  the  return.  Johnson  v.  Moss,  20  Wend.,  145. 
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It  must  Dot  be  understood  that  a  justice  may,  in  all  cases, 
proceed,  upon  the  return  day,  to  render  a  judgment  upon  a  return 
like  any  of  the  foregoing  forms. 

If  the  defendant's  property  has  been  taken,  and  the  copies  of 
the  attachment  and  inventory  have  been  personally  served  on  the 
defendant,  the  justice  may  proceed  on  the  return  day  of  the  at- 
tachment, whether  the  attachment  was  issued  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Eevised  Statutes  or  those  of  the  non-imprisonment  act. 
Ante,  149,  150. 

If  the  attachment  was  issued  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  and 
tiie  defendant's  property  was  taken,  but  no  personal  service  of 
the  copies  of  the  attachment  and  inventory  has  been  made  on 
him,  but  copies  were  left  at  his  last  place  of  residence,  then  the 
justice  may  proceed  on  the  return  day.  Vol.  I,  44,  §  44;  Id.,  76, 
"^^  219, 220.  A  summons  is  not  to  be  issued  in  such  a  case.  Steiv- 
art  V.  Brown,  16  Barb.  367 ;  ante,  149,  150. 

If  the  attachment  was  issued  under  the  provisions  of  the  non- 
imprisonment  act,  Vol.  I,  76,  §§  219,  220,  and  there  was  no 
personal  service  on  the  defendant  of  the  copies  of  the  attach- 
ment and  inventory,  and  the  defendant's  property  was  attached, 
then  the  justice  must  issue  a  summons.  This  summons  should 
correspond  with  the  attachment.  If  the  attachment  was  a 
long  one,  then  issue  a  long  summons.  If  the  attachment  was 
a  short  one,  then  issue  a  short  summons.  The  law  has  provided 
two  kinds  of  summons,  a  long  one  and  a  short  one,  and  each  of 
them  is  intended  for  a  certain  class  of  cases.  The  law  intends 
that  such  a  summons  will  be  issued  as  is  appropriate  to  the  resi- 
dence of  the  parties,  to  the  character  of  the  attachment  which  it 
follows,  and  to  the  analogies  of  the  practice  in  ordinary  cases  of 
issuing  summonses.  If  the  summons  which  is  issued  is  returned 
personally  served,  the  justice  may  proceed  on  that  return  with 
the  cause  iri  the  same  manner  as  upon  the  return  of  a  summons 
personally  served.  Vol.  I,  76,  §  220;  and  Id.,  44,  §  44. 

The  return  to  such  summons  may  be  as  follows : 

Defendant  not  found. 

I  certify  and  return,  that  I  have  made  diligent  search  and  inquiry  for  the  de- 
fendant within  named,  and  that  he  cannot  he  found  in  the  county  of  Fulton. 
November  17th,  1864.  JAMES  PIERSON,    Constable. 

Personal  service. 

The  within  summons  was  personally  served  on  the  defendant  by  me  on 
the  15th  day  of  November,  1864.     Dated  November  I7th,  1864. 

JAMES  PIERSON,    Constable. 

See  also  the  returns  to  summons.  Ante,  74,  75.  The  constable 
in  making  his  return,  should  indorse  it  upon  the  original  attach- 
ment ;  but  if  there  is  not  sufficient  room  for  that  purpose,  it  may 
be  made  upon  a  separate  paper  which  must  be  properly  and  se- 
curely annexed  or  attached  to  the  original  attachment.  The 
return  in  such  case,  must  refer  to  the  annexed  attachment,  in- 


REPLEVIN  PROCESS.  183 

stead  of  saying  the  within  attachment,  as  is  done  when  the  return 
is  indorsed  upon  the  original  attachment. 

The  constable  should  then  attach  to  the  attachment  and  return 
the  original  inventory,  or  a  copy  of  it,  duly  certified,  together 
with  any  bond  which  may  have  been  executed  and  delivered  to 
him  by  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  retaining  the  property  ; 
or  that  of  any  claimant  who  has  given  a  proper  bond  and  taken 
the  property.  These  papers  are  all  to  be  delivered  to  the  justice 
on  the  return  day  of  the  attachment,  if  it  is  not  done  at  an  earlier 
day.  If  the  return  is  regular  on  its  face,  the  justice  may  proceed 
in  the  action.  And  if  the  return  is  false,  it  will  protect  the 
justice,  or  a  purchaser  under  a  sale  upon  an  execution  issued 
upon  such  judgment.  Case  v.  Bedfield,  7  Wend.,  398.  But  if  the 
return  is  false,  and  there  was  not,  in  fact,  a  legal  service,  the  de- 
fendant may  appeal,  and  assign  the  falsity  of  the  return  as  error 
in  fact,  and  if  it  is  established  that  the  return  is  false,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed.  Ante,  li. 

If  the  defendant's  property  has  been  attached,  but  no  personal 
service  of  the  copies  of  attachment  and  inventory  have  been 
made  on  him,  he  may,  notwithstanding,  appear  on  the  return 
day  of  the  attachment,  either  in  person  or  by  attorney  ;  and  if 
he  does  so,  no  summons  need  be  issued.  Yol.  I,  76,  i^  220  ;  Con- 
way V.  Hitchins,  9  Barb.,  378,  381. 

CHAPTER   VIII. 

EEPLEVIN,    OE   BEQUISITION    OF    PEESONAL   PEOPBETY. 

SECTION  I. 
EEPLEVIN   PKOOESS. 

Nature  of  the  action.]  This  action  differs  materially  from  any 
other  one  which  can  be  brought  in  a  justice's  court.  The  object 
of  this  action  is  to  recover  the  possession  of  some  particular  per- 
sonal property,  which  the  plaintiff  claims  has  been  unlawfully 
taken  from  him,  or  which  is  wrongfully  detained,  together  with 
such  damages  as  may  be  legally  awarded  to  him  for  such  wrong- 
ful acts.  There  are  instances  in  which  this  action  will  furnish  a 
more  desirable  remedy  than  can  be  obtained  in  any  other  form 
of  action.  The  instances  in  which  the  action  will  lie,  and  the 
general  rules  of  law  relating  to  such  actions,  have  been  elsewhere 
explained.  Vol.  I,  862-878.  The  only  branch  of  the  subject  which 
will  be  here  discussed,  relates  entirely  to  the  practice  in  the 
action,  including  some  general  rules  which  must  be  obseijved  in 
the  preliminary  proceedings.  The  statute  which  confers  jurisdic- 
tion in  this  class  of  cases,  has  been  already  given  in  full.  Vol.  I, 
6,  7,  8;  Code,  §53,  sub.  10. 

Nature  of  the  property.]  This  action  is  expressly  limited  to  the 
recovery  of  the  possession  of  personal  property.  There  are  none, 
perhaps,  who  would  suppose  that  an  action  could  be  brought  in 
a  justice's  court,  to  recover  the  possession  of  lands.    But  there 
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are  many  persons  who  may  not  be  able  to  determine  in  every 
instance,  whether  the  property  claimed  is  personal  property. 

There  are  many  things  which  may  be  considered  personal  pro- 
perty, or  they  may  be  deemed  to  be  a  part  of  some  real  property, 
according  to  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case.  Trees 
which  are  standing  and  growing  upon  lands,  cannot  be  transferred 
by  a  verbal  contract,  so  as  to  make  them  personal  property. 
Green  v.  Armstrong,  1  Denio,  550.  So  of  fixtures,  they  are  a  part 
of  the  real  estate  to  which  they  are  annexed.  Gardner  v.  Finley, 
19  Barb.,  317 ;  so  of  grass  growing.  Banlc  of  Lansingburgli  v. 
Cranj,  1  Barb.,  542.  The  same  rule  applies  to  fruit  trees,  grape 
vines  and  all  other  things  which  grow  upon  the  land  independ- 
ently of  annual  planting  or  cultivation.  But  all  such  articles 
may  be  made  personal  property  by  severing  them  from  the  real 
estate,  as  by  cutting  down  the  trees,  cutting  the  grass,  &c. 

And  the  same  articles  may  be  made  subject  to  the  same  rules 
as  are  applied  to  personal  property.  If  the  owner  of  trees 
which  are  growing,  should  sell  them  by  a  valid  written  contract, 
the  purchaser  would  obtain  the  same  right  to  take  the  trees  as 
though  they  had  been  actually  severed  from  the  land.  Bank  of 
Lansinglurgh  Y.  Crary,  1  Barb.,  542;  Smith  v.  Benson,  1  Hill, 
176;  Godard  v.  Gould,  14  Barb.,  662;  MottY.  Palmer,  1  Oomst., 
564.  And  in  all  such  cases  in  which  such  things  as  trees,  or  grass 
growing,  or  fixtures  are  either  actually  severed  from  the  land,  or 
are  conveyed  by  a  written  instrument,  the  purchaser  may  main- 
tain this  action  to  recover  their  possession. 

There  are  also  various  other  things  which  are  to  be  considered 
personal  property,  although  they  would  not  be  articles  which 
could  be  levied  upon  by  an  execution.  The  law  permits  an  exe- 
cution to  be  levied  upon  personal  property,  and  the  articles  which 
are  subject  to  levy  are  pretty  generally  understood.  But  there 
are  many  things  for  which  this  action  can  be  maintained, 
although  they  would  not  be  subject  to  an  execution.  The 
reason  for  this  distinction  is  found  in  the  Code.  By  the  com- 
mon law  certain  articles  are  deemed  to  be  personal  property; 
and  as  a  general  rule,  those  articles  could  be  levied  upon  by  an 
execution.  But  there  were  other  things  which  were  not  con- 
sidered personal  property,  such  as  bills  of  exchange,  promissory 
notes,  books  of  account  and  the  like.  These  things  were  said  to 
be  choses  in  action,  by  way  of  distinguishing  them  from  personal 
property.  The  Code  has,  however,  placed  them  upon  the  same 
footing  as  personal  property,  and  defines  the  term  personal  pro- 
perty, thus :  "  The  words  '  personal  property,'  as  used  in  this  act, 
include'  money,  goods,  chattels,  things  in  action,  and  evidences 
of  debt."  Code,  §  463,  Vol.  I,  35. 

It  is  the  same  act  which  confers  jurisdiction  upon  justices' 
courts  in  this  action.  Code,  ■§  53,  sub.  10,  Vol.  I,  5.  And  there- 
fore, this  definition  is  made  expressly  applicable  to  this  action  in 
these  courts.  And  in  this  action,  a  plaintiff  may  now  recover, 
not  merely  those  things  which  may  be  levied  upon  by  virtue  of 
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an  execution,  bnt  also  any  other  kind  of  property  included  within 
that  description.  It  will  include  promissory  notes,  bills  of  ex- 
change, books  of  account,  and  all  papers  which  are  evidences  of 
debt.  And  it  was  held  in  one  case,  Knehue  v.  Williams,  1  Duer, 
598,  that  a  "warehouse  entry"  might  be  recovered.  It  was  held 
to  be  as  properly  a  subject  of  an  action  as  though  it  had  been  a 
certificate  of  stock  or  a  bill  of  exchange.  Bank  bills  may  be  re- 
covered in  this  action.  Graves  v.  Dudley,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  76.  The 
question  of  identity  would  be  a  proper  question  at  the  trial. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  maker  of  a  note,  who  had  paid  it  to 
the  holder,  who  was  also  the  payee  thereon,  could  not  recover  the 
note,  because  it  had  no  value.  Todd  v.  Crooksliaiiks,  3  Johns.,  432. 
But  the  reason  assigned  is  scarcely  satisfactory. 

A  note  when  given,  is  presumptive  evidence  of  a  settlement  of 
all  accounts  between  the  maker  and  the  payee.  And  when  the 
maker  pays  the  note,  and  he  receives  it  into  his  possession,  it 
will  be  evidence  of  such  settlement.  It  operates  as  evidence  of 
such  settlement,  and  also  as  a  receipt  for  the  amount  paid. 

A  receipt  is  personal  property,  within  the  statute  as  to  larceny. 
People  V.  Loomis,  4  Denio,  380.  And  a  paid  note  may  possibly 
be  of  the  vahie  which  is  represented  as  the  amount  of  the  note, 
since  it  is  legal  evidence  of  the  payment  of  that  amount. 

There  are  other  cases  in  which  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
party  paying  a  note  may  maintain  this  action  to  recover  the  note 
paid.  A  surety  who  is  compelled  to  pay  a  note,  is  entitled  to  the 
note  to  enable  him  to  prosecute  the  principal.  So  when  one  partner 
takes  his  individual  funds  to  pay  a  partnership  note,  he  is  entitled 
to  the  note  as  evidence  against  his  copartner,  and  an  action  will 
lie  to  recover  its  possession.  Calioon  v.  Banli  of  TJtica,  3  Seld.,  486. 

Wliat  title  or  right  plaintiff  must  have.]  A  few  general  rules 
may  be  of  service : 

1.  The  actual  owner  of  personal  property  who  is  entitled  to  the 
immediate  possession  thereof,  may  maintain  this  action  if  such 
Ijroperty  was  wrongfully  taken,  or  is  wrongfully  withheld. 

2.  Any  person  who  has  a  right  to  the  immediate  possession  of 
such  property,  whether  he  claims  such  property  as  owner,  or 
whether  he  Claims  some  special  property  therein,  may  maintain 
this  action.  An  officer  who  has  a  lien  upon  it  by  virtue  of  a  levy 
upon  an  execution,  or  a  mechanic  who  has  a  lien  for  his  labor, 
are  familiar  instances  of  cases  of  this  class. 

3.  It  is  sometimes  said,  that  this  action  may  be  maintained, 
whenever  trespass  or  trover  will  lie,  for  an  unlawful  taMng  of  the 
property.  There  is,  however,  an  exception  to  this  rule.  The 
right  to  maintain  the  action,  depends  upon  the  question,  whether 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty claimed.  If  he  is  not,  this  action  will  not  lie.  If  a  con- 
stable should  take  property  by  virtue  of  an  illegal  levy,  he  could 
not  justify,  if  he  were  to  be  sued  in  trespass  or  trover  for  the 
unlawful  taking  or  conversion.  But  if  after  such  illegal  levy, 
and  before  any  action  is  brought,  a  new  execution  is  placed  in 

"Wait  11—24 
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the  hands  of  the  same  constable,  and  he  makes  a  valid  levy  by 
virtue  of  the  second  execution ;  no  action  to  recover  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  for  the  first  illegal  levy  can  be  maintained, 
because  the  second  levy  is  valid,  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  therefore 
entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  such  property.  Sharp  v. 
WUttenlmll,  3  Hill,  576. 

4.  Whatever  shows  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  owner,  or  that 
he  is  not  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  property,  is 
a  valid  defense;  and  therefore,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  show  in  this 
action,  that  the  title  or  the  right  to  the  immediate  possession  of 
the  property  is  in  an  other  person.  And  this  rule  is  equally 
applicable,  whether  the  defendant  claims  any  right  to  the  pro- 
perty or  to  its  possession  under  such  third  person  or  not.  Eock- 
well  V.  Saunders,  19  Barb.,  473 ;  Ingraham  v.  Hammond,  1  Hill, 
353 ;  and  see  Vol.  I,  862  to  878. 

Parties  to  the  action.']  This  subject  will  be  fully  discussed  in 
its  proper  place. 

Yalue  of  the  property.]  The  value  of  the  property  should  not 
exceed  one  hundred  dollars,  because  that  is  the  extent  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  justice's  coiu:t  in  an  action  of  replevin.  The 
statute  requires  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  to  state  the  actual  value 
of  the  property. 

Demand  before  action.]  There  are  two  general  rules  upon  this 
subject,  which  are  all  that  need  be  noticed  in  this  place. 

1.  When  the  defendant  has  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  taken 
the  property  from  the  plaintiff,  no  demand  is  necessary  before  the 
action  is  brought. 

2.  When  the  defendant  came  lawfully  into  possession  of  the 
property,  and  he  has  not  done  any  act  which  amounts  to  a  con- 
version of  it,  a  demand  is  generally  necessary  before  an  action  is 
brought. 

Time  of  claiming  delivery  of  property.]  The  time  at  which  the 
plaintiff  may  demand  that  the  property  shall  be  taken  from 
the  defendant  and  delivered  to  himself,  is  fixed  by  the  statute. 
It  must  be  done  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  summons;  and  it 
cannot  be  done  at  any  time  afterwards.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10. 

Proceedings  before  process  issues.]  The  statute  is  imperative  that 
there  shall  be  an  affidavit  and  an  undertaking  before  any  process 
issues  for  the  taking  and  delivery  of  personal  property.  Code, 
§  53,  sub.  10. 

Affidavit,  must  be  in  all  cases.]  An  affidavit  is  indispensable  in 
every  case  in  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  pro- 
perty. The  statute  requires  this  affidavit  before  any  process  issues. 
Code,  §  53,  sub.  10.  An  affidavit  and  undertaking  are  necessary  to 
confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  justice,  to  order  the  talcing  of  the 
personal  property  which  the  plaintiff'  claims. 

Who  to  draw  the  affidavit,  &c.]  It  may  sometimes  be  made  a 
question,  who  should  draw  the  affidavit  and  the  undertaking 
required  in  this  action.  The  statute  furnishes  a  plain  answer, 
thus :  "  Before  any  process  shall  be  issued  in  an  action  to  recover 
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the  possession  of  personal  property,  the  plaintiff,  his  agent  or 
attorney  shall  make  proof  by  affidavit,  &c."  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10. 
In  strictness  of  law,  therefore,  the  justice  is  not  bound  to  act  in 
the  cause,  until  a  proper  affidavit  is  drawn  aud  presented  to  him 
by  the  plaintiff,  &c.  The  affidavit  must  be  accompanied  by  an 
undertaking  such  as  the  law  requires.  The  affidavit  which  is 
presented  to  the  justice,  need  not  be  sworn  to  at  the  time  of  pre- 
senting it.  If  it  is  drawn  up  in  blank,  it  may  be  sworn  to  before 
the  justice  to  whom  it  is  presented.  And  that  is  the  general 
practice  in  those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  draws  the  affidavit 
himself,  or  procures  it  to  be  done  by  his  agent  or  attorney.  The 
justice  is  bound  to  administer  the  oath  in  all  cases  in  which  a 
party  desires  to  make  an  affidavit  in  an  action  before  him.  A 
willful  refusal  to  swear  the  party  is  an  indictable  offense.  People 
V.  Brooks,  1  Denio,  457.  But  although  it  is  the  duty  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  draw  the  affidavit  and  undertaking,  it  is  frequently  and 
perhaps  generally  the  case,  that  he  cannot  do  it  without  the 
assistance  of  some  other  person  who  is  more  skilled  than  himself 
in  the  law.  He  may  employ  an  attorney,  or  he  may  request  the 
assistance  of  the  justice  in  drawing  such  papers.  The  statute 
regards  it  as  entirely  proper,  that  the  justice  should  draw  these 
papers  if  he  chooses  to  do  so,  on  the  plaintiff's  request.  This  is 
evident  from  the  fact,  that  the  law  has  provided  for  the  payment 
of  fees  to  the  justice  for  such  services. 

These  papers  are  required  by  law,  and  in  all  cases  in  which 
affidavits,  applications  and  notices  are  required  by  law,  the  justice 
is  allowed  five  cents  a  folio  for  drawing  them.  A  folio  is  one 
hundred  words,  counting  every  figure  as  a  word.  This  fee  is  a 
part  of  the  justice's  costs,  and  is  entered  in  the  judgment  against 
the  unsuccessful  party.  In  this  action  the  defendant  may  require 
affidavits  and  undertakings,  and  the  justice  may  draw  those,  if 
he  chooses  to  do  so,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant.  Either 
party  who  requires  the  justice  to  draw  such  papers,  is  personally 
liable  to  the  justice  for  his  fees.  If  the  plaintiff  fails  in  the  action, 
the  fees  for  drawing  his  affidavits,  &c.,  cannot  be  collected  of  the 
defendant,  and  of  course  the  plaintiff  is  alone  liable  for  them. 
And  the  same  rule  applies  when  the  defendant  fails  in  the  action. 

Who  to  draw  copies  for  service.']  There  is  one  question  which 
■will  naturally  and  frequently  arise  in  this  action.  The  service 
of  all  the  papers  for  commencing  the  action  and  taking  the  pro- 
perty mentioned,  must  be  made  by  the  delivery  of  a  copy.  The 
papers  which  must  be  thus  served,  are  the  summons  and  notice, 
and  the  affidavit.  The  law  makes  it  the  duty  of  a  constable  to 
serve  process;  but  it  is  not  his  duty  to  make  it,  nor  to  make 
copies  thereof,  unless  some  statute  requires  him  to  do  so.  And 
in  those  cases  in  which  he  is  required  to  do  so,  a  fee  is  given  to 
him  for  the  service  as  in  the  case  of  a  summons.  But  in  the 
action  of  replevin,  no  fee  is  given  to  the  constable  for  making 
such  copies,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  do  it  as  a  part  of  his  official 
duty.    He  may  do  it  at  the  request  of  the  party,  and  he  is 
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entitled  to  such  compensation  therefor,  as  the  party  and  himself 
may  agree  upon ;  or  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement,  he  may 
recover  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  labor  done. 

In  attachment  cases,  the  statute  gives  the  constable  a  fee  for 
making  copies  of  papers.  Vol.  I,  65,  ■§  152.  But  in  an  action  of 
replevin,  the  duty  of  drawing  the  papers  devolves  upon  the 
plaintiff,  though  the  justice  may  do  it  at  his  request,  and  a  fee  is 
given  by  law  therefor.  The  plaintiff'  or  the  justice  must  furnish 
the  papers  complete  before  the  constable  is  bound  to  serve  them. 
There  will  not  usually  be  any  difficulty  in  relation  to  this  point. 
But  there  may  questions  arise,  and  it  is  therefore  proper  that  each 
party  concerned  should  know  his  legal  rights. 

Printed  blanks  will  generally  be  used  in  this  action,  as  they 
will  save  labor  in  drawing  originals  or  in  making  copies.  The 
justice  will  be  entitled  to  his  fees  for  such  printed  papers,  as 
mucli  as  though  they  were  written. 

Who  to  make  affidavits.]  The  language  of  the  statute  is :  "  Before 
any  process  shall  be  issued  in  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of 
personal  property,  the  plaintiff,  or  his  agent  or  attorney  shall  make 
proof  by  affidavit,  showing,  &c."  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10.  This  lan- 
guage does  not  necessarily  mean  that  the  plaintiff,  or  his  agent  or 
attorney  shall  swear  to  the  affidavit.  It  is  consistent  with  this 
language  to  say  that  the  true  meaning  is,  that  the  plaintiff,  or 
his  agent  or  attorue.y  shall  furnish  proof  by  affidavit.  If  a  full 
and  satisfactory  atfiilavit  is  made  by  any  person,  and  it  is  fur- 
nished to  the  justice  by  the  plaintiff",  he  clearly  makes  proof  by 
affidavit.  And  it  is  a  general  rule,  that  the  law  does  not  so  much 
regard  who  is  the  witness,  as  it  does  the  sufficiency  of  the  evi- 
dence. Due  legal  proof  of  the  facts  required  by  the  statute  ought 
to  be  sufficient,  let  the  affidavit  be  made  by  whom  it  will.  But 
if  a  more  strict  interpretation  is  insisted  upon,  the  language  of 
the  statute  does  not  declare  that  the  affidavit  shall  show  on  its 
face  that  it  was  made  by  the  agent  or  the  attorney  of  the  plain- 
tiff. Still  it  will  be  advisable  in  every  case  in  which  an  agent  or 
attorney  makes  the  affidavit,  to  state  that  fact  in  it.  For  in  sum- 
mary proceedings  to  recover  the  possession  of  lands  by  removing 
tenants,  the  language  of  the  statute  is  quite  similar  to  that  used 
in  this  statute,  and  in  one  case,  it  was  held  that  the  affidavit  was 
defective,  because  it  merely  recited  or  described  the  name  of  the 
agent,  instead  of  alleging  directly  that  he  was  the  agent  of 
the  landlord.  Cunningham  v.  Goele't,  4  Denio,  71. 

In  an  action  of  this  kind  in  the  supreme  court,  this  question 
would  not  occur.  The  language  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  those 
cases  is,  that  the  affidavit  may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff,  or  hy 
some  one  in  his  iehalf.  Code,  §  207.  The  difference  in  the  lan- 
guage in  reference  to  the  different  courts,  may  have  been  entirely 
unintentional,  or  it  may  have  been  intentional;  but  however 
that  may  be,  there  will  not  generally  be  any  difficulty  in  comply- 
ing literally  with  the  statute.  Any  person  who  makes  an  affidavit 
for  the  plaintiff  is,  for  that  purpose,  his  agent,  if  he  acts  at  the 
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request  of  the  plaintiff.  And  again,  if  the  person  who  acts  as 
agent  or  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  makes  an  aifidavifc,  in  which  he 
shows  that  he  is  an  agent  or  attorney,  and  states  such  other  facts 
as  he  knows,  it  will  then  be  proper  for  any  other  person  to  make 
an  affidavit  of  any  material  facts  which  lie  knows.  The  correct 
practice  will  be  to  keep  as  near  to  the  language  of  the  statute  as 
possible,  so  as  to  avoid  all  unnecessary  questions  as  to  regularity 
or  legality  in  the  proceedings. 

Affidavits  not  to  he  entitled^  The  affidavits  ought  not  to  be 
entitled,  because  at  the  time  when  the  affidavit  is  made  no  action 
is  pending.  The  statute  expressly  forbids  the  issuing  of  process 
before  the  affidavit  is  made.  Code,  "^  53,  sub.  10.  Formerly  in 
actions  in  the  supreme  court,  an  affidavit  would  have  been  held 
a  nullity  if  entitled.  Millilcen  v.  Selye,  3  Denio,  54.  But  since 
the  enactment  of  the  Code,  that  rule  does  not  prevail  in  the 
supreme  court.  Pindar  v.  Black,  4  How.,  95;  Code,  §  176,  and 
§406. 

Probably  the  same  rule  would  be  applied  to  a  justice's  court, 
since  it  is  the  intention  of  the  law  to  confer  all  necessary  powers 
on  justices'  courts.  Vol.  I,  37,  §  1.  And  besides  that,  the  en- 
titling should  be  treated  as  a  nullity  if  the  affidavit  is  full  and 
sufficient.    As  to  entitling  papers,  see  ante,  129. 

Belief  as  to  facts  stated.']  The  general  rule  in  relation  to  affi- 
davits in  this  action,  is  similar  to  that  in  relation  to  affidavits  in 
attachment  actions.  See  a^ite,  137.  The  statute  permits  a  state- 
ment of  the  plaiutiif' s  best  information  and  belief  as  to  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  defendant  claims  the  property.  And 
the  better  construction  will  be,  to  allow  the  defendant's  claim  to 
be  stated  on  the  plaintiff's  best  knowledge,  information  and 
belief,  since  that  is  the  language  of  the  statute.  But  all  the 
other  facts  in  the  affidavit  must  be  stated  directly  and  positively. 
If  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  makes  the  affidavit,  it  will  not  be 
sufficient  for  him  to  state  the  facts  on  the  information  of  the 
plaintiff  and  his  belief  in  the  truth  of  such  information.  Cutler 
V.  Eatlibone,  1  Hill,  204.  The  attorney  should  in  such  cases, 
state  the  facts  within  his  own  knowledge,  and  all  hearsay  evidence 
will  be  useless,  although  he  may  state  the  claim  of  the  defendant 
upon  his  best  knowledge,  information  and  belief,  in  the  same 
manner  that  the  plaintiff  himself  might  do,  because  the  statute 
expressly  authorizes  him  to  do  so. 

There  are  several  things,  each  of  which  the  statute  makes  in- 
dispensable in  all  such  affidavits.  These  will  now  be  discussed 
separately. 

Descriptian  of  property.]  The  statute  requires  that  the  property 
which  the  plaintiff  claims  shall  be  particularly  described.  A 
mere  general  description  will  not  be  sufficient,  where  a  particu- 
lar description  can  be  given.  And  if  the  property  cannot  be 
described  by  any  particular  characteristics,  because  of  its  general 
resemblance  to  similar  articles,  such  as  wheat,  corn,  and  the  like, 
then  the  description  can  be  given  as  to  its  quantity,  the  place 
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where  it  is  kept,  &c.  A  horse  may  be  described  by  his  color,  gait, 
age,  and  name,  if  he  is  called  by  one.  A  promissory  note  may 
be  described  by  stating  the  names  of  the  maker  and  the  payee, 
the  date  and  amount,  and  the  length  of  time  it  has  to  run  before 
maturity.  The  principle  in  relation  to  the  description  is,  that  the 
aflSdavit  shall  give  all  the  information  which  the  plaintiiF  is  rea- 
sonably able  to  furnish.  Each  party  will  then  know  precisely  what 
property  is  claimed,  since  the  affidavit  will  show  that  fact.  And 
the  officer  will  know,  from  the  papers  which  are  placed  in  his 
hands,  the  particular  property  which  he  is  required  to  take. 
And  there  ought,  in  all  cases,  to  be  such  a  description  of  the  pro- 
perty, or  the  place  in  which  it  is  kept,  that  the  officer  may  justify 
himself  in  the  taking  of  the  property  described,  either  from  such 
description  of  the  articles,  or  of  the  place  in  which  he  may  find 
them. 

VwnersMp,  hotv  stated.']  When  the  plaintiff  claims  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  because  he  is  the  owner  of  it ;  it  will  be 
sufficient  to  allege  that  fact  distinctly  and  positively.  He  need 
not  show  in  what  manner  he  became  the  owner.  This  form  of 
stating  the  ownership  has  always  been  held  suflBcient  in  actions 
in  the  supreme  court,  both  before  and  since  the  enactment  of  the 
Code.  And  there  is  no  reason  for  a  different  rule  in  justices' 
courts. 

Right  to  immediate  possession,  liow  stated^  The  plaintiff  some- 
times claims  the  possession  of  personal  property,  where  he  has 
no  title  to  it  as  owner.  He  may  claim  its  possession  as  bailee, 
or  because  he  has  a  lien  upon  it  as  a  mechanic,  or  because  he  has 
levied  upon  it  as  an  officer.  Besides  these  instances,  there  are 
numerous  other  cases  in  which  a  person  is  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  personal  property.  To  enumerate  all  such  instances 
would  be  impossible.  But  whenever  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  by 
law  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  property,  as  against  the 
defendant,  this  action  will  lie.  And  in  a  justice's  court  it  is 
sufficient  to  allege  distinctly  and  positively  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  property.  This  was 
the  rule  in  the  supreme  court  before  the  Code,  and  the  old  statute 
was  very  similar  to  that  which  now  applies  to  justices'  courts. 

Under  the  old  practice  in  the  supreme  court,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  state  the  facts  which  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the  property,  nor  need 
that  now  be  done  in  a  justice's  court.  But  a  different  rule  is 
observed  in  the  supreme  court  since  the  Code  was  enacted.  In 
that  court  the  statute  now  requires  that  the  plaintiff  shall  state 
the  facts  which  show  his  special  interest  in  the  property  claimed, 
when  he  is  not  alleged  to  be  the  owner.  Code,  %  207,  sub.  1 ; 
Depew  V.  Leal,  2  Abb.,  131. 

But  although  it  is  not  necessary  in  a  justice's  court,  to  state 
the  facts  which  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  special  interest  in 
the  property  which  entitles  him  to  its  possession,  yet  it  is  gene- 
rally an  easy  matter  to  do  so.    If  he  claims  it  by  virtue  of  a  levy, 
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it  is  but  little  trouble  to  state  such  facts  as  will  show  his  right, 
aarl  so  of  all  other  instances.  There  are  many  instances  in  which 
a  litigation  may  be  avoided  by  such  a  statement  of  the  facts. 
The  defendant  cannot  always  know  on  what  grounds  the  plain- 
tiff claims  the  possession  of  the  property,  unless  the  affidavit 
discloses  the  facts.  A  careful  practitioner  will  probably  prefer 
to  state  the  grounds  of  his  client's  claim  fully,  as  he  will  thus 
avoid  all  question  as  to  the  necessity  for  doing  so,  and  he  will  at 
the  same  time  give  the  defendant  full  and  fair  notice  of  the  claim 
which  the  plaintiff  makes. 

Wrongfully  withheld,  &c.]  It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  affidavit 
to  show  merely  that  the  property  is  withheld  or  detained  by  the 
defendant. 

The  affidavit  is  required  to  show  that  the  property  is  wrongfully 
withheld  or  detained.  It  will  be  sufficient  to  allege  directly  and 
positively,  that  the  property  is  wrongfully  withheld  or  detained. 

Cause  of  detention,  &c.]  The  law  requires  the  plaintiff  to  state 
in  his  affidavit,  the  cause  which  is  assigned  by  the  defendant  for 
the  withholding  or  detention  of  the  property.  The  plaintiff  may 
state  that  according  to  his  best  knowledge,  information  and 
belief.  He  may  know  what  those  grounds  are,  from  the  decla- 
rations of  the  defendant;  he  may  know  from  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  transactions  between  himself  and  the  de- 
fendant, or  he  may  have  heard  through  some  third  person  what 
claim  the  defendant  makes.  In  all  cases,  it  will  be  sufficient  to 
allege  what  the  supposed  cause  of  withholding  or  detention  is, 
according  to  the  best  knowledge,  information  and  belief  of  the 
person  making  the  affidavit.  This  rule  is  the  same  whether 
the  plaintiff  or  some  other  person  makes  the  affidavit. 

After  stating  the  cause  of  the  detention  of  the  property  by  the 
defendant,  it  would  be  proper  to  allege  that  the  claim  so  made 
by  the  defendant  is  unfounded. 

It  is  not  strictly  necessary,  however,  to  do  this.  When  the 
affidavit  alleges  once  that  the  withholding  or  detention  is  wrong- 
ful, there  is  no  need  of  repeating  it,  after  stating  the  alleged 
cause  of  detention.  There  is  no  harm,  however,  in  doing  so. 
And  there  may  be  those  who  would  prefer  to  state  the  alleged 
cause  of  detention,  and  then  to  state  or  show  that  the  claim  is 
not  valid  either  in  fact  or  in  law.  For  instance,  the  defendant 
may  claim  to  have  some  lien  upon  the  property  as  the  cause  of 
detention.  The  plaintiff  may  show  in  the  affidavit,  either  that 
the  lien  has  been  discharged,  or  that  in  law  it  never  had  any 
existence. 

Not  taken  for  any  tax,  fine,  &c.]  It  must  appear  affirmatively, 
that  the  property  was  not  taken  for  any  tax,  fine  or  assessment, 
pursuant  to  any  statute,  and  that  it  was  not  seized  by  virtue  of 
an  execution  or  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff, or  that,  if  it  was  so  seized,  it  was  exempt  by  statute  from 
such  seizure.  Vol.  I,  871,  &c.  As  to  the  taking  of  the  property 
for  a  tax,  fine  or  assessment,  pursuant  to  a  statute,  it  will  be 
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sufficient  to  allege  that  tlie  property  was  not  taken  for  a  tax,  fine 
or  assessment  pursuant  to  a  statute. 

And  if  the  property  has  not  been  taken  on  any  execution  or 
attachment,  it  will  be  enough  to  allege  the  fact  positively,  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  the  case  of  a  tax,  fine  or  assessment. 

But  if  the  property  has  been  taken  by  virtue  of  an  execution, 
or  upon  an  attachment  against  the  defendant's  property,  a  dif- 
ferent rule  may  perhaps  exist,  in  case  the  plaintiff  claims  that  the 
property  is  exempt  from  execution.  In  one  case,  Roberts  v. 
Willard,  1  Code  Eep.,  100,  it  was  held  that  it  was.  sufficient  for 
the  affidavit  to  state  in  direct  and  positive  terms  that  the  pro- 
perty was  exempt.  In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  notice  is  taken 
of  the  earlier  case  of  Spalding  v.  Spalding,  3  How.,  297,  which 
requires  the  facts  to  be  stated  so  as  to  show  that  the  property  is 
exempt,  but  the  authority  of  the  older  case  was  questioned.  In 
this  conflict  of  judicial  authority,  the  prudent  course  undoubtedly 
will  be,  to  state  the  facts  which  show  such  exemption.  A  proper 
precedent  for  such  an  affidavit  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent  place. 

Actual  value  of  property.']  It  is  required  that  the  affidavit  shall 
state  the  actual  value  of  the  property  claimed.  Ante,  186.  Code, 
§  53,  sub.  10.  That  value  must  not  exceed  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justice,  which  in  actions  for  recovering  the  possession  of  per- 
sonal property,  must  not  exceed  one  hundred  dollars. 

General  rules  as  to  affidavits.]  There  are  several  general  rules 
which  are  applicable  to  affidavits  in  all  cases.  See  ante,  153. 

Indorsing  direction  upon  affidavit^  When  the  plaintiff  has  fur- 
nished the  justice  with  a  legal  and  sufficient  affidavit,  and  with 
an  undertak;ing  such  as  is  required  by  law,  the  justice  is  then 
required  to  indorse  upon  the  affidavit "  a  direction  to  any  con- 
stable of  the  county  in  which  said  justice  shall  reside,  requiring 
said  constable  to  take  the  property  described  therein  from  the 
defendant,  and  keep  the  same  to  be  disposed  of  according  to 
law."  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10.  It  will  be  observed  that  this  direction 
must  be  indorsed  upon  the  affidavit  which  describes  the  property 
that  the  plaintiff  claims.  The  original  affidavit,  with  the  in- 
dorsement thereon,  is  the  one  which  must  be  delivered  to  the 
constable  as  his  authority  to  take  the  property. 

The  indorsement  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

.  Indorsement  on  affidavit. 

To  any  constable  of  the  county  of  Fulton  :  You  ave  hereby  directed  and 
required  to  take  the  j)roperty  described  in  the  within  affidavit,  from  Rich- 
ard Roe,  who  is  therein  named  as  defendant,  and  to  keep  the  said  property, 
to  be  disposed  of  according  to  law.     Johnstown,  November  10th,  1864. 

JOHN  TROTHINGHAM,  Justice. 

Controverting  affidavits^  The  defendant  cannot  controvert  the 
truth  of  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff.  If  the  defendant  desires  to 
retain  the  possession  of  the  property  until  after  the  trial  of  the 
action,  he  can  do  so  by  giving  a  proper  undertaking.  Code,  §  53, 
sub.  10.    And  the  trial  of  such  collateral  matters  upon  afflda- 
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vits  was  not  intended  by  the  statute.  The  rule  is  the  same  as  to 
attachment  affidavits.  Ante,  151 ;  and  see  Knehue  v.  Williams, 
1  Duer,  598,  opinion. 

Defective  affidavits.']  In  the  supreme  court  it  is  a  common 
practice  to  amend  defective  affidavits  in  these  actions,  if  a  proper 
case  exists  for  an  exercise  of  the  authority.  Cutler  v.  Rathhone,  1 
Hill,  204 ;  Stacy  v.  Farnham,  2  How.,  26 ;  Spalding  v.  Spalding, 
3  How.,  301 ;  Depew  v.  Leal,  2  Abb.,  136.  There  is  no  good  rea- 
son why  an  amendment  is  not  as  proper  in  a  justice's  court  as  in 
a  court  of  record.  And,  in  such  a  case,  a  justice  has  the  same 
power  to  permit  the  amendment  of  an  affidavit  as  that  possessed 
by  one  of  the  higher  courts.  Vol.  I.,  37,  §  1 ;  and  see  title,  Ameud- 
ments.  In  attachment  cases,  as  has  been  seen,  ante,  150,  there 
cannot  be  any  amendment  of  the  affidavit.  The  reason  why 
there  is  no  amendment  permitted  in  those  cases  is,  because  the 
affidavit  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  issuing  an  attachment  in  any 
case.  And  the  absence  of  any  affidavit,  or  the  existence  of  a 
defective  one  will,  in  either  case,  fail  to  confer  any  jurisdiction 
upon  the  justice  to  issue  an  attachment. 

A  summons  issues,  in  most  cases,  without  any  proof  or  security. 
And  a  summons  is  issued  in  this  action  to  recover  personal  pro- 
perty. If  the  plaintiff  sues  for  the  recovery  of  damages,  he  may 
take  a  summons  without  any  affidavit  whatever.  But  if  he 
wishes  to  obtain  the  possession  of  the  property  claimed,  he  must 
furnish  an  affidavit  and  undertaking.  The  action  is  commenced 
by  the  summons,  but  the  property  is  taken  by  virtue  of  the 
direction  upon  the  affidavit.  The  defect  in  the  affidavit  does  not 
aifect  the  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant;  though, 
if  the  affidavit  should  not  be  amended,  there  might  not  be  any 
jurisdiction  over  the  property.  The  want  of  an  affidavit  would 
prevent  the  existence  of  any  jurisdiction  to  commence  an  action 
by  attachment;  and  so  of  a  defective  affidavit.  And  there  would 
not  be  any  jurisdiction  of  the  action,  either  as  to  the  person  or 
over  the  property,  in  that  case.  But,  in  this  action,  the  sum- 
mons would  confer  jurisdiction  over  the  person,  and  there  would 
therefore  be  jurisdiction  in  that  respect.  And  where  there  is 
jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant  in  the  action,  there 
may  generally  be  amendments  made,  if  they  do  not  infringe  upon 
the  rights  of  the  opposite  party,  and  if  they  are  calculated  to 
advance  the  interests  of  justice. 

Form  of  affidavit  in  ordinary  cases. 

FuLTOif  County,  ss:  John  Doe  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  about  to 
commence  an  action  before  John  Frothingham,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the 
town  of  Johnstown  in  Fulton  county,  against  Richard  Roe,  for  the  recovery 
of  the  possession  of  the  personal  property  hereinafter  mentioned  and 
described ;  that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  said  property  (or  that  he  is  entitled 
to  the  immediate  possession  thereof) ;  that  he  claims  the  possession  of  the 
following  described  property  (here  describe  the  property  with  as  much 
particularity  as  is  reasonably  possible,  see  a«fe,  189^;  that  the  said  property 
was  wrongfully  taken,  and  is  still  wrongfully  detamed  from  this  deponent 
Watt  11—25 
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by  the  said  Richard  Roe ;  that  the  alleged  cause  of  such  detention,  to  the 
best  of  deponent's  knowledge,  information  and  belief,  is  (here  state  the  claim 
-which  the  defendant  makes,  whether  as  owner,  or  as  having  a  lien  thereon, 
or  in  any  other  manner,  see  ante,  191);  that  the  said  property  has  not  been 
taken  for  any  tax,  fine  or  assessment  pursuant  to  any  statute,  nor  seized 
by  virtue  of  an  execution,  nor  upon  any  attachment  issued  against  the  pro- 
perty of  this  deponent ;  that  the  actual  value  of  the  said  property  is  one 
hundred  dollars.  _  JOHN  DOE. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  this  / 
19th  day  of  November,  1  864,  f 

John  Fkothingham,  Justice. 

Form  of  affidavit  to  recover  exempt  property. 

Ftjltox  Countt,  ss  :  John  Doe  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  is  about 
to  commence  an  action  in  a  justice's  court,  before  John  Prothingham,  Esq., 
a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county,  against 
Richard  Roe,  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  personal  property 
hereinafter  mentioned  and  described;  that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  following 
described  personal  property  (here  describe  it  particularly)  ;  that  the  said  pro- 
perty was  wrongfully  taken,  and  is  still  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  detained 
from  this  deponent  by  the  said  Richard  Roe  ;  that  the  alleged  cause  of  such 
detention,  to  the  best  knowledge,  information  and  belief  of  this  deponent, 
is,  that  the  said  Richard  Roe  is  a  constable  of  the  county  of  Fulton ;  that 
he  took  the  said  property,  or  claims  to  have  taken  it,  by  virtue  of  an  exe- 
cution issued  by  Daniel  Cameron,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town 
of  .Johnstown,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  which  execution  was  issued  upon  a 
judgment  in  an  action  in  which  one  James  Denn  was  plaintiff,  and  this 
deponent  was  defendant ;  and  deponent  says  that  the  articles  of  personal 
property  so  seized  and  taken  by  the  said  Richard  Roe,  on  the  said  execu- 
tion were,  at  the  time  they  were  so  wrongfully  taken,  and  now  are  exempt 
by  statute,  from  levy  and  sale  upon  execution  ;  and  deponent  further  says, 
that  he  was,  at  the  time  of  such  wrongful  taking,  and  that  he  now  is  a 
householder  (or  that  he  has  a  family  for  which  he  provides)  of  the  town  of 
Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county ;  that  the  said  personal  property  so  wrong- 
fully taken  and  detained,  are  necessary  articles  of  household  furniture  (or 
working  tools,  or  team,  &c.)  ;  that  the  entire  personal  property  of  this 
deponent  in  household  furniture,  working  tools  and  team,  do  not  in  the 
aggregate  exceed  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  in  value  over  and  above 
the  articles  which  are  absolutely  exempted  from  execution  by  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Revised  Statutes  ;  that  the  execution  upon  which  such  property 
was  taken,  was  not  issued  upon  any  judgment  rendered  for  the  purchase- 
money  thereof,  nor  upon  any  judgment  rendered  upon  any  claim  ac6ruing 
to  any  domestic,  for  work  and  labor  performed  as  a  domestic  in  the  family 
of  this  deponent ;  that  the  actual  value  of  the  property  so  taken  is  one 
hundi-ed  dollars.  JOHN  DOE. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  ) 

this  19th  day  of  Nov.,  1864,      | 

John  Feothingham,  Justice. 

There  are  some  articles  vvbicli  are  absolutely  exempt  from  levy 
and  sale  upon  execution ;  and  there  are  other  articles  which  are 
exempted  if  they  are  necessary  to  a  householder,  or  an  inhabit- 
ant having  a  family  for  which  he  provides.  By  looking  at  the 
statute,  it  will  be  easy  to  determine  the  articles  which  belong  to 
each  class.  The  proper  rule  in  these  cases  of  exempt  property  is, 
to  state  the  facts  fully  and  clearly,  so  that  it  may  appear  plainly 
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and  affirmatively  on  the  face  of  the  affidavit  that  the  property  is 
exempt  from  levy  and  sale  upon  an  execution.  The  same  rule 
applies  when  the  property  is  taken  by  virtue  of  an  attachment 
which  is  issued  against  the  defendant's  property.  If  the  property 
is  not  liable  to  an  execution,  it  cannot  be  taken  upon  an  attach- 
ment. And  if  it  is  so  taken,  the  party  injured  may  recover  the 
possession  of  his  property  in  this  action.  When  the  affidavit  is 
made  by  the  agent  or  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff,  the  form 
should  be  modified  to  meet  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

Form  of  affidavit  made  hy  agent. 

Fulton  County,  ss:  Peter  Smith,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the 
agent  of  John  Doe  ;  that  said  John  Doe  is  about  to  commence  an  action,  &c. 

The  affidavit  should  then  proceed  to  state  the  same  facts  as  in 
the  preceding  forms,  the  only  difference  being  that  the  affidavit 
shows  that  it  is  made  by  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff.  See  ante,  188. 
These  general  forms  are  sufficient  to  show  in  what  manner  the 
facts  ought  to  be  stated.  And  any  person  can,  with  a  little  care, 
state  the  facts  in  every  instance  in  such  a  manner  as  to  answer 
the  requirements  of  the  statute.  After  the  affidavit  is  drawn  and 
sworn  to,  the  next  step  will  be  to  indorse  it.  This  has  been  fully 
explained,  and  a  precedent  given.  Ante,  192.  When  the  affida- 
vit is  completed  and  it  is  properly  indorsed,  it  will  be  necessary 
to  draw  up  and  execute  a  proper  undertaking,  before  the  process 
can  properly  be  delivered  to  the  constable  for  service. 

JJndertaldng,  must  he  security  in  all  cases."]  In  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  personal  property,  the  plaintiff  must 
furnish  an  undertaking  with  one  or  more  sufficient  sureties.  To 
this  rule  there  is  no  exception.  An  undertaking  is  an  indis- 
pensable prerequisite  to  the  authorizing  of  a  seizure  and  delivery 
of  the  property  claimed. 

Must  he  in  writing.']  The  statute  requires  that  the  undertaking 
shall  be  in  writing.  It  is  not  required  that  it  shall  be  sealed,  nor 
that  it  shall  be  in  the  form  of  a  bond.  A  mere  verbal  agreement 
would  be  void  for  two  reasons.  The  first  is,  that  the  statute  de- 
clares that  it  shall  be  in  writing;  and  the  second  reason  is,  that 
any  verbal  agreement  of  that  nature  would  be  void  by  the  statute 
of  frauds.  It  is  not  necessary  that  such  undertakings  should  be 
in  any  particular  form,  if  it  states  such  facts  as  are  required  by 
the  statute. 

A  bond  which  is  drawn  in  proper  form  and  with  the  proper 
conditions,  is  the  best  mode  of  giving  security.  A  bond  is  a 
vahd  undertaking  beyond  any  question;  and  it  is  preferred  in 
this  case,  as  in  all  others  in  which  a  form  of  security  has  been 
given. 

Who  to  execute  it.]  The  bond  may  be  executed  by  the  plaintiff 
with  one  or  more  sureties;  or  it  may  be  executed  by  one  or  more 
sureties  without  the  joinder  of  the  plaintiff.  There  must,  how- 
ever, be  at  least  one  or  more  sureties  in  every  case.  If  the 
plaintiff  executes  the  bond,  there  must  also  be  at  least  one 
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surety  in  this  case,  as  iu  all  others  in  which  the  law  requires 
sureties  to  be  given.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  see  that 
the  persons  who  offer  themselves  as  sureties  are  entirely  responsi- 
ble persons.  And  the  justice  should  in  no  case  approve  of  sure- 
ties, unless  he  is  entirely  satisfied  of  their  solvency  and  of  their 
responsibility  to  pay  such  liabilities  as  are  incurred  by  their  act 
of  becoming  a  surety.  See  ante,  161. 

Penalty  of  the  iond.']  The  statute  requires  that  the  undertaking 
shall  be  to  the  effect  that  the  sureties  are  bound  in  double  the 
value  of  the  property  as  stated  in  the  affidavit  for  the  prosecution 
of  the  action. 

That  property  cannot,  in  any  case,  exceed  one  hundred  dollars 
in  value,  as  that  is  the  extent  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  in 
this  action.  There  should,  therefore,  always  be  a  bond  executed 
in  the  penalty  of  at  least  two  hundred  dollars.  This  bond  should, 
in  all  cases,  be  in  double  the  amount  of  any  sum  which  could  be 
stated  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  as  the  value  of  the  property 
claimed. 

Condition  of  the  hond.]  Great  care  should  be  taken  that  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond  conforms  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

There  are  three  points  to  be  observed.  One  condition  is,  that 
the  plaintiff"  will  prosecute  the  action.  The  object  of  this  condi- 
tion is,  that  the  plaintiff  shall  not  commence  an  action  and  obtain 
possession  of  the  property,  and  then  be  at  liberty  to  abandon  the 
action.  If  the  action  is  not  prosecuted  to  a  successful  termination 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  or  if  by  any  means  the  plaintiff  fails 
in  the  action,  the  sureties  will  be  liable  for  a  breach  of  this  con- 
dition. Gould  V.  Warner,  3  Wend.,  54.  An  other  condition  is, 
that  the  property  which  has  been  taken  from  the  defendant 
shall  be  returned  to  him,  if  the  court  shall  adjudge  a  return  of 
the  property.  Any  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  return  the  property 
will  be  a  breach  of  this  condition,  for  which  the  surety  will  be 
liable.  An  other  condition  is,  that  the  sureties  will  pay  to  the 
defendant  any  sum  which  may  be  recovered  against  the  plaintiff 
for  any  cause.  This  clause  of  the  condition  is  very  broad,  and  it 
creates  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  surety,  which  is  much  more 
extensive  than  many  persons  may  at  first  suppose.  The  liabili- 
ties of  sureties  will  be  discussed  in  a  subsequent  place. 

Approval  of  sureties  in  hond.']  The  statute  expressly  requires 
that  the  justice  shall  approve  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties. 
This  approval  ought  to  be  in  writing  and  indorsed  upon  the  hond,  ■ 
it  should  also  be  signed  by  the  justice  officially,  and  it  must  be 
made  by  the  justice  before  whom  the  action  is  commenced. 
This  approval  is  not  a  mere  matter  which  may  be  observed,  or 
may  be  disregarded  at  pleasure.  It  is  required  by  the  statute, 
and  it  is  therefore  indispensable  to  the  regular  execution  of  the 
bond.  Burns  v.  BobUns,  1  Code  Eep.,  62.  One  of  the  objects  of 
the  statute  was,  that  no  sureties  should  be  received  in  this  action 
on  the  issuing  of  process,  unless  they  were  men  whose  reponsi- 
bility  the  justice  could  conscientiously  and  officially  recognize 
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as  such  sureties  as  the  law  requires.  The  qualifications  of  sure- 
ties have  been  sufficiently  discussed  elsewhere.    Ante,  161. 

Delivery  of  lond  to  justice.'}  After  the  bond  is  executed  and 
approved,  it  should  be  delivered  to  the  justice  and  retained  by 
him.  He  should  file  and  preserve  it  among  the  papers  in  the 
cause.  And  in  case  of  any  breach  of  any  of  the  conditions  in 
such  bond,  the  justice  should,  on  demand  of  the  defendant, 
deliver  the  bond  to  him.  It  was  executed  for  his  especial  benefit, 
and  he  is  therefore  entitled  to.  it,  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting 
it  for  the  recovery  of  such  damages  as  are  by  law  recoverable. 
The  justice  should,  however,  retain  the  possession  of  the  bond 
until  after  the  trial  of  the  action,  and  until  there  has  been  some 
breach  of  some  of  its  conditions.  If  the  defendant  should  fail  in 
his  defense  on  the  merits  of  the  action,  the  sureties  would  not  be 
liable,  on  either  the  condition  to  prosecute  the  action,  or  on  the 
condition  to  return  the  property,  since  neither  condition  would 
be  broken.  In  such  cases  and  in  all  other  cases,  the  justice  should 
retain  the  bond  until  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  maintain  an 
action  upon  it,  for  a  breach  of  some  condition  contained  in  it. 

The  justice  should,  however,  permit  either  of  the  parties  to  the 
action  to  take  a  copy  of  it  at  any  time.  And  the  justice  would 
also  be  compellable  to  produce  it  on  the  trial  of  any  cause  in 
which  it  is  important  as  a  part  of  the  evidence.  So,  an  action  to 
recover  the  possession  of  the  bond  would  lie  against  the  justice, 
after  a  breach  in  its  conditions.  It  would  then  be  the  property 
of  the  defendant,  and  he  would  be  entitled  to  the  immediate  pos- 
session thereof. 

Amendment  of  hond^  The  general  rules  as  to  the  amendment 
of  bonds  have  already  been  explained.  Ante,  163.  The  same  rule 
applies  in  this  action.  Newland  v.  Willetts,  1  Barb.,  20.  The 
amendment  which  is  made  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant, 
and  he  could  not  object  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  an  injury 
to  him.  The  statute  provides  that  new  sureties  may  be  given 
by  the  plaintiff  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  provided  the 
first  sureties  are  excepted  to  and  fail  to  justify.  Code,  §  53,  sub. 
10.  And  if  new  sureties  are  joined  in  the  bond,  they  will  be  as 
much  liable  as  though  they  had  originally  been  sureties.  Decker 
v.  Judson,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  439.  As  to  the  general  powers  of  the 
justice,  see  Vol.  I,  37,  §  1. 

Liability  of  the  sureties.l  The  language  of  the  statute  is  very 
plain  in  relation  to  the  responsibilities  which  are  assumed  by  a 
surety.  If  the  plaintiff  fails  in  the  action,  and  he  does  not  pay 
such  costs  and  damages  as  are  awarded  in  the  action ;  or  if  the 
plaintiff  does  not  return  the  property  to  the  defendant  when  a 
return  is  adjudged,  the  surety  will  be  liable  for  the  payment  of 
all  such  costs  and  damages.  But  there  is  a  still  greater  liability. 
If  the  plaintiff  should  succeed  in  the  action  before  the  justice, 
and  the  defendant  should  appeal  to  the  county  court,  and  from 
there  to  the  supreme  court,  if  the  final  judgment  is  against  the 
plaintiff,  the  sureties  are  liable  for  all  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 
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And  if  the  supreme  court  should  permit  an  appeal  to  the  court 
of  appeals,  and  the  judgment  of  that  court  should  be  against 
the  plaintiff,  the  sureties  will  be  liable  for  all  the  costs  on  all  the 
appeals.  Tmies  v.  O'Connor,  28  Barb.,  538.  The  language  of 
this  statute  is  very  dilTereut  from  that  in  relation  to  a  surety  for 
a  short  summons  or  a  civil  warrant.  The  surety  for  such  a  pro- 
cess, as  either  of  them,  is  liable  for  any  sum  which  may  be  ad- 
judged against  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit.  Ante,  85,  106.  While  in 
this  action  the  surety  is  liable  for  any  sum  which  may  be  re- 
covered against  the  plaintiff  for  any  cause. 

Form  of  Bond. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  James  Jackson  and  John 
Styles,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  Richard  Roe,  in  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Richard  Roe,  or  to  his  certain 
attorney,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns ;  to  which  payment,  well  and 
truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these  "presents.  Sealed  with  our 
seals.     Dated  the  21st  day  of  November,  1864. 

Whereas,  application  has  been  made  by  John  Doe,  to  John  Frothing- 
ham,  Esq.,  a  jXistiee  of  the  peace,  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county 
of  Fulton,  for  a  summons  and  notice  for  the  commencement  of  an  action 
against  Richard  Roe,  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  following 
described  property  (here  describe  it  as  in  the  affidavit)  ;  and  whereas 
application  has  also  been  made  by  the  said  John  Doe,  to  the  said  justice, 
for  process  to  take  the  said  property  from  the  said  Richard  Roe ;  and 
whereas  also,  an  affidavit  in  due  form  of  law  has  been  made  and  presented 
to  the  said  justice,  by  the  said  plaintiff,  and  the  same  has  been  duly  in- 
dorsed by  said  justice  in  pursuance  of  the  statute. 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said 
property  is  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  said  Richard  Roe,  by  virtue 
of  any  process  to  be  issued  by  the  said  justice  in  said  action,  and  the  said 
John  Doe  shall  duly  and  legally  prosecute  such  action  ;  and  if  the  said  John 
Doe  shall  return  said  property  to  the  said  Richard  Roe,  in  case  a  return 
thereof  shall  be  adjudged  in  due  course  of  law,  and  if  the  said  John  Doe 
shall  pay  to  the  said  Richard  Roe,  such  sums  as  may  for  any  cause  be 
recovered  against  the  said  John  Doe,  then  this  obligation  is  to  be  void, 
otherwise  to  be  in  full  force  and  virtue. 

JAMES  JACKSON,  [l.  s.l 
JOHN  STYLES,         [l.  s.j 
Sealed  and  delivered  [ 
in  presence  of        \ 

John  Feothijstgham. 

The  approval  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

I  approve  of  James  Jackson  and  John  Styles,  as  sureties  in  the  within 
bond.    November  21st,  1864.  JOHN  FROTHINGHAM,  Justice. 

The  same  general  rules  are  as  applicable  to  this  bond  as  to  any 
other  one.  See  ante,  159  to  165. 

Summons,  when  to  he  issued^  After  a  proper  aflSdavit  and  bond 
have  been  duly  executed,  and  the  sureties  in  the  bond  have 
been  duly  approved,  and  a  proper  direction  has  been  indorsed  on 
the  original  affidavit  by  the  justice,  the  next  step  will  be  for  the 
justice  to  make  out  and  issue  the  proper  summons  and  notice. 
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And  when  these  papers  are  all  completed,  the  necessary  copies 
of  such  papers  as  are  required  to  be  served  upon  the  defendant 
should  be  made.  The  original  affidavit  and  indorsement,  and 
the  summons  and  notice,  together  with  the  proper  copies  thereof 
should  then  be  delivered  to  some  constable  of  the  county  for 
service. 

Statutory  requirements  of  summons.]  The  statute  prescribes  the 
form  of  the  process  which  shall  be  used  in  commencing  this  action. 
And  it  declares  that  such  process  shall  be  a  summons.  This  sum- 
mons is  to  be  governed  by  the  general  rules  which  relate  to  a 
summons,  except  as  to  thosfe  particulars  which  are  expressly  made 
to  govern  this  process,  when  issued  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
personal  property.  See  ante,  41  to  48.  The  notice  which  is  spoken 
of  by  the  statute,  is  not  a  separate  process ;  for  it  is  expressly 
declared  that  the  summons  shall  contain  a  notice  to  the  defend- 
ant, &c.  And,  therefore,  there  is  really  but  one  process  which  is 
a  summons,  though  it  differs  from  the  usual  summons  by  contain- 
ing a  notice  which  is  not  ordinarily  required  in  that  process. 

The  summons  viust  he  directed  to  the  defendant.  Vol.  I,  6,  §  53, 
sub.  10.  This  is  an  important  alteration  of  the  law  relating  to  a 
summons,  for  the  ordinary  summons  is  required  by  statute  to  be 
directed  to  any  constable  of  the  county.  Vol.  I,  39,  §  12.  This 
summons  must  also  contain  a  requirement  that  the  defendant 
appear  before  tlie  justice  who  issued  it,  at  a  time  and  place  which 
must  be  specified  in  the  summons.  The  time  so  specified  cannot 
exceed  twelve  days  from  the  date  of  the  summons.  The  statute 
does  not  prescribe  any  time  for  the  least  number  of  days  which 
may  intervene  between  the  date  and  the  return  day.  And  in 
the  absence  of  any  express  provision  of  the  statute  upon  the  sub- 
ject, the  proper  practice  will  be  to  apply  the  ordinary  rules  as  to 
the  time  for  the  return  day  of  a  summons.  If  the  parties '  are 
residents,  then  make  the  time  for  the  return  day  not  less  than 
six  nor  more  than  twelve  days  from  the  date  of  the  summons. 
If  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident,  make  return  day  not  less  than 
two  nor  more  than  four  days  from  the  date  of  the  process.  The 
summons  must  require  ,the  defendant  to  appear  at  the  time  and 
jjlace  specified,  to  answer  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
summons  must  also  contain  a  notice  to  the  defendant,  that  in 
case  he  shall  fail  to  appear  at  the  time  and  place  specified  in  the 
summons  and  notice,  the  plaintiff  will  have  judgment  for  the  pos- 
session of  the  property  described  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit,  with 
the  costs  and  disbursements  of  the  action. 

Long  summons.']  The  statute  has  prescribed  that  the  return  day 
shall  not  extend  more  than  twelve  days  from  the  date  of  the 
summons.  But  there  is  no  time  expressly  prescribed  as  the 
shortest  time  within  which  it  may  be  returnable.  It  may  be 
argued  that  the  justice  has  a  discretion  as  to  the  time  within 
which  he  will  make  the  summons  returnable,  if  that  time  is  not 
more  than  twelve  days  from  the  date  thereof.  But  that  construc- 
tion is  not  correct,  because  if  that  were  so,  the.  process  might  be 
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issued  in  the  forenoon,  and  made  returnable  the  same  day  in  the 
afternoon,  or  on  the  next  day.  Such  a  coustruction  would  de- 
prive the  defendant  of  any  opportunity  to  except  to  the  plaintiff's 
sureties.  This  exception  may  be  taken  at  any  time  after  the 
service  of  the  summons,  &c.,  and  at  least  two  days  before  the 
return  day  of  the  summons. 

The  evident  intention  of  the  statute,  therefore  is,  that  no  sum- 
mons shall  be  made  returnable  in  less  than  two  days.  And,  in 
the  absence  of  any  other  rule,  the  best  method  of  practice  will  be 
to  make  the  process  conform  to  the  usual  rule  relating  to  the 
return  day  of  a  summons. 

If  the  parties  are  all  residents  of  the  county,  let  the  time  for 
the  return  day  be  fixed  in  the  same  manner  that  it  would  in  an 
ordinary  long  summons. 

Sliort  summons.']  Many  of  the  remarks  which  have  just  been 
made  in  relation  to  a  long  summons  are  equally  applicable  to  a 
short  summons. 

This  action  may  be  brought  against  a  non-resident  defendant, 
as  well  as  against  a  resident.  This  would  be  evident  from  the 
general  rules  of  law  applicable  to  such  cases.  And  it  is  also 
evident  from  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  because  one  of  the 
cases  in  which  the  justice  may  proceed  in  the  action,  although 
no  service  of  the  process  has  been  made  on  the  defendant  is,  if 
the  defendant  has  no  last  place  of  abode  in  the  county.  Code, 
^  53,  sub.  10.  This  must  refer  to  the  case  of  a  non-resident, 
because  if  he  had  been  a  resident,  there  must  be  some  last  place 
of  abode.  This  statute  extends  the  remedy  by  summons  to  a 
new  class  of  cases. 

The  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property  which 
has  been  wrongfully  taken,  or  which  is  wrongfully  detained,  is 
clearly  an  action  for  a  tort.  And  the  general  rule  is,  that  a  war- 
rant must  issue  in  such  a  case,  if  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident 
of  the  county.  See  ante  91,  92.  The  reason  why  a  warrant  was 
given  was  for  the  advantage  of  the  defendant ;  for  if  that  pro- 
cess were  taken,  there  could  not  be  a  long  delay  between  the 
date  and  the  return  day  of  process.  And  there  is,  therefore,  the 
same  reason  for  holding  that  the  summons  in  this  case  ought  to 
be  a  short  summons,  when  it  is  issued  against  a  non-resident 
defendant.  The  same  rule  ought  to  apply  when  the  plaintiff  is  a 
non-resident.  No  warrant  can  issue  in  this  action,  because  the 
statute  says  it  shall  be  a  summons,  and  when  no  warrant  can 
issue,  a  short  summons  is  a  proper  process  in  favor  of  a  non- 
resident plaintiff.  Ante,  77,  92. 

The  security  which  is  required  is  ample  for  the  indemnity  of 
the  defendant,  and  convenience  and  uniformity  in  the  practice 
both  require  that  a  short  summons  should  be  the  form  of  process 
in  the  case  of  a  non-resident  plaintiff. 

Must  ie  a  summons  and  not  a  warranf]  There  may  be  those 
who  will  suppose  that  a  summons  is  not  a  proper  process  against 
a  non-resident  defendant,  if  the  action  is  for  a  tort.    And  this  is 
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entirely  true  of  ordinary  actions.  But  the  reason  why  that  is  so, 
is  because  the  -  statute  has  so  declared.  And  the  statute,  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  this  particular  action,  has  repealed  so  much  of  the 
old  law  as  conflicts  with  the  present  one. 

In  this  action  no  process  but  a  summons  can  be  issued,  because 
the  statute  has  declared  that  the  process  shall  be  a  summons.  In 
this  action  the  plaintiff  may  take  the  property  if  he  can  find  it. 
And  the  only  other  object  of  the  action  will  be  to  obtain  damages 
for  the  wrongful  taking  or  detention.  If  the  plaintiff  chooses, 
he  may  elect  to  take  a  warrant  against  a  non-resident  defendant. 
But  he  must  elect  which  process  he  will  take,  for  he  cannot  have 
a  warrant  to  arrest  the  defendant  in  an  action  to  recover  the 
possession  of  personal  property. 

Notice  in  the  summons.]  This  notice  is  a  part  of  the  summons. 
And,  although  it  is  called  a  summons  and  notice,  there  is  no 
occasion  to  mention  the  notice,  since  that  is  necessarily  included 
in  the  summons.  To  mention  it,  however,  can  do  no  harm,  and 
since  it  is  mentioned  in  the  statute,  it  may  be  well  enough  to 
notice  it  in  those  papers  in  which  the  process  is  described,  or  in 
the  return  of  a  constable  as  to  the  papers  which  he  has  served 
on  the  defendant. 

Summons  not  to  describe  property.]  The  statute  does  not  require 
that  the  summons  shall  describe  the  property  which  the  plaintifl' 
claims.  It  ought  not,  therefore,  to  be  described  in  the  summons. 
It  would  be  mere  surplusage  to  describe  the  property  in  the 
summons.  And  if  the  property  is  properly  described  in  the  affi- 
davit, a  misdescription  of  it  in  the  summons  will  not  do  any 
harm.  Finehout  v.  Grain,  4  Hill,  537. 

No  direction  indorsed  on  summons.]  The  summons  ought  not 
to  be  indorsed  with  any  direction  as  to  the  taking  of  the  property 
which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  in  the  action.  That  direction 
must  be  made  on  the  affidavit,  and  not  on  the  summons. 

Form  of  summons.]  The  summons  in  this  action,  differs  in 
several  respects  from  that  of  the  ordinary  summons  which  is 
issued  by  justices  of  the  peace.  These  peculiarities  have  been 
pointed  out  in  the  preceding  pages.  And  in  the  form  of  summons 
which  is  given  below,  an  attempt  will  be  made  to  make  it  con- 
form to  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

Form  of  summons. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  Richard  Roe,  defendant :  You 
are  hereby  summoned  and  required  to  appear  before  John  Frothingham, 
Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county  of 
Fulton,  on  the  21st  day  of  November,  1864,  at  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon, 
at  his  oiEce  in  the  said  town  and  county,  to  answer  the  complaint  of  Joh,n 
Doe,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action.  And  you  will  also  take  notice,  that  in  case 
you  fail  to  appear  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in  this  summons,  the  plain- 
tiff will  have  judgment  for  the  possession  of  the  property  described  in  the 
affidavit  made  in  this  action,  a  copy  of  which  is  herewith  served  on  you, 
together  with  the  costs  and  disbursements  of  this  action.  And  the  said 
People  do  further  command  any  constable  of  the  said  county  of  Fulton,  to 
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make  due  service  of  this  summons,   and  also  to  make   a  proper  return 
thereon  as  is  by  law  required.     Dated  November  11  th,  1 864. 

JOHN  PROTHINGHAM,  Justice. 

The  foregoing  summons  runs  iu  tlie  name  of  the  people  of  this 
state.  And  the  reason  for  framing  it  in  that  manner,  is  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  statute,  which  declares  that  all  process 
shall  run  in  the  name  of  the  people.   Ante.  41. 

Injustices'  courts,  a  summons  has  always  been  considered  a 
process,  and  all  other  forms  of  summons  are  made  to  run  in  the 
name  of  the  people.  It  was  deemed  the  safe  course,  therefore, 
to  follow  the  ordinary  summons  in  that  respect. 

SBOTION  II. 

SEEVIOE   OF   REPLEVIN   PROCESS. 

Where  to  le  made.]  The  service  of  the  summons  and  notice, 
and  the  taking  of  the  property  claimed,  must  all  be  done  within 
the  county  in  which  such  process  issued.  A  service  of  the  sum- 
mons and  notice,  if  made  out  of  such  county,  will  not  confer 
jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant.  The  constable  is 
directed  by  the  statute  to  serve  such  copy  of  aflSdavit,  summons 
and  notice  on  the  defendant  personally,  if  he  can  be  found  in 
said  county.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10.  Again,  the  direction  on  the 
affidavit  must  be  to  any  constable  of  the  county  in  which  the 
justice  resides,  and  it  is  evident  that  the  constable  has  no 
authority  to  take  the  property  unless  he  can  find  it  in  such 
county.  He  has  no  more  authority  to  do  so,  than  he  would  have 
to  make  a  levy  upon  an  execution  out  of  the  county  in  which  it 
was  issued.  See  also  ante,  6,  66,  112,  172. 

When  to  le  served.]  The  property  which  is  described  iu  the 
affidavit  must  be  taken  forthivith.  Code,  <^  53,  sub.  10.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  constable,  therefore,  to  take  immediate  possession  of 
the  property  if  he  can  find  it.  And  as  soon  as  he  has  taken  the 
property,  he  must,  without  delay,  serve  a  copy  of  the  affidavit, 
summons  and  notice  upon  the  defendant,  by  delivering  them  to 
him  personally,  if  he  can  be  found  in  the  county.  The  evident 
object  of  the  statute  is,  that  the  constable  shall  take  the  property 
as  soon  as  is  reasonably  possible,  and  that  he  shall  then  serve  the 
process  upon  the  defendant,  as  soon  as  it  can  be  reasonably  done 
after  the  taking  of  the  property.  The  words,  "  without  delay," 
do  not  mean  that  a  constable  may  consult  his  convenience  as  to 
the  time  of  such  service,  but  that  he  is  to  act  with  diligence  and 
energy  in  making  such  service.  But  the  constable  must  be 
careful  not  to  take  the  property  after  the  return  day  of  the  sum- 
mons, as  he  has  no  authority  to  take  the  property  after  that  time, 
though  if  he  has  taken  it  in  proper  time,  he  may  then  retain  it 
until  disposed  of  according  to  law. 

Hotv  to  he  served.]  The  statute  has  specified  with  particularity 
the  manner  in  which  the  process  shall  be  served.  Code,  'S  53, 
sub.  10. 
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The  first  act  which  the  constable  is  required  to  do  after  receiv- 
ing the  process  is,  forthwith  to  take  the  property  described  in  the 
affidavit.  He  should  be  careful  not  to  take  any  property  but 
that  described  in  the  aflQdavit.  And  if  no  particular  description 
is  given,  though  a  certain  specified  amount  or  quantity  of  pro- 
perty is  mentioned,  which  the  constable  is  directed  to  take  from 
a  larger  mass,  he  should  be  careful  not  to  take  a  larger  quantity 
than  that  required  by  his  process.  A  direction  to  take  about  400 
tons  of  iron  ore  will  not  authorize  the  taking  of  720  tons.  De  Witt 
V.  Morris,  13  Wend.,  496.  If  the  property  is  not  particularly 
described,  there  ought  at  least  to  be  some  description  of  it,  and 
of  the  place  where  it  may  be  found.  And  the  constable  should 
require  the  plaintiff'  to  ijoint  out  in  such  cases  the  property  which 
he  desires  to  have  taken.  And  if  the  property  is  not  particularly 
described,  so  that  the  constable  may  justify  his  acts  in  taking  the 
particular  property  claimed,  he  may  require  the  plaintiff"  to  in- 
demnify him  for  such  taking  before  he  is  compelled  to  take  it. 
The  statute  has  conferred  full  authority  upon  a  constable  to 
execute  the  requirement  or  command  to  take  the  property.  He 
has  the  same  authority  that  a  sheriff  has  in  similar  actions  in  the 
supreme  court.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10. 

If  the  property  or  any  part  of  it  is  concealed  in  any  building 
or  inclosure,  the  constable  must  first  publicly  demand  its  delivery. 
This  demand  may  be  made  at  the  door  of  the  house  which  is 
most  generally  used.  Or  it  may  be  made  at  any  door  or  window 
of  the  building.  If  any  person  of  proper  age  and  discretion  is 
within  the  building,  or  if  the  defendant  is  within  the  building, 
the  demand  should  be  made  in  a  loud  and  public  manner,  so  that 
they  may  have  an  opportunity  of  hearing  it.  If  there  is  no  one 
in  sight  within  the  building,  and  if  no  person  shall  open  the  door, 
the  constable  should  then  knock  at  the  door,  ring  the  door  bell, 
and  use  such  other  means  as  are  usually  employed  to  gain  a 
peaceable  admission  into  a  dwelling  house.  If  these  means  all 
fail  of  obtaining  a  peaceable  entrance  into  the  building  or  in- 
closure, the  constable  should  then  break  open  the  building.  In 
doing  this,  he  should  do  as  little  damage  as  possible  to  the  build- 
ing. After  gaining  admission  Into  such  building,  it  is  the  right 
and  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  search  thoroughly  every  part 
of  it-.  If  there  are  inner  rooms  which  are  locked  or  fastened, 
and  the  property  cannot  be  found  in  the  rooms  which  are  open, 
then  the  other  rooms  should  be  broken  open.  If  the  property  is 
such  that  it  may  be  kept  in  chests,  trunks,  bureaus  and  the  like, 
and  it  cannot  be  found  elsewhere  in  the  building,  the  constable 
should  break  these  open  for  the  purpose  of  finding  the  property. 
If,  however,  there  is  any  person  of  suitable  age  and  discretion 
in  the  building,  it  would  be  proper  to  request  them  to  open  such 
inner  doors  as  were  locked,  or  to  open  such  chests,  trunks,  &c., 
before  breaking  them  open.  It  must  be  remembered,  however, 
that  this  right  to  break  open  a  dwelling  house  is  a  departure 
from  the  ordinary  rule  in  relation  to  the  service  of  civil  process. 
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And  it  is  not  permitted  in  this  case  unless  the  property  is  con-, 
coaled  within  such  building.    Code,  §  214 ;  Vol.  I,  23. 

The  term  concealed,  means  that  the  property  is  kept  close  or 
secret,  or  that  it  has  been  hidden.  The  true  construction  of  the 
statute  is  to  be  found  in  the  intention  and  object  which  was  in 
view  in  enacting  it.  Ordinarily  an  officer  would  not  be  justified 
in  breaking  into  a  house  to  take  property  upon  civil  process. 
And  if  the  law  permitted  parties  to  put  property  within  their 
dwellings  for  the  purpose  of  placing  it  beyond  the  reach  of  civil 
process ;  and  if  officers  could  not  lawfully  take  it  from  such  dwel- 
lings, the  result  would  be,  that  every  person  who  wished  to  evade 
the  law,  would  put  within  his  dwelling  house  all  property  which 
he  wished  to  place  beyond  the  reach  of  the  law  or  its  officers. 
The  reasonable  construction  of  the  statute  is,  that  when  the  de- 
fendant has  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  put  such  property  into 
his  dwelling  house  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  it  from  being  taken 
by  the  owner  or  by  an  officer,  that  is  a  concealment  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  So,  when  the  property  is  of  that  kind 
which  is  usually  kept  in  a  dwelling  house,  if  the  defendant  re- 
fuses to  deliver  it  to  the  constable  on  a  proper  demaud,  that  will 
be  within  the  intent  of  the  statute;  and  it  is  a  concealment  such 
as  will  justify  the  constable  in  breaking  open  the  building  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  it.  This  construction  carries  into  effect  the 
intention  of  the  law,  which  is,  that  no  man  shall  use  his  dwelling 
as  a  castle  to  protect  him  in  unlawfully  keeping  the  property  of 
an  other  person.  This  rule  is  eminently  proper  and  just.  If  the 
defendant  has  unlawfully  taken,  or  he  unlawfully  detains  the  per- 
sonal property  of  an  other;  and  he  refuses,  upon  a  proper  demand, 
to  surrender  it,  either  to  the  owner  or  to  an  officer  of  the  law 
who  has  legal  process  for  its  recovery;  he  who  thus  wantonly 
disregards  the  rights  of  property  of  other  persons,  has  little 
reason  to  complain  if  the  law  deals  vigorously  with  one  who  acts 
in  direct  violation  of  its  requirements,  in  contempt  of  its  process, 
and  in  resistance  to  its  officers.  Thus  much  has  been  said  in 
relation  to  dwellings,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  in  relation  to  those 
buildings  that  most  questions  as  to  authority  to  enter  would 
arise.  All  other  buildings,  such  as  stores,  shops,  offices,  barns 
and  the  like,  and  all  inclosures  may  also  be  broken  open  after  a 
proper  demand,  publicly  made,  as  has  been  already  explained. 

If  it  is  necessary,  the  constable  may  call  to  his  aid  the  power 
of  the  county,  to  assist  him  in  the  execution  of  his  duties.  Code, 
^  214,  §  53,  sub.  10.  It  is  the  duty  of  every  male  person  of  proper 
age,  to  aid  the  constable  if  he  shall  demand  assistance  in  the 
execution  of  this  process,  and  a  refusal  to  render  such  assistance 
is  a  misdemeanor,  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment.  2  E.  S., 
441,  ^  82,  1st  ed.;  3  E.  S.,  740,  §  103,  5th  ed.  If  the  party  who 
assists  an  officer  is  sued  for  his  acts  in  such  a  case,  it  will  be  a 
valid  defense  that  he  was  acting  at  the  request  of  an  officer,  in 
assisting  him  in  the  execution  of  the  duties  of  his  office. 

If,  however,  the  process  is  defective  on  its  face,  and  is  not 
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sufficient  to  protect  the  officer,  or  if  he  is  attempting  to  take  pro- 
perty which  is  not  described  in  the  process,  or  if  he  is  attempting 
to  take  the  property  from  the  possession  of  some  person  other 
than  the  defendant,  or  his  agent;  the  officer  and  all  who  act  in 
his  assistance  will  be  trespassers.  Elder  v.  Morrison,  10  Wend., 
128 ;  King  v.  Orser,  4  Duer,  431. 

It  is  important  to  remember  that  the  statute  does  not  authorize 
the  breaking  open  of  a  building,  unless  the  property,  or  a  part  of 
it,  is  concealed  in  it.  The  same  rule  is  applicable  to  this  case 
which  governs  arrests  upon  civil  process.  A  dwelling  house  may 
be  broken  open,  after  a  proper  demand  and  refusal,  if  the  officer 
wishes  to  arreSt  a  stranger  who  is  not  a  member  of  the  family  in 
such  house.  The  officer  acts  at  his  peril  in  breaking  a  dwelling 
house  in  that  case.  If  he  finds  such  stranger  there,  he  will  be 
justified;  if  he  does  not  find  him  there,  the  breaking  of  the  house 
will  be  a  trespass.  See  Warrant.  Ante,  115,  116. 

The  same  rule  would  be  applied  to  the  breaking  of  a  dwelling 
house  for  the  purpose  of  taking  and  delivering  property  in  this 
action.  If  the  property  is  found  in  the  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant or  his  agent,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  take  it,  not- 
withstanding any  resistance  which  they,  or  either  of  them  may 
make.  But  it  is  not  entirely  settled  whether  he  may  take  the  pro- 
perty from  the  possession  of  a  person  who  is  neither  defendant 
nor  his  agent.  Vol.  I,  741.  If  the  constable  cannot  find  all  the 
property  specified  in  the  affidavit,  he  should  take'such  portions  of 
it  as  he  can  find.  And  after  he  has  taken  it,  it  is  his  duty  to  take 
it  to  some  secure  place  and  there  keep  it,  to  be  disposed  of  accord- 
ing to  law.  Code,   g  215  ;  Vol.  I,  24.  Id.  6,  7,  §  53,  sub.  10. 

Serving  copies  on  defendant^  The  service  of  the  papers  on  the 
defendant  must  be  a  personal  one,  if  he  can  be  found  in  the 
county.  And  it  must  in  that  case  be  made  by  delivering  to  him 
a  copy  of  the  summons  and  notice,  and  a  copy  of  the  affidavit. 
A  copy  of  the  direction  which  is  indorsed  upon  the  affidavit 
ought  also  to  be  served.  The  statute  does  not  expressly  require 
this,  unless  the  term  "  a  copy  of  the  affidavit "  Includes  a  copy  of 
such  direction.  The  better  practice  will  be  to  serve  a  copy  of  the 
direction,  and  the  defendant  will  then  have  full  information  of 
the  authority  by  virtue  of  which  the  constable  is  acting.  As  we 
have  already  seen,  ante,  187,  it  is  no  part  of  the  constable's  duty 
to  make  such  copies.  His  duty  is  performed  in  this  case,  when 
he  properly  serves  such  process  as  is  put  into  his  hands  for  service. 

The  constable  ought,  however,  to  compare  the  papers,  so  as  to 
see  that  the  copies  are  correct,  for  he  is  required  to  make  a  return 
of  the  manner  in  which  he  served  the  process.  And  he  could  not 
properly  return  that  he  had  served  copies  of  the  papers  upon  the 
defendant,  unless  he  knows  that  his  return  is  true.  An  imma- 
terial variance,  however,  would  be  of  no  consequence.  But  a 
material  variance  or  defect  in  the  copies  served  would  be  a  very 
diflFerent  thing. 
In  making  his  return  the  constable  is  acting  ministerially,  and 
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if  his  return  is  false,  he  is  liable  to  the  legal  consequences  which 
may  follow  from  it,  whether  his  intention  is  corrupt  or  not. 
Houghton  v.  Swarthout,  1  Denio,  589 ;  Vol.  I,  746. 

Serving  copies  on  defendant's  agent.}  If  the  property  was  found 
in  the  possession  of  au  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
cannot  be  found  in  the  county,  then  the  service  of  the  copies  of 
summons  and  notice,  and  of  the  atfidavit  and  direction  must  be 
made  on  such  agent,  if  he  can  be  found  in  the  county.  But,  if 
the  defendant  can  be  found  in  the  county,  it  would  be  the  duty 
of  the  constable  to  serve  the  copies  upon  him  instead  of  such 
agent.  The  service  is  never  required  to  be  made  upon  the  agent 
in  whose  possession  the  property  is  found,  if  the  defendant  him- 
self can  be  found  in  the  county.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10. 

Leaving  copies  at  defendant's  residence.]  If  the  property  was 
found  and  has  been  taken  by  the  constable,  and  he  cannot  find 
the  defendant  in  the  county,  and  he  cannot  find  within  the 
county  the  agent  in  whose  possession  the  property  was  found, 
such  constable  may  then  serve  the  copies  of  the  summons  and 
notice,  and  of  the  affidavit  and  direction,  by  leaving  them  at  the 
usual  place  of  abode  of  the  defendant,  with  some  person  of  suit- 
able age  and  discretion.  The  law  does  not  provide  for  the 
service  of  such  papers  by  leaving  copies  at  the  house  of  the 
agent.  The  service  must  be  personally  made  upon  the  defend- 
ant, or  upon  his  agent,  when  the  property  was  found  in  his 
possession,  if  they  can  be  found  in  the  county.  Though,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  service  must  be  made  upon  the  defendant  in  all 
cases,  if  he  can  be  found  in  the  county.  If  no  personal  service 
can  be  made,  then  the  copies  may  be  left  at  the  usual  place  of 
abode  of  the  defendant,  &c. 

If  the  defendant  cannot  be  found  in  the  county,  and  he  has  no 
last  place  of  abode  in  such 'county,  and  there  is  no  agent  who 
can  be  found  to  make  such  service  upon,  the  constable  must 
return  such  facts.  And  if  the  property  has  been  taken,  but  no 
service  could  be  made,  for  the  reasons  just  mentioned,  the  justice 
may  proceed  in  the  action  in  the  same  manner  as  though  there 
had  been  a  personal  service  of  the  papers  and  process.  Code, 
§  53,  sub.  10. 

Delivery  of  property  to  plaintiff.']  After  the  property  has  been 
taken  by  the  constable,  the  defendant  may,  at  any  time  after  the 
service  of  the  summons,  &c.,  upon  him,  and  at  least  two  days 
before  the  -return  day  thereof,  except  to  the  sureties  of  the 
plaintiff.  Ov  the  defendant  may,  at  any  time  before  the  return 
day  of  the  summons,  demand  a  return  of  the  property  taken  from 
him,  if  he  has  not  excepted  to  the  sureties  of  the  plaintiff.  He 
must,  however,  give  an  undertaking  such  as  is  prescribed  by  law, 
if  he  desires  a  return  of  such  property.  If  the  plaintiff's  sureties 
are  excepted  to,  and  they  justify  on  the  return  day  of  the  sum- 
mons, or  if  they  do  not  justify,  but  new  sureties  are  furnished 
who  do  justify  on  such  return  day,  the  constable  must  then  de- 
liver the  property  to  the  plaintiff.    If  the  defendant  does  not 
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except  to  the  plaintiff's  sureties,  and  if,  before  the  return  day  of 
the  summons,  he  does  furnish  an  undertaking  such  as  is  required 
by  law,  then  the  property  must  not  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  constable  should  always  retain  the  possession  of  the  property 
until  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  when  the  only  claimants  of 
the  property  are  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant.  The  sureties 
in  the  defendant's  undertaking  need  not  justify  until  the  return 
day  of  the  summons. 

Return  of  constable,  when  to  he  made.]  After  the  constable  has 
taiken  the  property  into  his  possession,  and  he  has  duly  served 
the  copies  of  the  summons  and  notice,  and  of  the  aflSdavit  and 
direction,  his  next  duty  is  to  make  a  return  of  his  proceedings 
to  the  justice  who  issued  the  summons.  The  time  for  making 
such  return  is  fixed  by  statute.  It  must  be  done  fortlwvith  after 
the  taking  of  the  property  and  the  service  of  the  copies  of  the 
summons,  &c. 

What  the  return  should  sliow.]  The  statute  has  provided  for 
several  different  modes  of  service  of  the  copies  of  the  summons 
and  notice,  and  of  the  affidavit  and  direction.  There  cannot, 
therefore,  be  any  one  particular  form  of  return.  In  every  in- 
stance the  retxirn  must  conform  to  the  particular  circumstances 
of  the  case,  by  stating  truly  and  fully  just  what  has  been  done. 
Every  return  ought  to  show  when  the  property  was  taken,  when 
the  service  of  the  summons,  &c.,  was  made,  and  upon  whom  such 
service  was  made.  So  it  ought  to  show  whether  the  copies  were 
left  at  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  the  defendant,  if  he  cannot  be 
found,  and  has  a  residence  in  the  county,  but  has  no  agent  upon 
whom  a  service  can  be  made. 

Again,  if  the  property  is  taken,  and  neither  the  defendant  nor 
his  agent  can  be  found  in  the  coimty,  and  the  defendant  has  no 
last  place  of  abode  in  the  county,  then  the  return  should  show 
those  facts.  In  short,  the  principle  of  making  the  return  is  this, 
it  should  show  distinctly  what  has  been  done,  that  the  service, 
whatever  it  may  have  been,  is  strictly  in  accordance  with  the 
law,  and  these  facts  should  all  be  shown  affirmatively  when  that 
can  be  done,  and  negatively  as  to  those  things  in  which  it  is 
proper  to  make  a  particular  service  in  the  absence  of  some  other 
person  or  thing.  For  instance,  a  service  of  the  papers  may  be 
made  on  the  agent  in  whose  possession  the  property  is  found,  if 
the  defendant  cannot  be  found  in  the  county;  and  therefore,  it 
is  necessary  that  the  return  should  show  that  the  defendant  can- 
not be  found.  The  return  cannot  be  drawn  with  too  much  care  in 
these  respects,  and  this  is  especially  the  case  when  there  has  not 
been  any  service  on  the  defendant,  and  he  does  not  appear  in  the 
action.  In  that  case,  if^the  return  does  not  show  a  compliance 
with  the  statute,  the  justice  will  not  acquire  any  jurisdiction 
over  either  the  person  of  the  defendant  or  of  the  property  taken. 
The  return  of  the  constable  should  show  the  time  and  manner 
of  the  service,  and  he  should  sign  his  name  officially  thereto. 

The  statute  does  not  declare  whether  the  return  of  the  con- 
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stable  shall  be  made  upon  the  summons  and  notice,  or  upon  the 
aflSdavit,  or  whether  it  is  to  be  made  upon  a  separate  paper.  It 
will  therefore  be  left  to  the  general  rules  of  law  to  determine  the 
question.  The  analogies  of  returns  in  other  cases,  would  require 
that  the  constable  should  return  upon  the  summons  and  notice 
itself,  the  time  and  manner  of  serving  that  process.  And  it  can 
hardly  be  supposed  that  there  was  any  intention  that  two  returns 
should  be  made.  The  correct  practice,  therefore,  is,  to  annex  the 
summons  and  notice  to  the  original  aflSdavit  and  directiou,  in 
some  secure  and  proper  manner,  aud  then  to  indorse  the  return 
upon  the  original  summons.  When  the  return  is  completed  in 
that  manner,  the  constable  should  deliver  the  original  summons 
and  notice,  and  the  original  affidavit  and  direction  to  the  justice, 
who  will  then  be  able  to  decide  judicially  whether  he  has  au- 
thority to  proceed  further  in  the  action. 

Several  forms  of  returns  will  be  given  hereafter.  And  the  facts 
will  be  stated  very  fully  in  them,  because  the  practice  is  not  yet 
settled  in  relation  to  returns  in  this  action  in  justices'  courts. 
And  if  the  same  strictness  is  enforced  in  this  action  that  has 
prevailed  in  relation  to  returns  on  attachments  in  justices' 
courts,  there  will  be  very  little  danger  that  the  return  will  be  too 
carefully  drawn.    Several  of  the  different  forms  are  as  follows  : 

Property  taken,  and  personal  service  on  defendant. 

By  virtue  of  the  annexed  aifidavit,  and  the  direction  and  requirement 
thereon  indorsed,  I  did,  forthwith,  on  the  22d  day  of  November,  1864, 
take  the  property  described  in  said  affidavit ;  and  I  did  also,  on  the  said 
22d  day  of  November,  1864,  without  delay,  personally  serve  upon  the 
said  Richard  Roe,  copies  of  the  within  summons  and  notice,  and  of  said  affi- 
davit and  direction,  by  delivering  them  to  him  personally.  Dated  Nov. 
22,  1864.  JAMES  PIERSON,    Constable. 

Property  taken,  defendant  not  found,  service  at  residence. 

By  virtue  of  the  annexed  affidavit,  and  the  direction  and  requirement 
thereon  indorsed,  I  did,  on  the  22d  day  of  November,  1864,  take  the  pro- 
perty described  in  the  said  affidavit,  and  after  diligent  search,  the  said 
Richard  Roe  could  not  be  found  in  the  said  county  of  Fulton ;  and  there- 
fore, I  did,  without  delay,  on  the  22d  day  of  November,  1864,  serve  copies 
of  said  summons  and  notice,  and  of  said  affidavit  and  direction,  by  leaving 
them  at  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  said  Richard  Roe,  in  the  town  of 
Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county,  with  Mary  Roe,  his  wife,  a  person  of  suitable 
age  and  discretion.     Dated  November  22,  1864.     Fees,  $ 

JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable. 

Property  taken,  defendant  not  found,  service  on  agent. 

By  virtue  of  the  annexed  affidavit,  and  the  direction  and  requirement 
thereon  indorsed,  I  did,  forthwith,  on  the  22d«day  of  November,  1864,  take 
the  property  described  in  said  affidavit,  and  after  diligent  search,  the  said 
Richard  Roe  could  not  be  found  in  the  said  county  of  Fulton ;  and  there- 
fore, I  did,  without  delay,  on  the  22d  day  of  November,  1864,  serve  copies 
of  the  within  summons  and  notice,  and  of  said  affidavit  and  direction,  upon 
James  Roe,  who  is  the  agent  of  the  said  Richard  Roe,  and  in  whose  pos- 
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session  I  found  the  said  property,  and  that  such  service  was  made  by 
delivering  said  copies  to  the  said  James  Roe  personally.  Dated  November 
22,  1864.     Fees,  $  JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable 

Property  taken,  defendant  not  found,  no  residence  and  no  anient. 

By  virtue  of  the  annexed  affidavit,  and  the  direction  and  requirement 
thereon  indorsed,  I  did,  forthwith,  on  the  22d  day  of  November,  1864,  take 
the  property  described  in  said  affidavit,  and  after  diligent  search  the  said 
Richard  Roe  could  not  be  found  in  the  said  county  of  Fulton ;  and  the 
said  Richard  Roe  has  no  last  place  of  abode  in  said  county ;  and  the  said 
Richard  Roe  has  no  agent  in  said  county  upon  whom  such  service  could  be 
made.  JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable. 

Dated  November  22,  1864.    Fees,  $ 

Part  of  the  property  found,  and  part  not  found. 

By  virtue  of  the  annexed  affidavit,  and  the  direction  and  requirement 
thereon  indorsed,  I  did,  forthwith,  on  the  22d  day  of  November,  1864, 
take  the  following  articles  which  are  described  in  said  affidavit  (here 
describe  the  articles  taken  as  described  in  affidavit),  and  after  diligent 
search,  the  other  articles  therein  mentioned  could  not  be  found  in  the 
comity  of  Fulton ;  and  I  did,  without  delay,  on  the  22d  day  of  November, 
1 864,  serve  copies,  &c.  (here  describe  the  manner  of  service  according  to 
the  facts,  and  as  is  set  out  in  any  of  the  preceding  forms  which  would  be 
applicable  to  the  particular  instance). 

This  return  like  the  others  must  be  signed  by  the  constable. 

Property  taken,  and  claimed  hy  a  third  person. 
By  virtue  of  the  annexed  affidavit,  and  the  direction  and  requirement 
thereon  indorsed,  I  did,  forthwith,  on  the  22d  day  of  November,  1864? 
take  the  property  described  in  said  affidavit,  and  I  did,  without  delay,  on 
the  22d  day  of  November,  1864,  serve  copies  of  the  within  summons  and 
notice,  and  of  the  said  affidavit  and  direction,  on  the  said  Richard  Roe,  by 
delivering  the  same  to  him  personally  ;  and  on  the  22d  day  of  November, 
1864,  Moses  Spike  made' claim  to  said  property,  and  he  at  the  same  time 
served  upon  me  an  affidavit  in  due  form  of  law,  stating  the  grounds  of  his 
right  and  title  to  the  possession  thereof;  and  I  did,  on  the  22d  day  of  No- 
vember, 1864,  notify  the  plaintiff,  John  Doe,  of  the  claim  so  made  by  said 
Moses  Spike ;  and  I  did  also,  on  the  same  day,  demand  that  the  said  John 
Doe  should  indemnify  me  against  the  said  claim  of  said  Moses  Spike  ;  and 
after  a  reasonable  time  to  deliberate  thereon,  the  said  John  Doe  refused  to 
execute  the  undertaking  required  by  law,  and  I  did,  therefore,  on  the  22d 
day  of  November,  1864,  return  the  property  so  taken  to  the  said  Richard 
Roe.  JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable. 

■  Dated  November  22,  1864. 

If  the  plaintiff  indemnified  the  constable  against  the  claim  of 
such  third  person,  then  the  return  should  state  the  principal  facts 
as  in  the  foregoing  return.  But  instead  of  returning  that  the 
plaintiff  refused  to  indemnify  the  constable  as  in  the  last  form, 
the  Beturn  should  state  as  follows : 

"  And  the  said  John  Doe  did,  on  the  22d  day  of  November, 
1864,  indemnify  me  against  the  claim  so  made  by  said  Moses 
Spike,  by  executing  and  delivering  to  me  the  undertaking  re- 
quired by  law."  This  return  is  then  dated  and  signed  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  other  cases. 
Wait  11—27 
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No  property  found. 

By  virtue  of  the  annexed  affidavit  and  the  direction  thereon  indorsed,  I 
have  made  diligent  search,  and  the  property  described  in  said  affidavit 
cannot  be  found  in  said  county  of  Fulton.    Dated,  November  22,  1864. 

JAMES  PIERSON,   Constable. 

Proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.']  After  the  property 
has  beeu  taken  by  the  constable,  and  the  sBmmons  and  notice 
and  affidavit  have  been  served  upon  the  defendant,  it  will  be 
necessary  for  him  to  act  promptly  in  the  proceedings  on.  his  part. 
He  has  a  right  to  elect  whether  he  will  except  to  the  plaintiff's 
sureties,  and  waive  a  return  of  the  property,  until  after  the  trial ; 
or  he  may  demand  a  return  of  it,  and  hold  the  possession  thereof 
until  after  the  action  is  tried.  But  this  election  as  to  excepting 
to  the  plaintiff's  sureties  cannot  be  made  at  any  time  when  the 
defendant  chooses.  It  must  be  done  at  some  time  after  the  service 
of  the  process  upon  him,  and  at  least  two  days  before  the  return 
day  of  the  summons.  If  the  summons  is  returnable  on  Wed- 
nesday, the  notice  of  exception  must  be  served  as  early  as  the 
Monday  preceding.  This  notice  must  be  in  writing,  and  a  copy 
of  it  must  be  served  upon  the  plaintiff,  or  upon  the  constable 
who  took  the  properlg^.  This  service  must  be  made  upon  the 
plaintiff  or  constable  personally,  if  either  of  them  can  be  found ; 
if  the  plaintiff  and  the  constable  can  neither  of  them  be  found, 
then  leave  the  copy  at  the  plaintiff's  usual  place  of  residence,  if 
he  has  one  in  the  county,  with  some  suitable  person.  If  the 
plaintiff"  cannot  be  found,  and  he  has  no  residence  in  the  county, 
and  the  constable  cannot  be  found,  but  he  has  a  residence,  then 
serve  the  notice  by  leaving  it  at  such  residence  with  a  person  of 
suitable  age.  There  will  be  an  action  pending  at  the  time  when 
this  notice  is  served,  and  the  notice  therefore  should  be  entitled 
in  the  action. 

It  may  be  in  the  following  form : 


JUSTICE'S  COURT— Fulton  Cothsty,  ss: 

■  John  Frothingham,  Justice. 


John  Doe  / 

r  • 


Richard  Boe.  \ 

To  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and  James  Pierson,  constable :  You  will  please 
to  take  notice  that  I  except  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties  named  in  the 
bond  or  undertaking  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action.       RICHARD  ROE. 

Dated,  November  22,  1864. 

This  notice  may  be  served  by  any  person,  even  by  the  defend- 
ant himself  if  he  chooses.  Before  serving  a  copy  of  the  notiee,  it 
will  be  proper  to  compare  it  with  the  original,  because  it  may 
become  necessary  to  make  proof  of  the  service  of  the  copy.  Such 
proof  may  be  made  by  the  affidavit  of  the  person  who  made  the 
service.  The  affidavit  should  be  indorsed  upon  the  original 
notice,  and  it  may  be  in  the  following  form : 
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JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe  ) 

agst.  V  John  Feothingham,  Justice. 

Richard  Roe.  y 


Fulton  County,  ss:  Alexander  Stewart  being  duly  s-worn,  says,  that 
on  the  23d  day  of  November,  1864,  he  served  the  within  notice  on  John 
Doe,  the  plaintiff,  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof  to  him  personally. 

ALEXANDER  STEWART. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  ) 
this  23d  day  of  Nov.,  1864,       \ 

John  Feothingham,  Justice. 

If  the  defendant  does  not  serve  this  notice  upon  the  plaintiff 
or  the  constable,  at  least  two  days  before  the  return  day  of  the 
summons,  he  will  waive  the  right  to  except  to  the  plaintiff's 
sureties,  and  every  objection  to  them  will  be  deemed  to  have 
been  waived.  If,  however,  such  notice  is  served  in  due  time  and 
in  a  proper  manner,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  see 
that  the  sureties  justify  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons.  Or, 
in  case  they  cannot  or  do  not  justify,  then  new  sureties  must  be 
substituted  who  must  justify. 

The  qualifications  of  sureties  are  prescribed  by  statute.  Vol.  I, 
23,  §  194;  Id.,  7,  §  53,  sub.  10.  The  manner  of  justification  is 
also  prescribed  by  statute.  Id.,  23,  %  195. 

On  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  the  justice  should  swear 
the  sureties,  if  they  have  been  excepted  to.  And  proof  of  that 
fact  should  be  made  by  affidavit  in  the  manner  already  shown. 
The  oath  to  tlie  sureties  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Form  of  oath  to  sureties. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  such  questions  as  shall 
be  put  to  you,  touching  your  safflciency  and  qualifications  as  a  surety  in 
this  action,  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe,  defendant. 

The  examination  ought  to  be  reduced  to  writing  in  all  cases. 
And,  if  the  defendant  requires  it,  the  justice  is  bound  to  take  it 
in  writing,  and  to  require  the  surety  to  sign  it.  Code,  ^  195. 

The  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  right  of  examining  the  sureties 
upon  all  matters  that  relate  to  their  qualifications.  Such,  for 
instance,  as  his  residence  within  this  state ;  whether  he  is  a  free- 
holder or  householder ;  whether  he  is  worth  double  the  amount 
of  the  value  of  the  property  taken  by  the  constable,  and  whether 
he  is  worth  that  sum  in  property  whicji  is  exempt  from  execution. 
The  justice  should  permit  such  an  examination  as  is  calculated  to 
show  that  the  surety  is  really  responsible  and  such  as  the  lav 
requires. 

If  there  are  several  sureties,  they  are  each  of  them  to  be 
examined  in  the  same  manner.  The  notice  of  exception  makes 
it  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  swear  and  to  examine  all  tlje  sureties, 
unless  the  defendant  expressly  waives  it,  because  when  the  sure- 
ties are  once  duly  excepted  to,  th«y  will  be  compelled  to  justify 
in  every  instance,  unless  the  defendasat  chooses  to  dispense  with 
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the  justification.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10.  If  no  one  surety  can  justify- 
in  the  amount  required  by  law,  the  justice  may  allow  two  or 
more  sureties  to  justify;  and  if,  in  the  aggregate,  the  amount  of 
the  security  is  equivalent  to  double  the  valne  of  the  property, 
that  will  be  sufficient.  Code,  §  194,  sub.  2.  It  is  important  to 
notice  that  the  sureties  must  justify  by  swearing  that  they  are 
worth  the  amount  for  which  they  justify,  exclusive  of  property 
exempt  from  execution.  Code,  §  194,  sub.  2. 

The  plaintiff  may  offer  as  many  new  sureties  as  may  become 
necessary,  if  it  is  done  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons.  And 
whenever  any  of  them,  or  when  all  of  them,  in  the  aggregate,  justify 
in  the  proper  sum,  that  will  be  sufficient.  If  the  plaintifi''s  sure- 
ties, after  being  sworn,  should  unexpectedly  fail  to  prove  qualified, 
the  justice  ought  to  give  the  plaintiff  a  reasonable  time  to  procure 
new  sureties,  for  the  statute  expressly  requires  the  new  sureties  to 
justify  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10.  If 
the  ends  of  justice  should  require  it,  the  justice  may  give  the  plain- 
tiff the  entire  return  day  to  procure  sureties.  But  the  proper 
practice  would  be  for  the  plaintiff  to  examine  into  the  qualification 
of  the  sureties  before  the  return  day,  and  if  he  finds  that  they  are 
tiot  qualified,  he  should  procure  other  sureties  who  should  be 
present  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in  the  summons. 
Neither  party  would  then  be  subjected  to  any  unnecessary  loss 
of  time. 

The  justice,  however,  must  decide  each  question  of  this  kind 
as  it  occurs,  and  according  to  his  views  of  the  justice  of  the 
matter,  taking  into  account  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

If  the  plaintiff's  sureties  fail  to  justify,  and  no  new  sureties 
justify  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  the  justice  must  order 
a  return  of  the  property  to  the  defendant.  And  he  must  also 
render  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant's  costs 
and  disbursements. 

Returning  property  to  defendant.']  If  the  defendant  excepts  to 
the  sureties  of  the  plaintiff,  he  cannot  demand  a  return  of  the  pro- 
perty by  giving  a  bond  or  undertaking.  But  he  may  demand 
such  return  if  he  has  not  excepted  to  the  plaintiff's  sureties.  This 
demand  must  be  made  at  some  time  iefore  the  return  day,  and 
such  a  demand  will  be  too  late,  if  not  made  until  the  return  day. 
The  defendant  is  not  bound  to  make  any  demand,  nor  to  serve 
any  notice  upon  the  plaintiff,  nor  upon  the  constable  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  return  of  the  property. 

The  only  steps  which  the  defendant  need  take  for  that  purpose 
is,  to  provide  an  undertaking  such  as  the  law  requires,  and  to 
deliver  it  to  the  justice  Iefore  the  return  day  of  the  summons. 
This  undertaking  must  be  filed  with  the  justice.  The  undertaking 
must  be  executed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  it  must  be  in  double  the 
value  of  the  property  taken.  The  conditions  must  be  such  as 
the  statute  prescribes,  and  the  sureties  must  justify. 

If  the  undertaking  is  filed  with  the  justice  before  the  return  day, 
the  sureties  may  justify  on  the  return  day.  Code,  ^  53,  sub.  10. 
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The  qualifications  of  the  sureties  and  the  mode  of  justification  is 
similar  to  that  already  described,  ante,  211.  The  only  diflference 
is,  that  in  this  case  it  is  the  plaintiff  who  has  the  right  to  examine 
the  defendant's  sureties,  while  in  the  other  case,  the  defendant 
examines  the  plaintiff's  sureties.  The  statute  declares,  that  if 
the  defendant  does  not  require  a  return  of  the  property  before  the 
return  day,  the  property  shall  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  Code, 
"^  53,  sub.  10.  But  this  must  be  understood  to  mean  that  the 
plaintiff's  sureties  have  properly  justified,  or  that  such  justifica- 
tion has  been  waived,  for  if  such  sureties  do  not  justify  when 
excepted  to,  or  new  sureties  do  not  justify  in  their  place,  thb 
property  must  be  returned  to  the  defendant. 

Bond  for  return  of  p-roperty  to  defendant. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  James  Jackson  and  John 
Styles,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  John  Doe,  in  the  sum  of  two  hun- 
dred dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  John  Doe,  or  to  his  certain  attorney, 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns ;  to  which  payment  well  and  truly  to  be 
made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  jointly 
and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  our  seals.  Dated  the 
23d  day  of  November,  1864. 

"Whereas,  in  an  action  which  has  been  commenced  by  John  Doe,  before 
John  Frothingham,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johns- 
town in  the  county  of  Fulton,  against  Richard  Roe,  for  the  recovery 
of  the  possession  of  the  following  described  personal  property  (here  de- 
scribe it  as  it  is  described  in  the  plain tifi^'s  ajBdavit).  And  whereas,  also, 
James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  the  town  of  Johnstown  in  said  county,  has 
taken  the  said  property  into  his  possession  and  keeping,  as  he  was  directed 
and  required  by  said  justice  to  do  ;  and  the  said  James  Pierson  is  still  in 
possession  of  said  property ;  and  whereas  the  said  Richard  Roe  requires  the 
return  of  said  property  to  him  in  pursuance  of  the  statute. 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said 
.Tames  Pierson,  constable  as  aforesaid,  shall  return  and  deliver  the  said  pro- 
perty to  the  said  Richard  Roe,  as  is  by  him  required,  and  if  the  said 
Richard  Roe  shall  deliver  the  said  personal  property  to  the  said  John  Doe, 
if  such  delivery  shall  b%adjudged;  and  if  the  said  Richard  Roe  shall  pay 
to  the  said  John  Doe,  all  such  sums  as  may  for  any  cause  be  recovered  by 
said  John  Doe  against  the  said  Richard  Roe,  then  this  obligation  to  be 
void,  otherwise  to  be  of  full  force  and  virtue. 

JAMES  JACKSON,  [l.  s.1 
JOHN  STYLES.        [l.  s.] 
Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  \ 
in  presence  of  f 

John  Frothingham,  Justice. 

The  foregoing  bond  need  not  be  approved  by  the  justice,  be- 
cause the  statute  requires  the  sureties  to  justify  on  the  return 
day  of  the  summons. 

New  sureties  may  be  substituted  and  justify  on  that  day,  if  the 
original  sureties  fail  to  appear  or  to  justify  on  such  return  day. 
The  liability  of  such  a  surety  Is  one  of  considerable  importance. 
Ante,  211. 
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Claim  of  property  hy  a  third  person.]  The  statute  upon  this 
subject  has  already  been  given  in  full.  Vol.  I,  24,  Code,  §  216. 

Must  he  an  affidavit.]  When  the  property  is  claimed  by  any 
person  other  than  the  defendant  or  his  agent,  such  third  person 
must  make  an  affidavit,  in  which  he  must  state  his  title  to  the 
property  and  his  right  to  its  possession. 

The  affidavit  must  also  state  the  grounds  of  such  right  and 
title.  If  such  third  person  claims  to  own  it  by  a  purchase,  he 
should  state  the  facts,  such  as  the  time  when  it  was  made,  the 
price  thereof,  and  the  person  of  whom  purchased. 

If  such  third  person  does  not  claim  to  own  such  property,  but 
claims  a  right  to  the  possession,  he  must  state  in  his  affidavit 
what  right  he  has  to  the  possession,  and  he  must  also  state  the 
grounds  of  such  right.  If  he  claims  the  property  as  bailee 
thereof,  he  should  state  the  facts  showing  what  the  nature  of  the 
bailment  was,  its  terms  and  the  duration  of  his  right  of  possession 
under  it.  This  affidavit  must  be  served  upon  the  constable  who 
has  the  property,  by  delivering  the  affidavit  to  him.  A  copy  of 
the  affidavit  should  be  kept  so  as  to  be  able  to  prove  the  service 
thereof.  The  service  should  be  made  at  some  time  between  the 
day  on  which  the  constable  took  the  property,  and  the  return  day 
of  the  summons.  After  receiving  this  affidavit,  the  constable 
should  immediately  notify  the  plaintiff  of  the  claim  which  is 
made  by  such  third  person.  He  should  also  demand  a  bond  of 
indemnity  from  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  so  as  to  protect  him 
from  any  claim  of  such  third  person.  This  demand  need  not  be 
in  writing.  If  the  plaintiff  refuses  to  indemnify  the  constable 
after  such  demand,  the  property  should  be  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  the  person  from  whom  it  was  taken. 

The  constable  should  allow  the  plaintiff  a  reasonable  time  to 
procure  sureties  to  the  bond  of  indemnity,  if  he  desires  such 
time.  There  must  be  two  sureties,  and  they  must  both  be  free- 
holders and  householders  of  the  county,  and  they  must  each  be 
worth  double  the  amount  of  the  properfcjr  as  specified  in  the 
plaintiff's  affidavit.  Graham  v.  Wells,  18  How.,  376.  These  facts 
must  be  stated  in  an  affidavit,  and  sworn  to  by  the  sureties. 

If  the  plaintiff  furnishes  the  proper  bond  of  indemnity,  the  pro- 
perty must  be  delivered  to  him  after  the  return  day,  unless  the 
defendant  shall  entitle  himself  to  the  possession  in  the  manner 
already  stated.  Ante,  212. 

When  a  claim  is  made  to  the  property  by  a  third  person,  he 
cannot  commence  an  action  against  the  constable  for  its  posses- 
sion. His  only  course  is,  to  make  the  affidavit  mentioned,  and 
to  serve  it  upon  the  constable.  JSdgerton  v.  Buss,  6  Abb.,  189. 
No  claim  of  property  which  is  made  against  the  constable  by  any 
other  person  than  the  defendant  or  his  agent,  will  be  valid  unless 
it  is  made  by  affidavit  as  has  been  explained.  The  affidavit  may 
be  in  the  following  form : 
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JUSTICE'S  COURT— Fulton  County,  ss: 

Johu  Doe  I 

agst.  V  John  Frothingham,  Justice. 

Richard  Roe.  \ 


Fulton  County,  ss:  Moses  Spike  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  an  action 
is  pending  before  John  Frothingham,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the 
town  of  Johnstown  in  the  county  of  Fulton ;  that  John  Doe  is  plaintiff, 
and  Richard  Roe  is  defendant  therein;  that  the  action  is  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  from  the  defendant  the  following  property  (describe  it 
as  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit) ;  that  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  said  town 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  has  taken  the  said  property  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
cess which  was  issued  by  said  justice  in  said  action.  And  deponent  further 
says,  that  he  is  the  owner  of  said  property;  that  on  the  15th  day  of 
November,  1864,  he  purchased  said  property  from  said  Richard  Roe  the 
defendant ;  that  this  deponent  paid  the  said  Richard  Roe  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars  for  said  property;  that  this  deponent,  by  the  terms  of  sale 
and  purchase  of  said  property,  was  to  have  possession  thereof  in  two  days 
from  the  time  of  such  sale ;  that  more  than  two  days  have  elapsed  since 
Buch  sale,  and  that  this  deponent  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of 
said  property.  MOSES  SPIKE. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  ) 

this  23d  day  of  Nov.,  1864,      [ 

John  Fbothingham,  Justice. 

Make  a  copy  of  this  affidavit,  and  serve  the  original  as  has 
been  explained.  Ante,  214. 

After  the  service  of  this  affidavit  upon  the  constable,  and  his 
demand  of  indemnity,  the  next  step  will  be  to  draw  a  bond  of 
indemnity,  if  the  plaintiflf  concludes  to  furnish  it.  In  this  case, 
as  in  all  others,  a  bond  is  preferred  as  the  form  of  the  undertaking. 

Bond  to  constable  on  claim  made  hy  third  person. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  James  Jackson  and  John  Styles 
are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  James  Pierson,  Esq.,  a  constable  of  the  town 
of  Johnstown  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars, 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  constable  or  his  assigns ;  for  which  payment  well  and 
truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  and  each  of  our  heirs,  executors 
and  adminstrators,  jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed 
with  our  seals.     Dated  the  23d  day  of  November,  1864. 

Whereas,  an  action  is  pending  in  a  justice's  court,  before  John  Frothing- 
ham, Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  town  of  Johnstown  in  the  county 
of  Fulton,  in  which  John  Doe  is  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe  is  defendant ; 
and  whereas,  the  said  action  is  brought  by  the  said  John  Doe,  to  recover 
of  the  said  Richard  Roe  the  possession  of  the  following  described  property, 
(here  describe  it  as  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit) ;  and  whereas,  the  said  justice 
did  in  due  form  of  law,  issue  process  for  the  taking  of  said  property ;  and 
whereas,  the  said  constable  by  virtue  of  such  process  or  direction  indorsed 
upon  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  in  said  action,  did  on  the  23d  day  of  November, 
1864,  take  the  said  property;  and  whereas,  Moses  Spike  claims  to  own  the 
said  property,  and  has  made  an  affidavit  in  due  form  of  law,  and  served 
the  same  upon  the  said  constable ;  and  whereas  the  said  John  Doe  is  ready 
and  willing  to  indemnify  the  said  constable  according  to  law. 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said 
constable  shall  refuse  to  deliver  the  said  property  to  the  said  Moses  Spike, 
and  shall  deliver  the  same  to  the  said  John  Doe,  and  if  the  said  John  Doe, 
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his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  shall  well  and  truly  indemnify  and 
save  harmless  the  said  constable,  his  heirs,  executors  and  admintrators,  of 
and  from  all  damages,  costs  and  charges,  which  he,  the  said  constable,  his 
heirs,  &c.,  shall  sustain  or  in  any  wise  be  put  to,  for  or  by  reason  of  the 
said  claim  of  the  said  Moses  Spike,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  of  the  property  claimed  as  aforesaid  by  the  said  Moses  Spike,  then 
this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

JAMES  JACKSON,    [l.  s.l 
JOHN  STYLES.  [l.  s.] 

Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of       j 

John  Feothingham. 

This  bond  need  not  be  approved  by  the  justice,  because  there 
must  be  an  affidavit  made  by  the  sureties  thereto.  The  affidavit 
should  be  indorsed  upon  the  bond,  and  it  may  be  in  the  following 
form : 

Fulton  County,  ss:  James  Jackson  and  John  Styles,  being  each 
severally  and  duly  sworn,  does  each  for  himself,  depose  and  say,  that  he  is 
a  surety  named  in  the  within  bond ;  that  he  is  worth  the  sum  of  two  hun- 
dred dollars,  exclusive  of  property  exempt  from  execution ;  and  that  he  is 
a  freeholder  and  householder  of  the  county  of  Fulton. 

JAMES  JACKSON. 
JOHN  STYLES. 
Severally  subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  ) 
this  23d  day  of  November,  1864,  j 

John  Feothingham,  Justice. 

It  will  be  seen  from  this  form,  affidavit  and  bond,  that  the 
sureties  must  be  residents  of  the  county,  that  they  are  freeholders 
and  housebolders  thereof,  and  that  they  are  worth  double  the  value 
of  the  property  over  and  above  such  property  as  may  by  law  be 
exempt  from  execution.  Code,  <^§  53,  sub.  10,  194,  195,  216. 

When  the  property  is  claimed  by  a  third  person,  who  is  neither 
the  defendant  nor  his  agent,  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  give 
any  bond.  The  statute  does  not  require  him  to  do  anything 
more  than  to  make  the  affidavit  in  the  manner  already  explained. 
Ante,  214.  If  the  property  is  returned  to  the  defendant,  such 
third  person  may  maintain  an  action  of  replevin  against  him  for 
the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  property,  although  such 
action  will  not  lie  against  the  constable.  Ante,  214.  But  if  the 
constable  has  taken  the  property  from  the  possession  of  any  per- 
son other  than  the  defendant  or  his  agent,  the  true  owner  may 
maintain  an  action  against  the  constable  for  the  recovery  of  the 
property.  And  in  that  case  he  is  not  bound  to  make  any  claim 
of  the  property  by  affidavit  as  has  been  mentioned.  That  statute 
applies  to  those  cases  only  in  which  the  constable  has  taken  the 
property  from  the  possession  of  the  defendant  or  his  affent.  Kim 
v.  Orser,  4  Duer,  431.    Vol.  I,  873. 
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APPEAKANCE. 

What  it  is.']  An  appearance,  in  a  legal  sense,  means  something 
more  than  the  mere  personal  presence  of  the  parties  before  the 
justice. 

To  constitute  an  appearance,  the  party  must  do  some  act  or 
take  some  step  in  the  action.  When  the  names  of  the  parties 
are  called  by  the  justice,  on  the  return  day  of  process,  at  the 
proper  time,  if  either  party  is  present  and  refuses  to  answer  to 
his  name,  or  if  he  merely  answers  to  it  by  saying  "  here,"  and 
then  refuses  to  put  in  any  pleading,  or  to  take  any  other  step  in 
the  action ,  there  will  not  be  any  legal  appearance  by  the  party 
who  thus  neglects  or  refuses  to  act.  Fanning  v.  Trowbridge,  5 
Hill,  428,  430 ;  People  v.  Wilgus,  5  Denio,  58,  62.  The  same  rule 
applies  to  an  appearance  at  any  adjourned  day.  An  appearance 
may  be  general  or  special.  A  general  appearance  is,  when  a 
party  appears  in  the  action  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  action,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  litigating  the  cause  upon  the  merits,  and  upon 
any  or  all  the  questions  which  may  arise  in  the  cause.  A  special 
appearance  is,  when  the  party  appears  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
making  some  motion  or  objection,  raising  some  question,  or 
pleading  some  special  matter  which  does  not  relate  to  the  merits 
of  the  action,  but  to  some  irregularity  in  the  pleadings,  some 
personal  privilege,  or  a  want  of  jurisdiction  of  person  or  pro- 
perty, or  to  something  of  a  similar  character. 

An  appearance  will  be  deemed  to  be  a  general  one,  unless  the 
party  states  that  it  is  a  special  appearance ;  and  in  that  case,  he 
ought  to  state  distinctly  the  purpose  for  which  he  appears.  The 
justice  ought  to  make  an  entry  in  his  minutes  whether  the  ap- 
pearance was  a  general  or  a  special  one;  and,  if  special,  he  should 
also  state  the  particular  grounds  or  purpose  of  sueh  appearance. 
This  entry  ought  also  to  be  made  in  his  docket  in  entering  judg- 
ment in  the  action. 

When  to  appear.']  The  statute  has  prescribed  the  time  when  the 
parties  shall  appear,  "  Upon  the  return  of  a  summons  personally 
served,  or  on  the  return  of  an  attachment  duly  served,  the  justice 
shall  wait  one  hour  after  the  time  specified  for  the  return  of  such 
process,  unless  the  parties  shall  sooner  appear."  Vol.  I,  44,  ^  44, 

Non-appearance  of  the  justice.]  The  statute  relates  to  the  length 
of  time  which  the  justice  shall  wait  for  the  appearance  of  the 
parties.  But  it  is  sometimes  the  case  that  the  justice  himself  is 
absent.  The  statute  has  not  provided  for  such  a  case,  but  the 
decisions  of  the  supreme  court  will  furnish  a  guide  to  the  practice 
upon  that  point. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  an  action  is  discontinued  if  the  justice 
does  not  appear  at  the  place  mentioned  in  the  summons  or  at- 
tachment, at  the  hour  appointed,  or  within  one  hour  after  that 
time.  Stoddard  v.  Holmes,  1  Cow.,  245;  Wiest  v.  Critsinger,  4 
Johns.,  117. 

Wait  11—28 
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Neither  party  is  bound  to  wait  a  longer  time  than  that  for  the 
appearance  of  the  other,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  justice 
should  be  permitted  to  detain  the  parties  any  longer  time  than 

that. 

When  a  defendant  has  appeared  at  the  proper  time  and  place 
mentioned  in  the  process,  and  he  has  there  waited  one  hour  for 
the  justice  to  appear,  and  he  still  continues  absent,  the  defendant 
may  then  leave.  It  would  be  an  intolerable  injustice  to  a  defend- 
ant if  he  were  compelled  to  wait  several  hours,  and  perhaps  a 
whole  day,  for  the  return  of  a  justice  to  attend  to  his  business, 
or,  in  default  of  such  waiting,  to  run  the  risk  of  such  judgment 
as  the  justice  might  rdnder  in  his  absence. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  a  justice  may  thus  remain  absent  for 
several  hours,  and  then  proceed  and  render  a  valid  judgment  in 
the  absence  of  the  defendant,  if  the  justice  was  officially  engaged. 

The  case  of  Hunt  v.  Wickwire,  10  Wend.,  102,  is  generally 
cited  for  this  proposition,  but  it  does  not  decide  any  such  thing. 
The  facts  in  that  case  were  briefly  these:  Foot  was  justice,  Wick- 
wire pla-intiif,  and  Hunt  defendant,  in  an  action  in  a  justice's 
court.  The  action  was  commenced  by  warrant;  issue  was  joined, 
and  the  cause  adjourned  a  few  days  for  trial,  at  one  o'clock  in 
the  afternoon.  Hunt  appeared  on  the  day  of  trial  with  his  wit- 
jiesses,  and  waited  for  the  justice's  appearance  until  five  o'clock 
p.  M.,  when  he  left,  the  justice  not  having  aijpeared.  After  the 
defendant  Hunt  had  left,  the  justice  appeared,  and  in  the  absence 
of  Hunt  a  judgment  was  rendered  against  him,  and  an  execu- 
tion issued  upon  which  he  was  arrested.  Hunt  then  sued  Foot 
the  justice,  and  Wickwire  the  plaintiff,  for  a  false  imprison- 
ment, and  on  the  trial  of  that  action,  it  appeared  that  the 
reason  why  the  justice  did  not  appear  at  the  proper  time  was, 
that  he  was  engaged  as  one  of  the  officers  of  the  board  in  hold- 
ing a  town  meeting,  and  that  he  attended  to  the  trial  of  the 
suit  before  him  as  soon  as  his  official  duties  at  the  town  meeting 
were  discharged.  It  was  also  claimed  that  Hunt  agreed  with 
Wickwire  that  the  cause  need  not  be  tried  until  after  the  town 
meeting  closed.  The  jury  found  that  there  was  such  an  agree- 
ment, and  they  therefore  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
Hunt  then  moved  for  a  new  trial,  but  that  was  denied,  on 
the  ground  that  the  agreement  was  a  conclusive  defense  to  the 
action.  And  the  court  expressly  declined  to  pass  upon  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  judgment  would  be  void,  or  merely  erroneous, 
in  case  an  action  was  discontinued  by  such  a  delay. 

It  is,  however,  well  settled,  that  the  justice  would  be  protected 
in  such  a  case,  however  erroneous  the  judgment  may  be.  It  is 
not  absolutely  void.  Ante,  16,  20.  Whenever  the  justice  fails  to 
appear  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  for  the  return  of  process, 
or  within  one  hour  thereafter,  and  the  defendant  has  been  pre- 
sent and  waited  for  that  length  of  time  and  then  left,  the  justice 
should  refuse  to  proceed  in  the  action.  McCarty  v.  McPlierson, 
11  Johns.,  407.    But  if  the  defendant  is  still  present,  although 
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more  than  an  hour  has  elapsed,  the  justice  may  then  proceed  to 
call  the  cause,  and  the  parties  will  be  bound  to  appear,  even  if  it 
is  an  hour  and  a  half  after  the  proper  hour.  Cornell  v.  Bennett,  11 
Barb.,  657. 

There  is  an  other  class  of  cases  in  which  the  justice  is  not  absent 
from  the  place  mentioned  for  the  return  of  the  process,  but  he  is 
officially  engaged  at  the  time.  The  proper  course  for  the  justice 
in  that  case  will  be,  to  call  the  cause  at  the  proper  time,  and  then 
postpone  further  proceedings  in  it  until  his  previous  engagements 
are  disposed  of.  By  pursuing  such  a  course  there  will  not  be  any 
room  for  misunderstanding,  and  neither  party  will  have  any  ad- 
vantage over  the  other.  The  justice  must,  however,  proceed 
with  the  cause  at  the  earliest  possible  moment,  and  if  he  does  so, 
his  proceedings  will  be  entirely  regular.  Myer  v.  Fisher,  15  Johns., 
504;  Wilcox  v.  G lenient,  4  Denio,  160;  Hunt  v.  Wiclcwire,  10 
"Wend.,  103,  language  of  Savage,  Ch.  J. 

If  the  justice  is  absent  on  the  return  day  of  process,  or  upon 
the  adjourned  day,  the  parties  may  still  try  the  cause  if  they 
choose,  either  by  an  express  agreement,  or  by  proceeding  to  trial 
without  objection.  Weelts  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb.,  530;  Seymour  v. 
Bradfield,  35  Barb.,  49;  Nellis  v.  McCairn,  Id.,  115.  And  such 
trial  may  be  on  any  subsequent  day.  I.b;  Stoddard  v.  Holmes,  1 
Cow.,  245.  But  the  agreement  to  try  the  cause  in  that  manner 
will  not  bind  any  one  but  those  who  are  parties  to  it.  And  if 
there  are  several  defendants,  and  one  of  them  proceeds  to  trial, 
the  proceedings  will  be  regular  as  to  him,  but  not  as  to  those  de- 
fendants who  did  not  agree  to  the  arrangement,  and  who  did  not 
appear  at  the  trial.  Stoddard  v.  Holmes,  1  Cow.,  245. 

If  the  defendant  insists  upon  specified  conditions  before  he  will 
consent  to  try  the  cause,  the  conditions  must  be  complied  with, 
or  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  try  it;  and  if  the  plaintiff  pro- 
ceeds with  the  cause  in  the  defendant's  absence,  and  without 
performing  such  conditions,  any  judgment  which  he  may  recover 
will  be  reversed.  WeeJcs  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb.,  530. 

Non-appearance  of  plaintiff.']  If  the  plaintiff  fails  to  appear  on 
the  return  day  of  process,  or  at  any  adjourned  day,  at  the  time 
mentioned  for  that  purpose,  or  within  one  hour  thereafter,  the 
justice  must  dismiss  the  action  and  render  a  judgment  of  non- 
suit, with  costs.  Vol.  I,  55,  ^  110;  Morris  v.  Bleakley,  1  Hilt.,  90. 
And  in  one  case,  Wilcox  v.  Clement,  4  Denio,  160,  the  plaintiff 
did  not  appear  within  such  time,  but  the  defendant  was  present, 
and  insisted  that  the  justice  should  call  the  cause  and  nonsuit 
the  plaintiff.  The  justice  refused  to  do  so,  but  informed  the 
defendant  that  he  would  call  the  cause  within  five  minutes  of 
such  time;  the  defendant  objected  to  this  and  left  the  justice's 
office.  After  he  left,  and  within  five  minutes  of  the  proper  time 
for  calling  the  cause,  the  plaintiff  appeared  and  proceeded  with 
the  cause  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  and  obtained  a  judg- 
ment against  him.  The  supreme  court  reversed  this  judgment, 
and  held  that  a  justice  had  no  authority  to  compel  the  defendant 
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to  wait  five  minutes  for  the  appearance  of  the  plaintiff.  But,  if 
the  plaintiff  is  near  the  office,  and  is  seen  to  be  approaching  it, 
for  the  purpose  of  appearing  in  the  action,  the  justice  may  refuse 
to  call  the  cause  and  nonsuit  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  will 
be  bound,  in  such  a  case,  to  wait  until  the  plaintiff  arrives,  if 
that  is  withiu  a  few  minutes.  And  if  the  justice  informs  the 
defendant  that  he  will  call  the  cause  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff  can 
reach  the  office,  the  defendant  will  be  bound  to  wait  so  long  or 
lose  his  defense  if  he  leaves  the  court.  Barb&r  v.  Parlcer,  11 
Wend.,  51.  In  an  other  case,  Cornell  v.  Bennett,  11  Barb.,  657, 
the  summons  was  returnable  at  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  but 
the  justice  did  not  appear  until  half-past  three.  The  defendant 
was  still  present  in  the  justice's  office,  and  the  justice  then  called 
the  cause,  but  the  defendant  refused  to  answer.  The  cause  was 
then  tried,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  judgment.  The  defendant 
was  called  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  on  this  trial. 
This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court,  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  had  willfully  abandoned  the  suit. 

The  same  rule  would  be  applicable  if  the  plaintiff  failed  to 
appear,  and  the  defendant  remained  until  he  did  appear,  and 
then  refused  to  make  any  defense. 

Wben  the  defendant  has  been  arrested  upon  a  warrant,  he  may 
be  detained  in  custody  twelve  hours  from  the  time  that  he  is 
brought  before  the  justice.  Vol.  I,  40,  §  23,  and  ante,  118.  But 
if  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  within  that  time  and  commence 
the  trial,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  action  dismissed, 
and  he  himself  to  be  discharged  from  custody.  Vol.  I,  40,  §  23, 
and  ante,  118,  119. 

Non-appearance  of  defendant.']  The  omission  of  an  appearance 
by  the  justice,  or  by  the  plaintiff,  will  generally  be  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  may  commence  an  other  action. 
But  if  a  defendant  fails  to  appear  in  proper  season,  there  may  be 
a  final  judgment  against  him,  which  will  be  a  bar  to  any  further 
litigation  of  the  same  matter,  and  it  may  also  deprive  him  of  the 
advantage  of  a  set-off.  It  is,  therefore,  of  much  importance  to  a 
defendant  to  know  what  his  rights  are,  and  what  remedy  he  has 
in  such  cases. 

There  are  some  general  rules  which  are  now  well  established, 
and  those  rules  will  be  stated  without  giving  the  cases  at  length 
as  is  sometimes  done. 

1.  If  the  defendant  appears  at  the  return  day  of  the  process  at 
the  time  specified,  or  within  one  hour  of  that  time,  that  is  suffi- 
cient. Vol.  I,  44,  §  44. 

2.  If  the  defendant  appears  on  the  return  day  of  the  process, 
and  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff  are  still  present  in  court,  the 
defendant  may  interpose  his  answer  or  defense  as  a  matter  of 
right,  even  if  the  plaintiff  had  previously  put  in  his  complaint,  and 
the  cause  had  been  adjourned  to  a  subsequent  day  for  trial, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of 
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getting  his  witnesses.  Pickert  v.  Dexter,  12  Wend.,  150;  Lowther 
V.  Crummie,  8  Cow.,  87. 

3.  If  the  defendant  appears  on  the  return  day  of  the  process, 
but  not  at  the  time  mentioned,  nor  within  an  hour  of  it,  he  may 
Still  interpose  his  defense,  if  the  plaintiff  is  proceeding  with  the 
trial  on  that  day,  and  such  trial  is  then  progressing.  The  plain- 
tiff must  be  supposed  to  have  been  ready  for  trial,  or  he  would 
not  have  proceeded  with  it,  and  he  has  no  reason  for  depriving 
the  defendant  of  a  defense  upon  the  return  day.  The  justice  may, 
however,  receive  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  and  then  adjourn  the 
cause  on  motion  of  either  party,  in  the  same  manner  as  though 
the  trial  had  not  been  commenced.  A  refusal  to  receive  such 
defense,  or  to  adjourn  the  cause  in  such  a  case  will  be  a  ground 
for  reversing  the  judgment.  Sweet  y.  Coon,  15  Johns.,  86;  Atwood 
V.  Austin,  16  Johns.,  180;  Lowther  v.  Crummie,  8  Cow.,  87; 
Piclcert  v.  Dexter,  12  Wend.,  150. 

Neither  party  is  supposed  to  be  prepared  to  try  a  litigated 
cause  on  the  return  day  of  the  process.  For,  until  the  pleadings 
are  put  in  and  issue  joined,  neither  party  can  know  what  the 
other  will  claim,  and  therefore,  neither  can  be  ready  with  such 
evidence  as  he  may  need. 

The  plaintiff  may,  perhaps,  be  ready  to  try  the  cause  on  the 
return  day  if  no  defense  is  interposed.  But  he  may  be  totally 
unprepared  to  meet  the  defense  set  up  if  one  is  interposed.  The 
plaintiff  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  an  adjournment  if  that  is  neces- 
sary. On  the  other  hand,  if  the  defendant  appears  at  any  time 
on  the  return  day  before  the  cause  is  adjourned,  and  before  the 
plaintiff  has  left  the  office  of  the  justice,  he  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  defend.  The  plaintiff  does  not  lose  any  rights  in  such  a  case, 
and  to  deprive  a  defendant  of  his  defense  in  such  a  case,  would  ^ 
be  gross  injustice. 

For  that  reason,  the  justice  ought,  in  fairness  to  both  parties, 
to  permit  an  issue  to  be  joined  precisely  as  though  both  parties 
had  been  there  in  tinie.  And  the  cause  ought  then  to  be  ad- 
journed on  motion  of  either  party  just  as  is  done  in  ordinary 
cases. 

4.  If  the  defendant  fails  to  appear  at  all  on  the  return  day  of 
the  process,  but  he  does  appear  on  the  day  to  which  the  cause 
has  been  adjourned  for  the  convenience  of  the  plaintiff,  to  enable 
him  to  prove  his  case,  the  defendant  cannot  then  claim  to  inter- 
pose a  defense  as  a  matter  of  right,  and  if  the  justice  refuses  to 
permit  him  to  defend  the  action,  such  refusal  will  not  be  error. 
Sammis  v.  Brice,  4  Denio,  576 ;  JenMns  v.  Brown,  21  Wend.,  454; 
jSnell  v.  Loucks,  11  Johns.,  69.  But  the  defendant  will  not  be 
reqiediless,  even  if  the  justice  should  refuse  to  permit  such  de- 
fense, provided  the  defendant  is  able  to  make  a  satisfactory 
excuse  for  his  default,  and  to  show  that  he  has  a  defense  to  the 
action  upon  the  merits ;  for,  in  such  a  case,  the  county  court  is 
authorized  to  set  aside  the  judgment  of  the  justice  and  order  a 
new  trial.  Vol.  I,  30;  Code,  ^366. 
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5.  If  the  defendant  fails  to  appear  on  the  return  day  of  the 
process,  but  he  appears  on  the  adjourned  day,  the  justice  may,  in 
his  discretion,  permit  a  defendant  to  then  interpose  a  defense. 
Sammis  v.  Brice,  4  Denio,  576;  Jenkins  v.  Brown,  21  Wend., 
454 ;  Mead  v.  Darragh,  1  Hilt.,  396.  And  if  the  defendant  by 
affidavit,  or  upon  being  sworn  by  the  justice,  shows  a  satisfactory 
reason  for  not  appearing  on  the  return  day,  the  justice  ought  to 
receive  his  defense.  But  the  justice  may,  and  he  ought,  as  a 
matter  of  justice  to  the  plaintiff,  to  allow  the  defense  upon  such 
terms  as  will  be  just  to  both  parties. 

If  an  adjournment  of  the  cause  becomes  necessary  to  the 
plaintiff  in  consequence  of  permitting  such  defense,  the  defend- 
ant ought  to  be  required  to  consent  to  such  adjournment,  and  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  such  a  sum  as  will  pay  his  witnesses,  and  the 
other  necessary  costs,  charges  and  expenses  of  the  cause  down 
to  the  time  of  putting  in  such  defense.  A  justice  should  en- 
deavor to  so  exercise  his  discretion  as  to  advance  the  cause  of 
justice,  and  to  secure  the  full  and  just  rights  of  both  parties. 

6.  If  the  defendant  did  not  appear  on  the  return  day  of  the 
process,  nor  on  the  adjourned  day,  until  after  a  witness  has  been 
sworn  and  examined  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  seems  that  he 
will  be  too  late  even  if  the  justice  is  disposed  to  permit  the 
defense.  Montfort  v.  Huglies,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  591,  593 ;  Mead  v. 
Darragh,  1  Hilt.,  396.  ,  , 
■  7.  The  defendant  will  clearly  be  too  late  if  he  does  not  appear 
until  after  judgment  has  been  rendered,  whether  such  appearance 
is  on  the  return  day  or  on  the  adjourned  day.  After  judgment 
is  rendered,  the  justice  has  no  legal  power  to  vacate  it  and  per- 
mit a  defense.  That  would  be  granting  a  new  trial,  a  power 
which  is  not  delegated  to  justices  of  the  peace.  Aliurtis  v. 
McCready,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  39;  Harden  v.  Woodsidfi,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  37 ;  People  v.  Delaware,  &c.,  18  Wend.,  558 ;  Dauchy  v. 
Brown,  41  Barb.,  555. 

How  the  -parties  are  to  appear.]  Any  plaintiff  in  a  suit  before  a 
justice,  except  persons  under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  may  ap- 
pear and  conduct  his  suit  either  in  person  or  by  attorney.  Vol.  I, 
43,  %  37. 

Every  defendant  in  a  suit,  except  persons  under  twenty-one 
years  of  age,  may  appear  and  defend  the  same  in  person  or  by 
attorney ;  but  where  a  warrant  shall  have  been  served  on  a  de- 
fendant and  returned,  no  further  proceedings  shall  be  had  against 
him  until  he  shall  have  personally  appeared  in  court.  Vol.  I,  43, 
"^39. 

When  the  defendant  has  been  arrested  on  a  warrant,  he  must 
appear  personally  before  the  justice ;  and  if  he  appears  by  at- 
torney and  not  in  person,  any  judgment  which  is  rendered 
against  him  will  be  entirely  void."  Colvin  v.  Luther,  9  Cow-,  61, 
and  see  ante,  119.  The  manner  in  which  infants  must  appear 
will  be  discussed  hereafter.  Corporations  cannot  appear  per- 
sonally, and  tbey  must,  therefore,  appear  by  attorney.    It  is  no% 
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necessary  that  an  attorney  who  appears  for  a  corporation  in  a 
justice's  court,  should  be  appointed  under  the  corporate  seal. 
He  may  be  appointed  for  that  purpose  as  any  other  agent  is 
appointed  by  a  corporation.  Oshorn  v.  Bank  of  JJ.  S.,  9  Wheat., 
738 ;  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  OaMey,  9  Paige,  497,  501 ;  Murray  v. 
Yanderbilt,  39  Barb.,  141.  Any  officer  of  a  corporation,  such  as 
president,  secretary,  treasurer  or  a  director,  may  appear  for  it 
without  any  particular  appointment  for  that  purpose.  Ih. ;  OaMey 
V.  Working  Men's,  &g.,  Society,  2  Hilt.,  487 ;  Perkins  v.  Washing- 
ton Ins.  Go.,  4  Cow.,  645 ;  Bank  of  Lyons  v.  Demmon,  Hill  &  Denio, 
Supp.,  398.  Such  officer  may  appear  in  all  cases  whether  the 
corporation  is  plaintiff  or  defendant.  All  the  proof  of  authority 
that  is  necessary,  will  be  for  the  officer  so  appearing  to  swear 
that  he  is  such  officer  of  the  corporation,  and  the  law  then 
declares  that  he  is  authorized  to  appear  for  such  corporation. 
This  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  a  process  for  commencing  an 
action  against  a  corporation  may  be  served  upon  any  such  officer. 
Ante,  69  to  73.  And  the  rule  may  be  extended  so  far  as  to  allow 
any  person  to  appear  for  such  corporation,  if  he  is  the  officer  or 
agent  upon  whom  the  process  was  served  for  commencing  the 
action.  Ante,  69  to  73. 

Idiots,  lunatics,  and  all  other  persons  who  are  non  compos 
mentis,  if  they  are  of  full  age,  must  sue  and  be  sued  in  their  own 
names,  and  they  must  appear  in  person.  Lane  v.  SchermerJiorn, 
1  Hill,  97  ;  Mckillip  v.  McKillip,  8  Barb.,  552.  But  if  the  su- 
preme court  has  appointed  a  receiver,  or  a  committee  to  take 
charge  of  the  estate  of  a  lunatic,  habitual  drunkard,  &c.,  then 
there  are  cases  in  which  the  action  may  be  brought  in  their 
names  instead  of  that  of  the  lunatic,  &c.  3  E.  S.,  135,  §  11,  5th 
ed. ;  Laws  1845,  ch.  112,  ^  2  ;  and  see  "Parties  to  Action,"  &c. 
The  committee  of  a  lunatic,  or  any  competent  person,  may  be 
appointed  by  the  justice  to  attend  to  the  proceedings  in  the 
action,  or  any  proper  person  may  assist  such  party,  if  no  com- 
mittee or  receiver  has  been  properly  appointed.  Faulkner  v. 
McClure,  18  Johns.,  134. 

A  married  woman  need  not,  in  any  case,  prosecute  or  defend  an 
action  by  guardian  or  next  friend.  Code,  '^  114;  Vol.  I,  657-667. 
But  if  a  married  woman  is  sole  plaintibS"  and  is  an  infant,  she 
must  have  a  next  friend  as  much  as  other  infants  who  are  plain- 
tiffs. She  may,  if  of  full  age,  appoint  an  attorney,  in  the  same 
manner  that  any  other  party  may  do  so,  whether  she  is  plaintiff 
or  defendant.  If  husband  and  wife  are  joined  as  plaintiffs  or 
defendants,  he  may  appear  for  both,  or  he  may  employ  an  attorney 
for  both. 

If  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  at  the  return  day,  or  at  an 
adjourned  day,  the  justice  must  dismiss  the  action,  and  if  an  issue 
has  been  joined  in  the  action  upon  matters  of  account,  and  the 
defendant  has  interposed  a  set-off,  and  the  trial  has  been  com- 
menced, and  is  then  adjourned  to  a  future  day  by  consent  of 
parties,  if  the  plaintiff  fails  to  appear  on  that  day  the  action  must 
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be  dismissed.  The  justice  has  no  authority  to  take  the  defend- 
ant's evidence  of  a  set-off  in  snch  a  case,  and  render  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  such  defendant.  If  he  does  so  the  judgment  will  be 
reversed.  Norris  v.  Bleakley,  1  Hilt.,  90;  S.  C,  3  Abb.,  107. 

A  warrant  was  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  a  return 
was  made  by  the  constable,  that  he  had  arrested  the  defendants 
and  had  them  in  custody,  the  plaintiff  did  not  appear  before  the 
justice,  nor  any  one  in  his  behalf.  The  defendants  had  given  a 
written  request  to  authorize  the  entry  of  a  judgment  against  them, 
and  they  had  sent  this  request  to  the  justice.  The  justice  entered 
a  judgment  against  the  defendants  upon  this  request,  but  the 
judgment  was  reversed  because  the  plaintiff  was  not  present,  and 
the  action  therefore  discontinued.  JSprague  v.  Shed,  9  Johns.,  140. 

Again,  if  the  trial  of  an  action  has  commenced,  and  it  is 
adjourned  for  a  short  time  for  the  purpose  of  permitting  a  defend- 
ant time  to  procure  evidence  of  a  set-off,  if  the  plaintiff  does  not 
appear  when  the  trial  is  resumed,  the  justice  must  render  a  judg- 
ment of  discontinuance,  and  if  he  renders  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  for  such  set-off,  or  for  the  balance  between 
the  parties,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.  Green  v.  Angel,  13 
Johns.,  469. 

Apitearance  hy  attorney.^  The  provisions  of  the  statute  as  to  the 
appearance  of  parties  have  been  given  in  full.  Vol.  I,  43,  44,  %% 
37  to  45.  All  persons  of  full  age,  and  all  corporations  may 
appear  by  attorney  in  a  justice's  court.  The  office  of  attorney, 
in  a  professional  sense  of  the  term,  is  not  known  in  justices' 
courts.  Bailey  v.  Delaplaine,  1  Sandf.,  11,  13.  But,  although 
there  are  no  attorneys  at  law  in  these  courts  in  the  sense  that 
the  term  is  used  in  reference  to  courts  of  record,  there  may  be 
attorneys  in  fact,  who  are  entirely  competent,  and  who  are  author- 
ized to  represent  the  party  who  employs  them  as  fully  as  though 
he  were  present  in  person.  Hughes  v.  Mulvey,  1  Sandf.,  95. 

A  party  may  employ  an  attorney  of  the  supreme  court  to 
attend  to  his  cause,  or  he  may  employ  any  other  person  with  a 
single  exception.  Vol.  I,  44,  ^  42.  The  statute  declares  that 
the  constable  who  served  the  original  process  for  commencing  the 
action,  or  the  jury  process,  or  the  law  partner  or  clerk  of  the  jus- 
tice before  whom  the  action  is  brought,  shall  not  appear  and 
advocate  the  cause  at  the  trial.  Id.,  44,  §  42.  But  he  may  act  as 
attorney  for  either  party  at  any  other  stage  or  proceeding  in  the 
cause.  lb. 

It  has  been  held.  Knight  v.  Odell,  18  How.,  279,  that,  if  an 
attorney  of  the  supreme  court  or  any  other  person  is  deputed 
by  the  justice  to  serve  the  process  by  which  an  action  is  com- 
menced, the  person  so  deputed  will  be  prohibited  from  acting  as 
advocate  or  counsel  at  the  trial  in  the  same  manner  that  a  con- 
stable is  prohibited.  To  permit  such  a  deputed  person  to  appear 
and  advocate  the  cause  on  the  trial,  is  an  error  for  which  the 
judgment  will  be  reversed  on  an  appeal.  Wilkinson  v.  Torce,  41 
Barb.,  370.    But  such  appearance  will  not  deprive  the  justice  of 
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jurisdiction  in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  Ms  judgment  void.  Ih. 
jiy  a  legal  commencement  of  the  action,  the  justice  acquired 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  although  his 
subsequent  acts  may  render  his  judgment  erroneous,  and  there- 
fore reversible  on  an  appeal,  it  will  not  be  void,  and  will  be  suffi- 
cient to  justify  the  issuing  of  an  execution  upon  the  judgment, 
and  its  collection  by  a  sale  of  the  defendant's  property.  li.;  and 
see  ante,  16. 

The  x>erson  so  serving  the  process  is  not  a  constable,  but  he  is 
subject  to  the  same  obligations.  Vol.  I,  72,  <§  197.  And  the  court 
held,  in  the  case  just  cited,  that  it  included  the  same  disabilities. 
Any  person  so  deputed,  or  any  constable  who  served  the  process, 
may  appear  and  put  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint  or  the  defend- 
ant's answer,  and  join  issue  in  the  action ;  but  he  cannot  legally 
appear  at  the  trial  and  act  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  by  merely 
proving  his  demand  when  the  defendant  does  not  appear. 

To  appear  and  act  as  attorney  in  thus  taking  the  evidence,  is 
advocating  the  cause  at  the  trial  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  Ford  v.  8mith,ll  Wend.,  73;  Knight  v.  Odell,  18  How., 
279.  Any  constable  or  deputed  person  who  violates  this  statute, 
vrill  be  liable  to  be  indicted  for  a  misdemeanor.  3  E.  S.,  980,  §  54, 
5th  ed.  The  party  who  employs  such  constable  or  deputed 
person  to  act  as  counsel  at  the  trial,  cannot  assign  such  act  as  a 
ground  of  reversal  of  the  judgment,  because  the  law  does  not 
permit  any  person  to  take  any  advantage  from  his  own  Avrong. 
Smith  V.  Goodrich,  5  Johns.,  353. 

The  general  statute.  Vol.  I,  79,  ^  13,  which  forbids  a  partner  or 
a  clerk  of  a  judge  to  practice  before  him  as  attorney,  solicitor 
or  counsel,  does  not  apply  to  a  justice's  court;  and  therefore, 
that  statute  would  not  be  a  ground  for  reversing  a  judgment, 
merely  because  a  partner  of  such  justice  acted  as  counsel  for 
one  of  the  parties  in  an  action  tried  before  him.  Fox  v.  Jackson, 
8  Barb.,  355.    But  there  is  an  express  statute  which  now  prohibits 
any  clerk  or  law  partner  of  a  justice  from  appearing  and  advo- 
cating the  cause  at  the  trial.  Vol.  I,  44,  §  42.     To  permit  such 
person  to  appear  now,  would  be  an  error  for  which  the  judgment 
would  be  reversed. 
It  is  irregular  for  one  attorney  to  appear  for  both  parties,  and 
t,  where  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and  the  attorney  for  the 
plaintiff  put  in  an  answer  for  the  defendant,  without  making 
proof  of  his  authority,  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  was 
reversed.  Sherwood  v.  Saratoga,  Sec,  R.  R.  Co.,  15  Barb.,  650.    A 
mere  verbal  request  is  a  sufficient  authority  to  appear  and  act  as 
attorney  for  a  party.  Murray  v.  House,  11  Johns.,  464;  Gaul  v. 
Groat,  1  Cow.,  113;  Tullock  v.  Cunningham,  1  Cow.,  256;  Pixley 
v.  Butts,  2  Oow.,  421.    But  a  mere  verbal  authority  to  appear  is 
not  sufficient  to  authorize  such  attorney  to  release  the  interest  of 
a  witness.  Murray  v.  House,  11  Johns.,  464.    The  attorney  is  a 
competent  witness  to  prove  his  authority.  Tullock  v.  Cunningham, 

Wait  11—29 


226  APPEARANCE. 

1  Cow.,  256;  Gaul  v.  Groat,  1  Cow.,  113;  Caniff Y.Myers,  15 
Johns.,  246. 

The  authority  to  appear  may  be  contained  in  a  letter  written 
to  the  attorney.  In  one  case,  Busli  v.  Miller,  13  Barb.,  481,  the 
authority  of  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  to  appear  was  denied. 
He  was  sworn  and  testified  that  some  time  previously  he  had 
received  a  letter  through  the  mail,  which  was  dated  and  post- 
marked, Fairfax,  Vermont;  that  it  purported  to  come  from  the 
plaintiff  and  to  be  signed  by  him,  and  to  have  reference  to  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  this  suit;  that  since  that-time  he  had  sent  two  or 
three  letters  in  regard  to  the  same  business,  directed  to  the  plain- 
tiff" at  Fairfax,  Vt.,  to  each  of  which  he  had  received  answers  by 
due  course  of  mail,  all  from  the  same  individual,  dated  at  the 
same  place,  and  all  in  the  same  handwriting,  and  that  these  letters 
from  the  plaintiff"  contained  a  general  authority  to  take  such 
steps,  legal  or  otherwise,  as  in  the  opinion  of  the  witness  might  be 
deemed  advisable,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  caripet  or 
the  value  of  it,  and  that  personally  he  had  no  acquaintance  with 
the  plaintiff  or  his  handwriting,  except  as  acquired  by  the  cor- 
respondence of  which  he  had  spoken.  It  was  held  that  the 
authority  of  the  attorney  was  sufficiently  proved.  The  letters 
were  not  called  for,  nor  was  any  objection  taken  to  proving  their 
contents  by  parol.  If  the  defendant  had  required  the  production 
of  the  letters,  or  if  he  had  objected  to  parol  proof  of  their  contents, 
it  would  have  been  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  produced 
them,  or  to  account  for  their  non-production.  Where  the  power  of 
attorney  is  in  writing  and  the  attorney  is  the  subsci-ibing  witness, 
he  is  competent  to  prove  his  authority.  Caniff  v.  Myers,  15  Johns., 
246;  Code,  %  398;  Vol.  I,  34. 

The  justice  ought  always  to  require  proof  of  authority  when 
the  party  himself  does  not  appear,  and  any  other  person  offers  to 
appear  as  his  attorney.  When  there  is  an  appearance  upon  but 
one  side,  the  justice  is  exi)ressly  required  by  the  statute  to  require 
proof  of  authority,  if  the  appearance  of  such  party  is  by  attorney. 
Vol.  I,  44,  -§43. 

If  one  party  appears  in  person,  and  the  other  appears  by  at- 
torney, the  party  who  appears  in  person  may  admit  the  authority 
of  the  attorney  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  case,  and  in  that  case 
it  is  not  necessary  to  swear  such  attorney  as  to  his  authority. 
Vol.  I,  44,  '^  43.  But,  even  in  that  case,  it  is  proper  to  swear  the 
person  who  offers  to  appear  as  attorney,  since  the  absent  party 
would  not  be  bound  by  the  action  of  one  who  assumed  to  act  as 
his  attorney,  if  he  really  had  no  authority  for  that  purpose. 
Sherwood  v.  Saratoga,  &c.,  B.  B.  Co.,  15  Barb.,  650,  652;  and  see 
4,rinstrong  v.  Craig,  18  Barb.,  387. 

In  one  case,  Aclcerman  v.  Finch,  15  Wend.,  652,  both  -peix^\e& 
appeared  by  attorney,  and  neither  of  the  attorneys  objected  to 
the  authority  of  the  other,  and  this  was  held  to  be  sufficient. 
But,  in  that  case,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  had  sworn  out  a  short 
summons,  and  he  also  had  the  note  upon  which  the  action  was 
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brought.  It  may  be  said,  therefore,  that  his  authority  to  appear 
was  proved,  and  if  so,  he  might  waive  the  sweariug  of  the  op- 
posite attorney. 

The  justice  has  no  right  to  permit  a  person  to  appear  as  at- 
torney tor  an  other,  on  the  ground  that  lie  knows  that  the  attorney 
has  been  employed  by  such  party  to  appear.  In  one  case,  Beaver 
V.  Van  Every,  2  Oow.,  429,  the  plaintiff  was  sick,  and  had  sent 
for  the  justice,  the  day  before  the  suit,  and  requested  him  to 
permit  one  Heefmance  to  appear  as  his  attorney.  The  justice 
accordingly  admitted  him  without  proof,  but  the  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  was  reversed,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
justice  had  no  right  to  decide  that  question  upon  his  own  know- 
ledge. And  see  Bpsekrans  v.  Van  Antrverp,  4  Johns.,  228. 

A  justice  has  no  right  to  permit  the  appearance  of  an  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff,  on  proof  which  is  made  in  the  absence  of  the 
defendant,  and  before  the  hour  for  calling  the  suit.  Fanning  v. 
Trowbridge,  5  Hill,  428.  If  an  attorney  swears  to  his  authority 
to  appear  at  the  time  of  joining  issue,  he  cannot  be  required  to 
swear  to  his  authority  to  appear  in  the  subsequent  proceedings 
in  the  action.  And  if  either  party  wishes  proof  of  the  authority 
of  an  attorney  to  appear  for  the  opposite  side,  such  proof  must 
be  required  at  the  time  of  appearance  in  the  action.  Treadwell  v. 
Bruder,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  597. 

Where,  on  the  joining  of  the  issue  in  an  action  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  a  person  appeared  in  behalf  of  one  of  the  parties 
without  objection  and  without  producing  any  authority,  but  on 
the  trial  of  the  cause,  such  party  appeared  in  person ;  it  was  held 
that  such  appearance  by  the  party  was  evidence  of  the  authority 
of  the  person  who  joined  issue  to  appear  for  him.  TInderhill  v. 
Taylor,  2  Barb.,  348;  and  Andrews  v.  Harrington,  19  Barb.,  343; 
but  see  Fanning  v.  Trowbridge,  5  Hill,  428. 

In  an  action  brought  by  two  overseers  of  the  poor  against  a 
defendant  to  recover  a  penalty,  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiffs 
swore  that  he  was  authorized  by  one  of  the  overseers  to  answer 
in  the  suit.  It  was  proved  on  the  trial  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
such  overseers,  and  the  court  held  that  the  authority  was  suffi- 
ciently proved.  Andrews  v.  Harrington,  19  Barb.,  343. 

The  law  partner  of  one  who  is  the  official  attorney  of  a  milni- 
cipal  corporation,  is  not  entitled  upon  proof  of  that  fact,  to  appear 
as  attorney  for  the  corporation  in  a  justice's  court.  Wilcox  v. 
Clement,  4  Denio,  160. 

The  defendant's  wife  is  not  as  such  authorized  to  appear  for 
him  in  a  suit  before  a  justice,  but  where  she  apjjears  and  pfeads^ 
employs  counsel,  amends  the  pleadings  and  brings  the  defendant's 
children  as  witnesses  at  the  trial,  the  justice  is  warranted  in 
inferring  authority.  Hughes  v.  Mulvey,  1  Sandf.,  92. 

When  a  father  appears  as  attorney  for  his  son  who  is  a  defend- 
ant, slight  proof  of  authority  is  sufficient.  In  such  a  case,  where 
it  was  proved  that  the  defendant  said  to  his  father  the  night 
before  the  trial  that  he  must  be  l^efe^  when  he  was  Sipeakiug  of 
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the  suit;  it  was  held  to  be  enough,  althongh  nothiug  was  said 
about  the  absence  of  the  defeiidant  at  that  time,  nor  that  his 
father  was  to  appear  for  him.  Gaul  v.  Groat,  1  Cow.,  113. 

It  is  not  generally  the  case,  that  the  attorney  is  appointed  for  any 
other  purpose  than  that  of  attending  to  the  joining  of  issue  and  the 
trial  of  the  action.  But  there  is  occasionally  a  case  in  which 
the  attorney  has  full  power  to  settle  and  compromise  the  matters 
and  demands  or  claims  in  suit.  In  such  cases,  it  is  better  to  fur- 
nish the  person  so  acting,  with  a  power  of  attorney,  for  it  will 
show  a  clear  and  specific  authority  to  do  the  acts  done,  and  the' 
opposite  party  will  have  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  attorney 
has  proper  authority  to  act  in  relation  to  the  demands.  The 
statute  authorizes  such  power  of  attorney,  and  prescribes  what 
shall  be  sufficient  proof  of  its  execution.  Vol.  I,  74,  %  210,  211. 

If  the  power  of  attorney  is  properly  acknowledged,  no  other 
proof  of  its  execution  is  necessary.  If  it  is  not  acknowledged, 
the  subscribing  witness  may  prove  its  execution,  and  if  there  is 
no  subscribing  witness,  it  may  be  proved  by  any  person  who  can 
prove  the  handwriting  of  the  person  executing  such  power  of 
attorney. 

When  the  attorney  resides  at  a  distance  from  the  person  who 
appoints  him,  a  power  of  attorney  is  sometimes  very  convenient. 
And  it  ought  to  be  properly  acknowledged  in  such  a  case,  as  it 
will  save  trouble  and  prevent  any  question  as  to  the  authority 
of  such  attorney  to  appear. 

A  power  of  attorney  may  be  limited  to  the  prosecution  or 
defense  of  a  single  action,  or  it  may  be  general  and  authorizing 
an  appearance  to  prosecute  or  defend  any  or  all  actions.  If  it  is 
desired  to  limit  it  to  a  single  action,  such  action  must  be  correctly 
and  particularly  described  as  to  the  name  of  the  justice  before 
whom  it  is  brought,  the  names  of  the  plaintiflFs,  the  names  of  the 
defendants,  and  the  like.  There  must  be  a  correct  description  of 
the  action,  or  the  power  of  attorney  will  not  be  sufficient  in  those 
cases  in  which  the  particular  action  is  described.  But  if  the 
power  of  attorney  is  general,  there  cannot  be  any  room  for  ques- 
tion as  to  its  sufficiency,  since  it  will  relate  to  all  actions  in  a 
justice's  court,  in  which  the  person  giving  the  power  of  attorney 
may  happen  to  be  a  party. 

General  warrant  to  prosecute,  &c. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Moses  Spike,  of  the  town  of 
Broadalbin  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  N.  Y.,  do  hereby  appoint  John  M. 
Carroll,  Esq.,  my  attorney,  for  me  and  in  my  name,  to  prosecute  any  actjon 
or  actions  to  be  commenced  by  him,  or  now  depending  before  any  justice 
of  the  peace  in  the  State  of  New  York,  against  any  person  or  persons 
whomsoever,  in  my  favor,  either  severally  or  jointly,  with  any  other  per- 
son.or  persons ;  and  in  his  discretion,  to  do,  execute,  suffer  and  receive  all 
acts,  deeds  and  things  which  he  shall  deem  necessary  for  the  effectual 
prosecution  thereof  to  judgment,  execution  and  final  collection  or  dis- 
chai-ge,  which  I  might  or  could  do,  execute,  suffer  or  i-eceive  in  my  proper 
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person,  and  also  in  his  discretion,  to  settle  or  compound  any  such  action  or 
actions.     Witness  my  hand  and  seal,  this  25th  day  of  November  1864. 

MOSES  SPIKE,     [l.  8.] 
Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of       j 

William  Kennedy. 

General  warrant  to  defend,  &c. 

Know  all  men,  that  I,  Moses  Spike,  of  Broadalbin,  Fulton  county,  N.  Y., 
do  hereby  appoint  John  M.  Carroll,  Esq.,  my  attorney,  for  me  and  in  my 
name,  to  defend  any  action  or  actions  to  be  commenced  or  now  depending 
against  me,  either  severally  or  jointly,  with  any  other  person  or  persons, 
by  or  in  behalf  of  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  before  any  j  ustice  of 
the  peace  in  the  State  of  New  York ;  and  in  his  discretion  to  do,  execute, 
suffer  and  receive  all  acts,  deeds  and  things  which  he  shall  deem  necessary 
for  the  effectual  defense  thereof,  and  the  collection  or  discharge  of  any 
judgment  or  judgments  which  may  be  therein  rendered  in  my  favor,  which 
I  might  or  could  do,  execute,  suffer  or  receive  in  proper  person,  and  also 
in  his  discretion  to  settle  or  compound  any  such  action  or  actions.  Witness 
my  hand  and  seal,  this  25th  day  of  November,  1864. 

MOSES  SPIKE,    [l.  s.] 
Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of       f 

William  Kennedy. 

Acknowledgment  of  power  of  attorney. 

Fulton  County,  ss:  On  the  2'5th  day  of  November,  1864,  Moses  Spike, 
to  me  known  to  be  the  individual  who  executed  the  within  power  of  at- 
torney, personally  appeared  before  me,  and  acknowledged  that  he  had 
made  and  executed  the  same.  WILLIAM  KENNEDY, 

Justice  of  the  Peace, 

Stamps.]  Every  power  of  attorney  for  the  prosecution  or  de- 
fense of  an  action,  requires  a  revenue  stamp  of  the  denomination 
of  fifty  cents.  See  title  Stamps  and  Power  of  Attorney. 

Appearance  hy  next  friend  or  guardian^  Infants  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years  cannot  legally  appear  in  an  action  in  person 
or  by  attorney,  whether  they  are  plaintiffs  or  defendants.  They 
must  appear  by  some  proper  adult  person.  Under  the  law  as  it 
stood  before  the  Code,  an  infant  plaintiff  must  have  appeared  by 
a  next  friend,  and  an  infant  defendant  by  a  guardian.  See  the 
Statutes  in  full,  Vol.  I,  43,  44.  It  is  supposed  that  the  Code  has 
abolished  this  distinction,  and  that  infant  parties,  whether  plain- 
tiff" or  defendant,  must  now  appear  by  guardian  in  all  cases. 
Benedict's  Treatise,  170,  4th  ed. ;  ^Efew  York  Oivil  and  Criminal 
Justice,  185,  186,  2d  ed. ;  Oowen's  Treatise,  %  925,  4th  ed.  The 
mere  change  of  name,  as  to  next  friend,  by  calling  it  guardian  is 
of  no  consequence. 

But  if  all  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  ^"^  115  and  116,  Vol.  I, 
20,  are  made  applicable  to  justices'  courts,  considerable  incon- 
venience must  arise  from  the  change.  For  an  infant  defendant 
would  have  twenty  days  in  which  to  determine  whether  to  ap- 
pear at  all.     And  since  the  longest  time  which  can  intervene 
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between  the  date  and  the  return  day  of  any  process  issued  by  a 
justice  is  but  twelve  days,  the  two  provisions  cannot  both  stand. 
If  the  defendant  does  not  appear  on  the  return  day  of  the  process, 
the  plaintiff  may  proceed  under  the  general  statute  relating  to 
justices"  courts  and  take  judgment. 

The  sections  of  the  Code  which  are  supposed  to  have  made 
this  change  in  the  law  as  to  the  time  for  the  appearance  of  an 
infant  defendant,  are  sections  115,  116,  and  64,  sub.  15,  of  the 
Code.  Those  sections  when  carefully  read,  will  be  found  to  do 
nothing  more  than  to  declare  who  must  be  parties  to  an  action." 
Under  the  old  law,  an  action  must  have  been  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  party  who  had  the  legal  interest,  although  an  other 
party  was,  in  equity,  entitled  to  the  demand.  The  Code  changed 
this  rule,  by  declaring  that  all  actions  must  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  or  the  person  ben^cially  in- 
terested in  the  demand.  Vol.  I,  19 ;  Code,  §§  111,  112,  113.  This 
applies  to  all  persons,  whether  adults,  infants,  idiots,  lunatics, 
corporations,  &c.  And  it  was  intended  that  this  rule  should 
be  uniform,  so  as  to  apply  to  all  the  courts  in  this  state.  The 
fifteenth  subdivision  of  section  64  of  the  Code  is  very  plain,  if 
considered  in  this  light.  Because  there  is  a  very  important  dis- 
tinction between  who  shall  be  parties  to  an  action,  and  the 
other  question,  how  those  persons  who  are  parties  shall  appear 
in  an  action. 

The  provisions  of  the  Code  as  to  who  shall  be  parties,  are 
applicable  to  justices'  courts,  but  those  provisions  of  it  which 
relate  to  the  manner  of  appearance  do  not  apply.  The  person 
who  appears  in  the  action  for  an  infant  plaintiff  may  be  called  a 
guardian  or  a  next  friend.  A  misnomer  will  be  of  no  consequence 
so  long  as  a  proper  and  responsible  person  is  joined  with  such 
infant.  No  process  can  be  legally  issued  in  favor  of  an  infant 
plaintiff  until  some  proper  person  is  appointed  as  next  friend  or 
guardian.  '  The  appointment  by  the  justice  may  be  verbal,  but 
the  consent  of  such  next  friend  or  guardian  must  be  in  writing 
and  filed  with  the  justice,  and  he  will  be  liable  for  the  costs  if 
the  action  fails.  Vol.  I,  43,  §§  38,  41.  The  same  rule  applies 
when  an  action  is  commenced  in  favor  of  an  infant  plaintiff 
without  process,  and  such  next  friend  must  be  appointed  before 
the  cause  is  tried.  Vol.  I,  43,  '^  38.  When  the  defendant  is  an 
infant,  and  the  process  is  served  and  returned,  a  guardian  must 
be  appointed  for  him  before  any  further  steps  are  taken  in  the 
action.  Vol.  I,  43,  §  40. 

Such  guardian  may  be  appointed  on  motion  of  the  defendant, 
and  if  he  neglects  or  refuses  to  ask  for  such  appointment,  then  the 
plaintiff  may  request  the  justice  to  appoint  a  guardian  for  such 
defendant.  The  appointment  may  be  verbal,  but  the  consent  of 
the  guardian  ought  to  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  guardian,  and 
filed  with  the  justice.  A  guardian  for  an  infant  defendant  is  not 
liable  for  the  payment  of  either  the  costs  or  the  judgment  which 
may  be  rendered  against  such  infant. 
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The  object  of  appointing  a  person  to  represent  either  an  infant 
plaintiff  or  an  infant  defendant  is,  that  tliere  may  be  some  com- 
petent person  to  gnard  the  rights  of  such  infants,  who  are  sup- 
posed to  be  legally  incapable  of  doing  so.  And,  besides  that,  it 
was  intended  that  an  infant  plaintiff  should  be  represented  by 
some  person  who  is  responsible  for  the  costs  in  case  the  action  is 
not  sustained.'  The  appointment  of  a  next  friend  or  a  guardian 
is  something  more  than  a  mere  formality,  and  therefore,  the  ap- 
pointment or  nomination  of  a  fictitious  person,  as  John  Doe,  is 
.  not  sufiicient.  It  must  be  a  real  person  or  the  judgment  will  be 
erroneous.  Bullard  v.  Spoor,  2  Oow.,  430. 

If  an  infant  plaintiff  appears  in  person,  and  not  by  next  friend 
or  guardian,  and  the  defendant  joins  issue  upon  the  merits,  with- 
out objection  to  the  manner  in  which  the  plaintiff  appears,  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  such  infant  cannot  be  reversed  on  an  appeal  by 
'the  defendant,  because  no  next  friend  or  guardian  was  appointed, 
nor  can  such  infant  plaintiff  be  nonsuited  on  the  trial  for  such 
omission.  If  no  objection  is  made  until  after  issue  joined,  all 
such  objection  is  waived.  SchermerJiorn  v.  Jenldns,  7  Johns.,  373 ; 
Treadwell  v.  Bruder,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  597. 

A  guardian  must  in  all  cases  be  appointed  for  an  infant  de- 
fendant, and  if  the  defendant  neglects  or  refuses  to  apply  for  that 
purpose,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  one  appointed.  If  it  is  not 
done,  and  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  such  defendant,  he  may 
reverse  the  judgment  because  of  the  error.  Mockey  y.  Grey,  2 
Johns.,  192 ;  Alderman  v.  Tirrell,  8  Johns.,  418. 

If  there  are  several  defendants,  and  the  action  is  brought 
against  them  as  jpint  debtors,  it  will  not  be  a  ground  for  revers- 
ing the  judgment,  because  one  of  such  defendants  was  an  infant 
and  no  guardian  was  appointed  for  him.  Mason  v.  Denison,  11 
Wend.,  612 ;  8.  C,  15  Wend.,  64. 

The  appearance  by  guardian  or  next  friend  is  for  the  purpose 
of  having  some  proper  person  appearing  upon  the  record,  since 
an  infant  cannot  so  appear.  But  either  the  infant  or  the  next 
friend  or  guardian  may  employ  an  attorney  or  other  counsel  to 
conduct  the  proceedings.  People  v.  N.  Y.  Com.  Pleas,  11  Wend., 
164.  And  such  attorney  may,  after  a  proper  appearance  by  next 
friend  or  guardian,  take  all  the  necessary  steps  in  the  action, 
whether  the  infant  is  present  or  not.  When  the  action  is  once 
legally  pending,  either  party  may  appear  by  attorney  as  in  any 
other  case,  and  infants  are  not  exceptions  to  this  rule,  for  when 
they  have  once  legally  appeared  in  the  action,  they  may  conduct 
the  cause  as  all  other  parties  may  do. 

A  justice  ought,  in  all  cases,  to  be  careful  that  no  person  is 
appointed  as  a  next  friend  or  a  guardian  for  an  infant,  unless  the 
person  so  appointed  is  capable  of  the  position  and  is  responsible 
for  the  costs,  and  for  any  injury  which  such  infant  may  sustain 
by  his  neglect  or  willful  misconduct.  And  no  person  ought  to  be 
appointed  who  has  any  interest  or  feelings  adverse  to  such  infant. 

The  mere  fact  that  an  action  which  is  brought  to  recover  for  a 
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debt  due  an  infant,  is  prosecuted  by  a  next  friend  instead  of  a 
guardian,  will  not  render  a  judgment  against  him  upon  the 
merits  void.  Such  an  error  in  a  district  court  (or  a  justice's 
court)  can  only  be  corrected  by  an  appeal.  So  long  as  the 
judgment  remains  unreversed,  it  is  a  bar  to  any  other  action  for 
the  same  cause.  WilMming  v.  Schmale,  1  Hilt.,  263.  But  if  such 
infant  plaintiff  appeals  from  the  judgment,  it  will  not  be  reversed, 
it  will  merely  be  revoked,  and  without  giving  him  any  costs  of 
the  appeal.  Maynard  v.  Downer,  13  Wend.,  575. 

The  consent  which  is  signed  by  the  person  who  appears  for  an 
infant  plaintiff,  ought  to  contain  a  promise  to  pay  the  costs  if 
the  action  is  unsuccessful.  Such  a  promise,  however,  is  not 
necessary  to  constitute  a  liability  to  costs  in  such  a  case,  because 
the  statute  declares,  that  if  he  consents  in  writing  to  such 
appointment,  he  shall  be  liable  for  such  costs.  Vol.  I,  43,  %  38. 
And  if  such  costs  are  not  paid,  an  action  will  lie  against  him  by ' 
the  defendant  to  recover  the  amount  of  his  costs  So  the  justice 
may  also  recover  his  costs  of  such  next  friend. 

Whenerer  a  plaintiff  is  uncertain  whether  a  defendant  is  an 
infant,  and  such  infant  does  not  apply  for  the  appointment  of  a 
guardian,  it  will  be  the  best  course  for  the  plaintiff  to  see  that 
such  guardian  is  appointed.  It  can  do  no  harm  in  any  case,  and 
if  the  defendant  is  an  infant  it  is  indispensable  to  the  validity  of 
a  judgment  against  him.  If  a  defendant  appears  and  pleads 
infancy  as  a  defense  to  the  action,  and  the  jury  or  the  justice 
find  against  him  on  that  issue,  he  cannot  reverse  the  judgment 
on  an  appeal  by  alleging  infancy  as  error  in  fact,  and  that  no 
guardian  was  appointed  for  him.  The  decision  of  that  question 
against  him  in  the  court  below,  is  conclusive  upon  an  appeal,  and 
he  will  be  estopped  from  insisting  that  he  is  an  infant.  Ingersoll 
V.  Wilson,  3  Johns.,  437. 

The  manner  of  applying  for  the  appointment  of  a  next  friend 
or  a  guardian,  is  by  a  mere  verbal  application  to  the  justice.  But 
if  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  §  116,  were  applicable,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  apply  by  petition.  As  we  have  already  seen,  ante, 
230,  those  provisions  are  not  applicable.  But  a  written  applica- 
tion is  a  i>roper  practice  in  all  cases,  without  reference  to  the 
Code.  And,  for  that  reason,  forms  will  be  given  for  such  appli- 
cations. When  an  infant  plaintiff  applies,  the  application  will 
not  be  entitled;  but  when  an  infant  defendant  applies,  an  action 
will  be  pending,  and  therefore,  the  application  in  such  case  should 
be  proijerly  entitled.  » 

Application  hy  infant  plaintiff. 

To  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  &c.,  of  the  town  of  May- 
field  in  the  county  of  Fulton  : 

The  undersigned,  who  is  an  infant  of  the  age  of  nineteen  years,  hereby 
applies  to  you  to  issue  a  summons  (or  attachment,  &c.)  in  his  favor  against 
Richard  Roe ;  and  he  also  applies  to  you  to  appoint  Richard  Hansen  as  a 
next  friend  or  guardian  for  him  before  the  issuing  of  said  summons. 
Dated  November  28,  1864.  SANFORD  HANSEN. 
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Consent  of  next  friend,  &o. 

Fulton  County,  ss  ;  I  hereby  consent  to  be  appointed  as  a  next  friend 
or  guardian  of  Sanford  Hansen,  who  is  named  as  plaintiflf  in  the  action  men- 
tioned in  the  annexed  application  or  petition,  and  I  promise  to  pay  all  costs 
which  may  be  recovered  against  him,  or  for  which  he  is  liable  in  said 
action  before  the  said  justice.     Dated  November  28,  1864. 

RICHARD  HANSEN. 

Appointment  ly  justice. 
In  pursuance  of  the  annexed  application  and  consent,  I  hereby  appoint 
Richard  Hansen  as  the  next  friend  or  guardian  of  said  infant  plaintiff, 
Sanford  Hansen,  in  said  action.    Dated  November  28,  1864. 

DAVID  KENNEDY,  Justice  of  the  Feme. 

After  the  application,  consent  and  appointment  are  completed, 
the  justice  will  issue  the'  summons.  After  the  service  and 
return  of  the  process,  the  action  will  proceed  in  the  ordinary 
manner.  K  the  defendant  is  an  infant,  the  first  step  in  the 
action,  after  the  service  and  return  of  the  process,  is  to  appoint 
a  guardian  for  such  defendant.  This  should  be  done  before  the 
plaintiff  delivers  his  complaint  in  the  action.  If  the  defendant 
himself  applies,  the  application  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Application  for  guardian. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT— Fulton  County,  ss: 


John  Doe  /  „  ^ 

agst.  >  David  Kennedy,  Justice. 

Richard  Eoe.  J 

To  David  Kennedy,  Esq. : 

The  undersigned,  who  is  an  infant,  of  the  age  of  twenty  years,  hereby 
applies  to  you  for  the  appointment  of  James  Roe,  as  a  guardian  for  him  in 
the  action  above  entitled.    Dated  November  28,  1864. 

RICHARD  ROE. 

Consent  to  act  as  guardian. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT— Fulton  County,  ss; 

John  Doe  ] 

agst.  V  David  Kennedy,  Justice. 

Eichard  Roe.  \ 


I  hereby  consent  to  be  appointed  as  guardian  for  Richard  Roe,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  annexed  application.  JAMES  ROE. 
Dated  November  28,  1864. 

Appointment  of  guardian. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT— Fulton  County,  ss: 

John  Doe  ) 

agst.  [•  David  Kennedy,  Justice. 

Richard  Roe.  i 

In  pursuance  of  the  annexed  application  and  consent,  I  hereby  appoint 
James  Roe  as  a  guardian  for  the  defendant  Richard  Roe,  in  said  action. 
Dated  November  28,  1864. 

DAVID  KENNEDY,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 
Wait  11—30 
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There  is  no  need  of  drawing  three  separate  papers,  as  has  been 
done  in  the  forms  preceding.  The  application  may  be  drawn  at 
the  top  of  a  sheet  of  paper,  then  the  consent  may  be  drawn  under 
it,  and  below  that  may  be  the  appointment  which  is  made  by  the 
justice,  as  follows : 

Application,  consent  and  appointment  of  next  friend,  Sec. 

To  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Mayfield  in  Fulton  county : 
The  undersigned,  an  infant  of  the  age  of  nineteen  years,  hereby  applies 
to  you  to  issue  a  summons  in  his  favor  against  Richard  Roe,  and  he  also 
applies  to  you  to  appoint  Richard  Hansen  as  a  next  friend  or  guardian  for 
him,  before  the  issuing  of  said  summons.    Dated  November  28,  1864. 

SANFORD  HANSEN. 

I  hereby  consent  to  be  appointed. as  a  next  friend  or  guardian  for  Sanford 
Hansen,  who  is  named  as  plaintiff  in  the  above  application,  and  I  promise 
to  pay  all  costs  which  may  be  recovered  against  him,  or  for  which  he  shall 
be  liable  in  said  action.    Dated  November  28,  1864. 

RICHARD  HANSEN. 
In  pursuance  of  the  above  application  and  consent,  I  hereby  appoint 
Richard  Hansen  as  a  next  friend  or  guardian  for  said  infant  plaintiff,  San- 
ford Hansen.    Dated  November  28,  1864. 

DAYID  KENNEDY,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  same  brief  form  may  be  adopted  when  a  guardian  is 
appointed  for  an  infant  defendant,  by  making  the  necessary 
change  of  names  of  parties,  and  by  entitling  the  application  in 
the  action.  The  justice  should  note  in  his  docket  the  appointment 
of  a  next  friend  or  guardian.  He  ought  also  to  preserve  the 
application,  consent  and  appointment.  They  must  be  filed  and 
kept  with  the  papers  in  the  action,  so  as  to  be  ready  in  case  an 
action  is  brought  upon  the  promise  to  pay  costs,  or  so  as  to  return 
copies  of  them  upon  an  appeal  if  that  should  become  necessary. 

CHAPTER  X. 

PEOCBEDINGS   BBFOEE   PLEADING. 

After  process  has  been  served  upon  a  defendant,  he  may  either 
appear  in  the  action  or  he  may  refuse  to  do  so.  What  an  appear- 
ance is  has  been  already  explained.  Ante,  lYl.  There  is  one  kind 
of  process  which  may  compel  the  defendant  to  be  present  before 
the  justice,  and  that  is  a  civil  warrant.  But  the  mere  presence 
of  the  party  in  such  a  case  is  not  an  appearance,  and  if  the  de- 
fendant does  not  regularly  appear  in  the  action,  he  will  not  waive 
any  objection  which  he  might  have  taken  if  he  had  not  been 
personally  present.  It  is  a  voluntary  and  regular  appearance 
alone  that  can  be  construed  into  a  waiver  of  legal  rights,  if  such 
waiver  is  to  result  from  the  act  of  appearing  in  the  action.  When 
the  plaintiff's  proceedings  are  so  defective,  that  the  justice  has 
no  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  no  objection 
need  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  rights  of  the  de- 
fendant. Because  if  he  refuses  to  appear  in  the  action,  and  does 
not  in  any  manner  waive  such  objections,  he  may  at  any  time 


PROCEEDINGS  BEFORE  PLEADING.  235 

and  in  all  places  question  the  validity  of  the  proceedings  or  of 
the  consequent  judgment  if  one  is  rendered  in  the  action. 

In  relation  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  action  there  can  be  no 
danger  of  waiving  rights  by -an  appearance,  because  it  is  well 
settled,  that  even  express  consent  will  not  confer  jurisdiction  in 
such  a  case,  ante,  16 ;  and,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  there 
could  not  be  a  jurisdiction  which  is  merely  implied  from  a  waiver 
by  taking  steps  in  the  action  when  an  express  agreement  could 
not  confer  it.  But  when  the  justice  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
matter  of  the  action,  and  the  only  defect  in  his  jurisdiction  relates 
exclusively  to  the  process,  either  as  to  its  form,  or  as  to  the  pre- 
liminary proceedings  to  procure  it,  it  is  a  rule  of  very  extensive 
influence  that  the  defendant  may  waive  such  defects,  and  thus 
render  the  jurisdiction  over  his  person  complete.  And,  in  such 
cases,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  defendant  should  expressly 
agree  to  waive  the  errors  or  defects ;  for,  if  he  voluntarily  appears 
in  the  action,  without  any  objection  on  account  of  such  defects 
or  errors,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  voluntarily  waived  them, 
and  to  have  consented  to  consider  the  proceedings  regular. 

It  is  important,  therefore,  for  a  defendant  before  he  appears  in 
the  action  or  takes  any  steps  in  it,  to  consider  whether  there  are 
any  irregularities  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  deiend- 
ant  may  avail  himself.  If  there  are  such  irregularities,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  defendant  to  raise  the  objection  at  the  earliest  moment 
if  he  would  avail  himself  of  them,  upon  an  appeal  from  any  judg- 
ment which  may  be  rendered  against  him  in  such  action.  The 
proper  time  to  raise  and  urge  all  such  objections  is,  on  the  first 
appearance  of  the  parties  before  the  justice  on  the  return  day  of 
the  process,  and  before  any  steps  have  been  taken  in  the  action. 
As  soon  as  the  cause  is  called  by 'the  justice,  the  defendant  ought 
distinctly  to  state  to  the  justice  and  to  the  opposite  party,  the 
objections  which  are  relied  upon  by  such  defendant.  And  if 
the  defect  is  one  which  is  not  amendable,  the  defendant  ought, 
after  specifying  the  particular  defects  or  irregularities,  to  ask  the 
justice  to  dismiss  the  action.  If  the  justice  overrules  the  motion, 
the  defendant  may  except  to  such  decision,  and  the  question  will 
then  be  upon  the  record,  so  that  the  legality  of  the  decision  can  be 
subsequently  reviewed  if  that  becomes  proper  or  important.  The 
nature  of  the  objection  which  may  be  urged  has  been  suggested 
already.  Ante,  2,  3,  4;  see  also  Short  Summons,  ante,  77  to  80 ; 
Attachments,  ante,  153 ;  Warrants,  ante,  89  to  92 ;  Replevin, 
ante,  184. 

Where  there  is  a  mere  irregularity  in  the  process,  or  in  the 
manner  of  procuring  it,  a  voluntary  appearance  by  the  defendant 
will  waive  it.  Ante,  19.  If  the  defendant  voluntarily  takes  any 
steps  in  the  action,  without  first  objecting  to  such  irregularities, 
he  will  waive  them.  And  it  will  not  make  any  difference  to  the 
rule  that  he  was  ignorant  of  them.  If  the  process  or  the  affidavits, 
or  the  bonds  or  securities  which  were  furnished  to  the  justice  to 
authorize  the  process,  are  defective,  the  defendant  may  readily 
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know  it,  for  he  can  call  upon  the  justice  to  produce  them,  and  the 
justice  is  bound  to  do  so  before  the  defendant  is  legally  required 
to  proceed  a  step  in  the  action. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  permit  either  party  to  examine 
all  the  process,  affidavits,  bonds,  securities,  pleadings  or  other 
proceedings  in  the  action,  Avhich  are  filed  with  him.  And  he  is 
bound  to  do  so  in  season  to  permit  either  party  to  examine  them 
in  due  time  to  take  a  legal  objection  to  them  if  they  are  defective. 
A  defendant,  therefore,  has  a  full  opportunity  to  know  of  any 
defects  in  the  plaintiff's  process,  affidavits,  &c.,  and  if  he  neglects 
or  refuses  to  examine  them  or  to  object  to  them,  it  is  entirely 
proper  to  regard  bis  conduct  as  an  agreement  to  waive  such 
defects.  Again,  if  the  process  has  been  irregularly  or  illegally 
served,  the  defendant  has  a  full  opportunity  to  know  it,  and  he 
can  make  a  proper  objection  on  that  ground,  on  the  return  day 
of  such  process.  If  he  fails  or  declines  to  do  so,  he  will  waive  the 
irregularity.  There  are  other  objections  which  may  be  taken  on 
an  adjourned  day,  but  those  will  be  discussed  in  a  subsequent 
place,  since  it  is  not  intended  to  notice  any  matters  here,  except 
such  as  relate  to  the  return  day  of  the  process  for  commencing 
the  action. 

But  there  are  some  other  important  considerations  which  ought 
not  to  be  overlooked,  although  they  do  not  relate  to  defects  in 
the  process.  If  the  justice  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defend- 
ant, he  must  raise  that  question  at  the  return  day  and  in  due 
season.  The  manner  of  doing  this  will  be  explained  in  a  sub- 
sequent chapter.  So,  again,  if  the  defendant  desires  to  raise  a 
question  as  to  the  title  to  lands,  or  he  intends  to  rely  upon  a  title 
to  lands  as  his  defense,  he  must  take  the  proper  steps  to  secure 
his  rights,  or  he  will  waive  them.  This  subject  will  also  be  dis- 
cussed fully  in  a  subsequent  place. 

In  actions  of  replevin,  there  are  some  acts  which  the  defendant 
must  perform  on  the  return  day,  if  he  would  not  waive  them. 
See  ante,  212.  So,  in  other  cases,  a  defendant  may  have  a  partial 
defense,  although  he  cannot  entirely  defeat  the  plaintiff's  action. 
And,  in  such  a  case,  it  may  be  desirable  to  make  an  offer  of  judg- 
ment so  as  to  save  future  costs.  See  Offer  of  Judgment. 

These  general  suggestions  are  sufficient  to  show  a  defendant 
that  vigilance  is  indispensable  to  a  full  protection  of  his  rights, 
and  that  if  he  desires  to  avail  himself  of  any  objection  to  the  acts 
or  omissions  of  the  opposite  party,  such  objection  must  be 
promptly  and  distinctly  taken  at  the  first  available  opportunity. 
The  legal  maxim  is,  Yigilantibus,  non  dormientibus,  jura  sub- 
veniuiit ;  or  in  other  words,  the  laws  assist  those  who  are  vigilant, 
not  those  who  sleep  over  their  rights.  Broom's  Leg.  Max.,  692, 
original  paging. 


JUSTICE  A  MATERIAL  WITNESS.  237 


CHAPTER  XI. 

JUSTICE    A   MATERIAL   WITNESS. 

General  'principles.^  In  the  administration  of  the  laws,  it  is 
important  that  there  should  be  purity  and  impartiality  as  well  as 
every  reasonable  facility  for  the  investigation  of  the  questions  to 
be  tried.  One  of  the  first  principles,  therefore,  is,  that  no  person 
can  act  as  a  judge  and  a  witness  in  the  same  action.  If  such 
acts  were  tolerated,  it  is  evident  that  injustice  must  result,  for  it  is 
not  to  be  supposed  that  a  person  acting  as  judge  would  not  attach 
quite  as  much  importance  to  his  own  evidence  as  to  that  of  any 
other  witness.  The  statute  requires  the  justice  who  tries  the 
cause,  to  administer  the  oaths  to  the  witnesses  who  are  sworn. 
Vol.  I,  53,  §  94.  No  justice  could  administer  an  oath  to  himself, 
and  thus  act  as  court  as  well  as  witness.  And  it  would  not  make 
any  difference  as  to  his  right  to  be  a  witness,  even  if  he  were 
sworn  by  an  other  justice.  If  he  should  be  so  sworn,  and  then 
give  evidence,  it  would  be  error,  and  any  judgment  which  he 
might  render  would  be  reversed  on  appeal.  Perry  v.  Weyman, 
1  Johns.,  520.  The  parties,  however,  may  waive  the  objection, 
and  if  the  justice  is  sworn  by  an  other  justice,  and  he  then  testi- 
fies as  a  witness  without  any  objection,  this  will  be  deemed  to  be 
evidence  given  by  consent,  and  no  advantage  can  be  taken  of  it 
on  an  appeal.  Cohh  v.  Curtiss,  8  Johns.,  470.  But,  where  an 
objection  is  taken,  it  will  be  error  for  the  justice  to  be  thus  sworn 
and  give  evidence.  And,  so  far  is  this  rule  extended,  that  it  will 
be  illegal  to  swear  one  of  three  referees  as  a  witness  on  a  trial 
before  them,  if  an  objection  is  duly  taken  to  that  course.  Morss 
V.  Morss,  11  Barb.,  510. 

The  law,  however,  has  made  ample  provision  for  securing  the 
evidence  of  a  justice  before  whom  a  cause  is  pending.  If  a 
plaintiff  sues  before  a  justice  who  is  a  material  and  necessary 
witness  for  him,  it  is  his  own  fault ;  and  he  will  be  compelled  to 
lose  the  evidence  of  such  justice  if  the  cause  is  to  be  tried  before 
him ;  although  he  may  discontinue  his  action,  and  then  commence 
it  before  some  other  justice,  if  he  desires  to  do  so,  when  he  may 
have  the  advantage  of  such  evidence. 

This  is,  of  course,  optional  with  the  plaintiff,  and  he  will,  there- 
fore, be  governed  by  his  own  feelings  and  judgment  in  the  matter. 

But  a  defendant  would  not  enjoy  a  similar  advantage  were  it 
not  for  the  provisions  of  a  statute.  To  prevent  injustice,  and  to 
give  a  defendant  an  opportunity  of  securing  the  evidence  of  a 
justice  when  material  and  necessary,  the  statute  has  provided 
a  mode  by  which  such  a  result  may  be  attained.  The  statute 
will  be  found  in  full  in  Vol.  I,  55,  '^  109. 

WJien  to  make  the  application.']  Although  the  statute  thus  gives 
a  defendant  the  privilege  of  procuring  the  justice  as  a  witness,  it 
does  not  leave  it  optional  with  him  whether  he  will  apply  at  an 
early  day,  or  postpone  it  until  the  day  of  trial. 
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The  statute  is  express  and  explicit  that  the  application,  if  made 
at  all,  must  be  made  lefore  the  joining  of  issue  in  the  action.  This 
rule  does  not  require  a  defendant  to  make  his  application  before 
the  piaintiflf  puts  in  or  files  his  complaint.  And,  in  ordinary 
cases,  the  application  ought  not  to  be  made  until  the  complaint 
is  put  in  or  filed,  because  the  defendant  cannot  before  that  time 
be  certain  what  cause  of  action  will  be  alleged  against  him,  and, 
therefore,  he  cannot  know  until  then  whether  the  justice  will  be 
a  material  and  necessary  witness  for  him  on  the  trial  of  the  cause. 
But  the  defendant  must  not  put  in  an  answer  before  making  his 
application,  because,  under  the  present  system  of  pleadings  in 
jnstice's  courts,  the  putting  in  of  an  answer  is  a  joining  of  issue. 
And  when  that  has  been  done,  it  will  be  too  late  to  make  the 
application.  The  statute  does  not  declare  whether  an  issue  of 
law,  or  an  issue  of  fact  is  intended ;  and  there  may  be  an  issue 
of  law  as  well  as  an  issue  of  fact,  even  in  a  justice's  court.  It  is 
quite  probable,  however,  that  an  issue  of  fact  alone  was  intended, 
for  it  would  be  in  such  a  case  only  that  the  evidence  of  the  justice 
would  be  material.  Upon  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  there 
would  be  an  issue  of  law,  but  no  evidence  is  necessary  for  the 
determination  of  such  an  issue,  because  it  is  a  mere  question  of 
law  upon  the  record,  and  upon  conceded  facts.  But  since  an  issue 
of  law  is  still  a  legal  issue,  it  would  not  be  prudent  to  demur  to 
the  complaint  before  making  the  application  for  a  discontinu- 
ance of  the  action,  so  that  the  justice  may  be  a  witness  for  the 
defendant. 

The  statute  does  not  require  a  defendant  to  wait  until  the  com- 
plaint is  put  in  or  filed  before  he  can  make  his  application. 

The  only  object  in  waiting  for  that  event  is  to  be  certain  that 
the  justice  may  or  will  be  a  material  and  necessary  witness  for 
the  defiendant ;  and  until  the  complaint  is  delivered,  the  defend- 
ant cannot  be  entirely  certain  what  cause  of  action  he  will  be 
required  to  defend  himself  against.  But,  as  a  general  rule,  the 
parties  pretty  generally  know  the  nature  of  each  other's  claims, 
and  they  know,  too,  whether  the  justice  will  be  a  material  witness 
for  them  on  the  trial.  For  this  reason  a  defendant  may  some- 
times prepare  his  affidavits  even  before  the  return  day  of  the 
process ;  and  there  is  nothing  improper  or  illegal  in  this  course, 
if  the  defendant  prefers  to  adopt  it.  And  besides  that,  there  may 
be  instances  when  it  would,  be  inconvenient  if  not  impossible  for 
the  party  to  attend  and  make  the  affidavits  on  the  return  day, 
after  the  complaint  has  been  put  in  or  filed.  A  defendant  might 
be  sick,  or  he  might  be  absent  from  the  county,  on  the  return 
day  of  the  jirocess,  and  he  is  not,  therefore,  to  lose  the  benefit  of 
the  statute.  It  would  be  proper,  although  it  would  not  be 
necessary  to  set  forth,  in  the  affidavits  the  reason  why  the  usual 
practice  was  departed  from.  But  the  statute  does  not  require 
this  to  be  done,  and  therefore,  it  may  be  done  or  omitted,  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  defendant.  There  is,  however,  one  thing  which 
is  indispensable  in  such  a  case,  and  that  is  that  the  affidavit  shall 
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state  facts  'W^hich  relate  to  the  actual  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the 
complaint ;  or  that  the  defense  which  can  properly  be  interposed 
to  it,  is  such  that  the  justice  will  be  a  material  witness  for  the 
defendant  in  disproving  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint,  or  in 
substantiating  the  matters  interposed  by  way  of  defiense.  There 
is,  therefore,  some  risk  attending  an  application  which  is  founded 
upon  affidavits  which  were  made  before  knowing  what  the  com- 
plaint would  be.  If  the  affidavits  happen  to  meet  the  case  it 
will  be  well;  if  they  do  not,  the  defendant  will  have  to  bear  the 
consequences  of  the  experiment. 

Wlio  to  make  the  application^  Where  there  is  but  a  single 
defendant  there  will,  of  course,  be  no  question  as  to  the  person 
who  must  make  the  application.  But  where  there  are  several 
defendants  it  may  well  happen  that  some  of  the  defendants  need 
the  justice  as  a  witness,  while  he  may  may  not  be  a  material 
witness  as  to  the  others.  And,  whenever  the  judgment  may  be 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  against  some  of  the  defendants,  while 
there  may  be,  in  the  same  action,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
other  defendants,  there  may  then  be  a  case  in  which  the  justice 
will  be  a  material  witness  for  a  defendant,  while  he  may  not  be 
either  material  or  necessary  for  the  other  defendants.  And  since 
it  is  the  policy  of  the  law,  to  secure  the  rights  of  every  defendant, 
it  would  be  sufficient  to  i^rove  that  the  justice  is  a  material  and 
necessary  witness  for  any  of  the  defendants.  And  on  such  proof 
being  duly  made,  the  justice  ought  to  render  judgment  of 
discontinuance. 

How  to  apply ^  After  the  complaint  has  been  put  in,  and  the 
defendant  ascertains  that  the  justice  is  a  material  and  necessary 
witness  for  him,  he  ought  to  state  that  fact  to  the  justice  before 
interposing  any  defense  by  answer  or  otherwise.  But  this  mere 
statement  is  not  alone  sufficient.  The  statute  requires  that  the 
proof  furnished  to  the  justice  shall  be  ty  affidavit.  And  the 
essential  part  of  every  such  affidavit  is,  that  it  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  such  facts  and  circumstances  as  the  law  requires. 

The  statute  requires  that  the  affidavit  shall  show  that  the  jus- 
tice before  whom  the  action  is  pending,  is  a  material  witness  lor 
the  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  cannot  safely  proceed  to  the 
trial  without  the  testimony  of  such  justice.  And  it  will  not  be 
sufficient  to  allege  these  facts  in  the  affidavit,  and  then  stop  at 
that ;  because  the  statute  further  requires  that  the  affidavit  shall 
set  forth  the  particular  facts  and  circumstances  which  it  is  expected 
can  be  proved  by  the  justice. 

A  strict  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  will 
be  necessary,  and  if  it  is  disregarded,  the  justice  may  properly 
refuse  the  application. 

The  statute  declares,  that  the  facts  and  circumstances  stated, 
must  be  such  as  to  satisfy  the  jtistice  that  he  is  a  material  wit- 
ness for  the  defendant,  without  whose  testimony  the  defendant 
cannot  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  action.  This  languaga 
is  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  give  the  justice  an  arbitral^  dis- 
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cretion  whether  he  will  dismiss  the  action  or  not.  It  does  not 
mean  that  the  facts  and  circumstances  mnst  be  such  that  he  is 
convinced  that  he  is  a  material  witness. 

It  was  intended  that  the  facts  should  be  such  that  an  intelligent 
and  an  honest  court  or  magistrate  could  decide  judicially  from  the 
evidence,  that  he  was  a  material  witness,  even  though  he  believed 
that  the  statement  was  mistaken,  or  even  false.  In  such  a  case,  the 
justice  cannot  be  governed  by  his  own  belief,  or  his  own  know- 
ledge, if  the  affidavit  is  full,  clear  and  precise  as  to  the  facts  stated. 
The  facts  stated,  however,  must  be  such  that  the  justice  can  judici- 
ally declare  them  to  be  sufficient  to  require  a  discontinuance  of  the 
action,  and  when  that  is  done,  he  has  no  discretion  in  the  matter ; 
he  is  bound  to  dismiss  the  action.  Hopkins  v.  Cahrey,  24  Wend. 
264,  is  the  leading  case  upon  this  subject.  In  that  case,  Hopkins 
sued  Oabrey  before  a  justice  and  claimed  to  recover  money  alleged 
to  be  in  Oabrey's  hands  as  a  school  district  collector,  which  it  was 
declared  the  defendant  retained  in  his  hands  after  retaining  a 
sufficient  sum  to  pay  a  school  tax,  for  which  the  plaintiff's 
property  had  been  sold  by  such  defendant.  After  the  complaint 
was  put  in,  and  before  answer,  the  defendant  moved  for  a  discon- 
tinuance, which  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit  was 
insufficient.  The  defendant  then  made  a  further  affidavit,  setting 
forth  the  facts  which  he  expected  to  prove  by  the  justice,  which 
were :  "  That  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff 
sued  th&defendant  before  the  said  justice  for  the  same  identical  pro- 
perty for  which  he  now  claims  the  surplus  money,  and  that  judgment 
was  passed  on  the  same  and  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff  for  costs  ;  and  also,  that  the  plaintiff 
acknowledged,  in  the  presence  of  the  justice,  that  the  defendant 
had  tendered  to  him  the  overplus  of  the  money  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  former  suit,  and  that  he  had  no  claim  for 
surplus  moneys,  and  that  the  defendant  did  not  know  of  any 
other  person  by  whom  he  could  prove  those  facts."  The  justice 
refused  to  dismiss  the  action,  and  ruled  as  follows :  "  I  am  not 
satisfied  that  I  am  or  can  be  a  material  witness  in  behalf  of  the 
defendant  in  this  cause,  for  I  know  nothing  material  between  the 
said  parties,  except  what  is  contained  in  the  record  of  the  former 
trial  between  these  parties  before  me,  which  this  defendant  can  at 
all  times  avail  himself  of  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause;  and  further, 
I  have  no  recollection  of  ever  having  heard  the  plaintiff  admit 
that  the  defendant  had  tendered  him  the  overplus  mentioned  in 
the  affidavit." 

After  this  decision,  the  defendant  joined  issue,  and  judgment 
was  rendered  against  him  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  This  judg- 
ment was  reversed  by  the  county  court,  and  the  latter  judgment 
affirmed  by  the  supreme  court.  Among  other  things,  the  court 
said  by  GowEsr,  J. :  "  The  justice  had  no  right  to  interpose  his 
private  knowledge  or  recollection  as  an  answer  to  the  affidavit. 
Doing  so  would  enable  a  justice  to  defeat  the  application,  and  at 
the  same  time  put  the  point  beyond  the  reach  of  review,  even 
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on  tbe  facts  which  he  may  assume  to  kuow  or  to  have  forgotten. 
Here,  it  is  true,  he  states  them,  but  not  under  his  path  as  a  wit- 
ness. That  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  require.  Again,  his 
specification  was  not  satisfactory.  He  had  no  right  to  assume 
that  the  doclset  and  other  written  proceedings  would  have  been 
proof  as  full  to  the  purpose  as  if  accompanied  with  his  oath. 
Oral  proof  is  often  necessary  to  show  what  was  in  fact  heard  and 
submitted  under  an  issue  which  has  been  tried,  in  order  to  give 
it  the  desired  effect  upon  a  subsequent  trial  of  the  same  matter. 
His  want  of  recollection  might  also  have  been  remedied  by  a 
recurrence  to  circumstances  in  the  course  of  his  examination  as 
a  witness." 

There  have  been  several  other  cases  decided  upon  the  question, 
since  the  decision  last  referred  to ;  and  the  settled  practice  is  to 
require  a  full  statement  of  material  facts  or  circumstances,  or 
to  hold  the  affidavits  insuflftcient. 

In  Young  v.  Scott,  3  Hill,  32,  the  defendant's  affidavit  was  as 
follows :  "  Andrew  Scott,  being  sworn,  says  that  the  above 
named  justice  is  a  material  witness  for  this  deponent  on  the  trial 
this  cause,  and  without  whose  testimony  he  cannot  safely  proceed 
to  the  trial  of  said  cause  ;  that  he  expects  to  prove  by  said  jus- 
tice on  the  trial  of  the  matters  in  difference  between  said  parties, 
whenever  the  same  shall  be  tried,  that  the  matters  in  difference 
between  said  parties  were  submitted  to  said  justice,  Walter  S. 
Dailey  and  Jeremiah  Hackney,  as  arbitrators,  selected  by  the 
said  defendant,  and  Abram  Cutler,  who  claimed  the  same  demand 
for  which  this  suit  was  brought,  and  submitted  to  them ;  and 
before  the  award  was  given  in  the  matter,  said  Cutler  revoked  the 
agreement  to  submit  to  such  arbitration ;  and  defendant  says 
that  all  the  matters  then  submitted  were  afterwards  settled  with 
said  Cutler  by  defendant,  as  defendant  supposed  at  the  time,  and 
understood,  and  expects  to  prove,  and  that  said  Cutler  was  the 
owner  of  all  said  matters,  or  the  agent  of  the  above  plaintiff." 

The  plaintiff"  requested  the  defendant  to  say  in  the  affidavit  that 
he  expected  to  prove  the  matters  stated  in  the  last  clause  of  the 
affidavit  by  the  justice,  but  the  defendant  refused  to  do  so,  saying" 
he  would  add  nothing  more.  The  justice  denied  the  motion  to 
dismiss  the  case.  The  plaintiff  then  declared.  The  defendant 
refused  to  plead,  and  left  the  court.  The  plaintiff  had  judgment, 
which  the  county  court  reversed ;  but  the  latter  judgment  was 
reversed  in  the  supreme  court,  and  the  judgment  of  the  justieei 
affirmed.  The  court  said,  among  other  things,  by  BeonsOn,  Ji : 
"When  the  affidavit  is  sufficient,  the  justice  cannot  reftiseithe* 
discontinuance  on  the  ground  that  he  does  not  recollect'  t!he  fiiots 
which  the  defendant  expects  to  prove  by  him,"  aitmgJlDpMws  vl 
Cdbrey,  ante,  240;  "but  he  clearly  has  a  right  to  jud^iof'thesuffli^ 
ciencyofthe  affidavit.  He  must  be  'satisfied,' acting ijindieiaillyv 
that  the  ends  of  justice  require  a  discontinuance' i&fifehe  action.' 
From  the  '  facts  and  circumstances '  set  forth'intMs*affl:davit',>I:am 
unable  th  see  that  the  justice  was  a  materikl^  aid'fjie^saB'yii^it- 
Wait  II— 31 
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iiess  for  the  defendant.  He  expected  to  prove  by  the  justice  that 
there  was  a  submission  and  arbitration  between  himself  and  one 
Cutler,  in  relation  to  the  matter  in  controversy  in  the  suit,  and 
that  Cutler  revoked  the  submission  before  an  award  was  made. 
I  do  not  perceive  that  these  facts,  if  proved,  could  have  any  legal 
influence  on  the  action.  And,  although  it  seems  that  Cutler,  as 
well  as  the  plaintiff,  claimed  the  demand,  that  would  not  make  his 
acts  evidence  against  the  plaintiff.  Indeed,  if  the  plaintiff  himself 
had  made,  and  then  revoked  the  submission,  and  there  had  been 
no  award,  it  would  not  have  affected  his  right  to  sue.  The  only 
thing  of  any  importance  is  contained  in  the  last  clause  of  the 
athdavit,  and  that,  at  the  most,  only  amounts  to  an  allegation 
that  the  defendant  had  settled  the  matter  with  Cutler,  who  was 
either  the  owner  of  the  demand  or  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff.  But 
the  defendant  does  not  state  that  he  expected  to  prove  these  facts 
by  the  justice ;  and  when  his  attention  was  called  to  this  defect, 
and  he  was  requested  to  amend  the  affidavit,  he  refused  to  do  so. 
This  goes  to  show  that  the  omission  was  not  a  mere  clerical  error, 
and. I  think  the  justice  was  right  in  refusing  the  discontinuance." 

There  are  other  difficulties  in  the  case.  So  far  as  it  relates  to 
the  arbitration,  it  appears,  upon  the  face  of  the  affidavit,  that  there 
are  two  other  witnesses,  Dailey  and  Hackney,  who  probably  knew 
as  much  about  the  matter  as  the  justice,  and  it  is  no  where  stated 
in  the  affidavit  that  the  defendant  was  not  able  to  prove  his  case 
by  other  witnesses  as  fully  as  by  the  justice.  In  Hopkins  v.  Cabrey, 
the  defendant  stated  in  his  affidavit  that  he  did  not  know  of  any 
other  person  by  whom  he  could  prove  the  facts  on  which  he  relied. 
I  think  the  defendant  must  state  enough  to  show  that  the  justice 
is  a  necessary  as  well  as  a  material  witness.  The  justice  is  to  be 
"  satisfied  that  he  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defendant,  and 
that,,  without  his  testimony,  the  defendant  cannot  safely  proceed 
to  trial."  To  the  same  effect,  see  also  Murtha  v.  Walters,  2 
Saiidf.,  517  ;  Com.  of  JExdse,  Sec,  v.  Doherty,  16  How.,  46,  in  Sara- 
toga county  court. 

In  what  actions.']  The  statute  authorizes  an  application  for  a 
discontinuance  of  the  action  in  every  action  which  is  cognizable 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  with  a  single  exception.  When 
the  defendant  has  been  arrested  on  a  civU  warrant,  the  statute 
excepts  that  case  from  the  general  rule  provided  by  the  statute, 
and  therefore  no  discontinuance  of  the  action  can  be  granted  on 
the  ground  that  the  justice  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defend- 
ant. But  the  defendant  is  not  remediless,  nor  need  he  be  deprived 
of  the  evidence  of  the  justice  in  such  a  case.  If  the  justice  is  a 
material  witness  for  the  defendant,  and  he  desires  to  have  such 
justice  as  a  witness,  he  should  make  an  affidavit  in  the  same 
manner  and  form  that  he  would  do  in  the  case  of  a  summons  or 
attachment.  And  if  the  affidavit  makes  such  a  case  as  would 
require  a  discontinuance  of  the  action  in  an  ordinary  case,  the 
justice  must  refuse  to  hear  the  case,  in  which  case  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  constable  to  take  the  defendant  before  the  next  justice  of 
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the  city  or  town,  who  is  required  by  statute  to  take  cognizance 
of  the  action,  and  to  proceed  on  the  warrant  in  the  same  manner 
as  though  he  had  issued  it.  Vol.  I,  40,  ^^  19 ;   and  see  ante,  111,  118. 

Form  of  affidavit. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT— FuLToif  County,  ss: 

Daniel  Stewart 

agst. 
Henry  Smith. 


Henry  Smith,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  defendant  named  in 
the  above  entitled  action;  that  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  the  justice  before 
whom  the  said  action  is  pending,  is  a  material  witness  for  this  deponent  in 
the  said  action,  and  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  thereof 
without  the  testimony  of  the  said  justice.  And  this  deponent  further 
says,  that  he  expects  to  prove  by  the  said  justice,  the  following  facts  and 
circumstances,  to  wit :  That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the 
said  plaintiff  sued  this  defendant  before  the  said  justice  for  the  same 
identical  property  for  which  he  now  claims  to  recover  the  surplus  money, 
and  that  judgment  was  passed  in  the  same,  and  entered  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs ;  and  also,  that  the  plaintiff 
acknowledged,  in  the  presence  of  the  said  justice,  that  the  defendant  had 
tendered  to  him  the  overplus  money  before  the  commencement  of  the 
former  action,  and  that  he  had  no  claim  against  the  defendant  for  any 
surplus  moneys.  And  deponent  further  says  that  he  is  unable  to  prove 
these  said  facts  by  any  other  person  than  the  said  justice. 

HENRY  SMITH. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  ) 

this  30th  day  of  Nov.,  1864,      f 

Petek  W.  Plantz,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

The  defendant  need  not  swear  positively  that  he  cannot  prove 
the  same  facts  by  any  other  person  than  the  justice.  It  will  be 
sufficient  to  state  that  the  defendant  cannot  pro\^  such  facts  by 
any  other  person,  "  according  to  the  defendant's  best  knowledge, 
information  and  belief." 

If  any  other  person  knows  the  same  facts,  but  he  cannot  be 
procured  as  a  witness,  then  state  such  facts  as  will  show  that. 

If  the  affidavit  is  made  before  the  return  day  of  the  process,  it 
will  be  proper,  and  perhaps  most  prudent,  to  state  the  reasons 
therefor  in  the  affidavit.  In  doing  this,  draw  the  affidavit  in  full 
as  in  the  precedent  already  given,  and  then  add  the  matter  of 
excuse  or  explanation,  according  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  as  in  the 
following  form  : 

"And  this  defendant  further  says  that  he  is  now  sick,  and  con- 
fined to  his  room,  and  that  he  is,  therefore,  unable  to  appear  in 
person  before  the  said  justice ;  or,  that  one  of  his  children  is  dan- 
gerously ill,  and  that  defendant  cannot  reasonably  or  safely  leave 
said  child  for  the  purpose  of  appearing  before  the  said  justice,  at 
the  hoiir  mentioned  in  the  process  issued  in  this  action  as  the 
time  of  appearance ;  or,  that  the  defendant  has  very  urgent  busi- 
ness which  requires  his  personal  attendance  at  New  York  on  the 
day  appointed  for  the  return  of  the  process  in  this  action." 

Whenever  any  such  excuse  is  made,  it  will  form  a  part  of  the 
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afladavit,  and  be  signed  and  sworn  to  in  the  usual  manner  as  in 
the  form  already  given. 

When  such  an  affidavit  is  drawn  and  presented  to  the  justice, 
he  is  bound  to  swear  the  defendant  to  its  truth,  if  he  requires  the 
justice  to  do  so.  A  refusal  would  be  a  misdemeanor,  for  which 
such  justice  would  be  indictable.  People  v.  Brooks,  1  Denio,  457. 

In  such  a  case  it  is  not  material  whether  the  affidavit  is  sutBc- 
ient  for  the  purpose  intended  or  not ;  nor  is  it  of  any  consequence 
that  the  justice  acted  in  good  faith,  and  in  the  belief  that  he  was 
not  bound  to  administer  the  oath.  Ih.  The  law  imposed  that 
duty  upon  him,  and  it  will  not  be  any  legal  excuse  that  he  was 
ignorant  of  his  duty.  Ih. 

Judgment  of  discontinuance.]  If  the  defendant's  affidavit  is 
sufficient,  the  statute  requires  the  justice  to  render  a  judgment  of 
discontinuance,  but  without  costs  against  either  party.  Vol.  I,  55, 
"5, 109.  Such  judgment  ought  to  be  entered  in  the  justice's  docket 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  show  what  disposition  was  made  of  the 
cause,  and  it  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

"  On  the  30th  day  of  ]S"ovember,  1864,  the  parties  appeared,  when 
the  cause  was  duly  called.  The  plaintiff's  complaint  was  for  the 
recovery  of  certain  surplus  moneys  claimed  to  be  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendant.  The  defendant  did  not  put  in  any  answer,  but 
made  an  affidavit,  in  accordance  with  the  statute,  that  I  am  a 
material  and  necessary  witness  for  the  defense.  Such  affidavit 
being  sufficient,  and  satisfying  me  that  I  am  a  material  witness, 
as  stated  in  the  affidavit  on  file,  judgment  of  discontinuance  is 
hereby  rendered  in  said  action,  without  costs  against  either  party." 

Each  party  is  liable  to  the  justice  for  the  costs  made  by  him 
respectively,  but  no  execution  can  be  issued  to  enforce  their 
collection.  The  only  remedy  is  by  action  in  case  of  a  refusal  to 
pay  the  sum  due. 

Errors  of  justice,  how  corrected.']  If  the  justice  erroneously 
refuses  to  dismiss  an  action  upon  a  proper  and  sufficient  affidavit, 
on  tlie  defendant's  motion,  the  error  may  be  corrected  by  an 
appeal  from  any  judgment  which  he  may  render  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff.  HopMns  v.  Cabrey,  24  Wend.,  264.  But  notwithstanding 
an  erroneous  decision  of  the  justice,  the  defendant  may  waive 
the  error,  if  he  chooses,  and  go  on  to  trial.  In  one  case  the 
defendant  presented  an  affidavit  of  the  materiality  of  the  justice 
as  a  witness,  but  the  justice  stated  that  "  he  could  give  no  evidence 
of  any  thing  except  what  appeared  on  his  minutes,"  and  he 
denied  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  action.  On  the  trial  of  the  action 
the  defendant  participated,  and  he  accepted  the  plaintiff's  offer 
to  allow  the  minutes  of  the  justice  on  a  former  trial,  to  be  read  in 
evidence  from  the  justice's  memorandum  thereof.  He  entered  no 
exception  to  the  denial  of  the  motion,  but  rather  appeared  to 
■acquiesce  in  the  decision,  and  he  himself  also  gave  in  evidence 
the  minutes  of  the  former  trial.  Brown  v.  Brown,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
154.  TheiGourt  did  not  decide  this  case  upon  this  point,  although 
they  evidently  considered  the  conduct  nearly  equivalent  to  a 
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waiver  of  the  error.  There  ought,  however,  to  be  very  clear 
evidence  of  a  waiver  of  such  au  objection.  And  where  an  express 
exception  has  been  taken  to  such  an  erroneous  ruling  of  the 
justice,  nothing  less  than  au  express  waiver  ought  to  deprive  the 
defendant  of  his  remedy  on  an  appeal.  Walrod  v.  Bennett,  6 
Barb.,  145 ;  Penfleld  v.  Jacobs,  21  Barb.,  335 ;  Av&ry  v.  Slacli,,  17 
Wend.,  85,  87.  Whether  a  judgment  would  be  merely  erroneous, 
or  whether  it  would  be  entirely  void,  if  entered  after  au  improper 
refusal  to  dismiss  the  action.,  is  not  decided  in  this  state.  But  see 
unte,  15,  16,  20. 

CHAPTER  Xn. 

ANSWER    OF  TITLE   TO    LAND. 

The  law  does  not  permit  questions  of  title  to  real  estate  to  be 
settled  in  justices'  courts.  And  the  subject,  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
jurisdiction,  has  already  been  suflQciently  discussed.  Ante,  29 
to  36.  There  are,  however,  in  some  cases,  some  important  mat- 
ters of  practice  to  be  observed  if  the  defendant  would  fully  secure 
his  rights.  It  is  not  enough  that  title  to  real  estate  may  be  in 
question,  unless  it  is  so  presented  as  to  deprive  the  justice  of  the 
right  to  proceed  with  the  action.  And  this  chapter  will  be 
devoted,  exclusively,  to  an  explanation  of  the  practice  upon  this 
branch  of  the  law. 

In  what  actions  title  to  land  may  he  interposed.']  The  provisions 
of  the  statute  have  been  elsewhere  given  in  full,  and  it  will 
always  be  proper  to  examine  the  statute  carefully  before  deciding 
any  question  of  this  nature.  Vol.  I.,  8,  9,  ■§§  55  to  62,  inclusive. 
The  statute  gives  the  defendant  a  right  to  interpose  title  to  land 
as  a  defense  in  every  action  which  can  be  brought  in  a  justice's 
court,  provided  the  title  to  land  really  comes  in  question  in  such 
action.  It  may  come  in  question  when  the  plaintiff  claims  that 
the  defendant  has  committed  a  trespass  upon  lands  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff ;  and  when  the  defendant  insists,  as  a  defense,  that  he 
himself  is  the  true  owner  of  the  land,  and  that,  therefore,  the  act 
done  could  not,  in  law,  be  a  trespass.  There  are  numerous 
other  instances  in  which  the  title  to  land  may  be  involved, 
besides  that  of  an  action  of  trespass  to  real  estate;  as  for 
instance,  when  an  action  is  brought  for  a  taking,  a  detention  or 
a  conversion  of  personal  property,  and  the  title  to  the  personal 
property,  depends  upon  the  ownership  of  the  lands  from  which 
such  personal  property  was  procured. 

When  the  defense  must  le  pleaded.']  This  defense,  when  inter- 
posed, is  intended  to  deprive  the  justice  of  jurisdiction,  either  of 
the  entire  action,  or  of  some  part  of  it,  which  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  question  whether  the  defense  of  title  relates  to  the  whole 
cause  of  action,  or  merely  to  a  part  of  it.  And  for  this  reason 
the  law  requires  a  defendant  to  interpose  this  defense  promptly, 
and  at  the  first  opportunity.  The  answer  of  title  must  be  put 
in  at  the  joining  of  issue;  and  if  this  is  omitted,  the  plaintitf 
cannot  insist  upon  a  right  to  interpose  it  at  any  subsequent  stage 
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of  the  action.  There  is  nothing  in  the  language  or  the  spirit  of 
the  statute  which  favors  the  idea  that  an  answer  of  title  is 
proper  at  any  time  but  that  of  the  joining  of  issue  in  the  cause. 
The  law  allows  a  defendant  to  set  up  title  as  a  defense,  either 
with  or  without  other  matters  of  defense.  Vol.  I,  8,  §  55.  At 
the  time  of  answering  he  is  required  to  give  an  undertaking  for  the 
purposes  specified ;  and  if  he  omits  to  furnish  this  he  is  iwecluded 
from  setting  up  his  title.  Vol.  I,  9,  ■§  58.  This  rule  is  entirely- 
consistent  with  the  general  principles  of  the  law,  which  require 
parties  to  act  promptly,  and  to  take  objections  to  jurisdiction  or 
otherwise,  at  the  earliest  practicable  moment.  And,  in  this  case, 
it  would  also  be  consistent  with  justice  and  the  interests  of  the 
parties  to  enforce  the  rule.  The  defendant  knows,  or  ought  to. 
know,  whether  his  defense  is  founded  upon  the  title  to  lands.  If 
it  is,  he  ought  to  plead  it,  and  thus  terminate  the  action  before 
the  justice,  without  unnecessary  delay  and  expense.  If  he  volun- 
tarily joins  issue,  without  making  this  defense,  he  must  be 
prepared  to  try  the  issues  which  he  has  made,  and  upon  which 
he  intended  to  rely.  The  law  gives  him  one  fair  opportunity  to 
interpose  any  defense  he  chooses ;  and  if  he  voluntarily  waives 
that,  he  must  abide  the  event,  since  the  law  will  not  assist  him 
nor  relieve  him  from  the  consequences  of  his  own  negligence  or 
intentional  omissions.  Quiniby  v.  Hart,  15  Johns.,  304.  But 
where  an 'answer  of  title  is  interposed  in  due  season,  and  a  proper 
undertaking  given,  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  amend  his 
answer,  if  defective,  precisely  as  in  any  other  case ;  and  a  refusal, 
by  a  justice,  to  permit  such  an  amendment  will  be  an  error  for 
which  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  will  be  reversed  on 
an  appeal.  Smith  v.  Mitten,  13  How.,  326. 

Who  may  interpose  this  defense.']  The  law  declares,  in  general 
terms,  that  the  defendant  may  interpose  the  defense.  And  if 
there  were  but  one  defendant,  there  could  be  no  question  as  to 
what  persons  might  set  up  the  defense.  But  where  there  are 
several  defendants,  and  a  defense  of  title  to  land  would  be  avail- 
able to  some  of  the  defendants,  while  it  would  not  be  available 
to  others,  a  different  question  is  presented. 

Suppose  that  the  plaintiff  claims  certain  lands,  and  he  sues  A. 
and  B.  for  an  action  of  trespass  for  entering  upon  it.  Now,  it 
may  happen  that  A.  is  the  true  owner  of  the  land  and  entitled 
to  the  possession,  while  B.  may  not  have  any  title  or  right  of 
possession.  In  that  case,  the  title  of  A.  is  a  perfect  defense  for 
him,  even  though  B.  has  no  title,  and  even  though  he  may  be  a 
trespasser  as  against  the  plaintiff  who  might  be  in  the  actual 
possession.  See  Vol.  I,  768,  &c.  In  an  action  of  that  character, 
it  is  clear  that  justice  would  require  that  A.  should  be  permitted 
to  plead  title,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  B.  could  not  derive 
any  advantage  from  that  defense,  because  it  would  not  be  just 
to  deprive  one  man  of  a  full,  legal  and  just  defense,  merely 
because  some  other  person  is  not  equally  entitled  to  the  advan- 
tages of  the  defense  interposed.    And  if  the  action  were  trespass, 
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it  is  very  clear  indeed,  that  each  defendant  might  set  up  any- 
separate  defense  that  he  has,  without  any  reference  to  any  de- 
fense which  the  other  defendants  have.  So  in  any  other  form  of 
action,  either  defendant  is  permitted  to  avail  himself  of  any 
defense  which  he  has,  even  though  it  is  limited  to  himself.  And 
besides  this,  when  there  are  several  separate  causes  of  action, 
the  statute  permits  a  defense  of  title  as  to  some  of  them,  and 
retains  the  action  in  the  justice's  court  as  to  others.  Vol.  I,  9, 
"^  62.  It  may,  therefore,  be  laid  down  as  a  safe,  a  clear  and  a 
just  rule,  that  any  defendant  may  plead  title  for  himself  if  he 
chooses,  even  though  the  other  defendants  omit  or  refuse  to 
do  so. 

The  defense  of  title  to  lands  is  not  limited  to  those  cases 
merely  in  which  the  defendant  claims  to  be  the  owner.  For  the 
person  sued  may  not  claim  any  title  whatever  to  the  lands,  and 
yet  he  may  have  a  perfect  defense  to  the  action  brought  by  the 
plaintiff.  If  the  defendant  acted  as  the  agent  or  servant  of  the  true 
owner  of  the  land,  and  by  his  ditections  in  doing  the  acts  alleged 
as  the  cause  of  action,  such  defense  will  be  as  available  as  though 
the  owner  himself  had  been  sued.  And  whenever  the  defense  of 
title  to  land  is  a  legal  defense  for  any  person,  whether  that  title 
be  in  himself  or  in  a  third  person,  he  may  avail  himself  of  it  by 
answer.  But  it  must  not  be  inferred  from  what  has  been  said, 
that  the  best  possible  title  in  the  world,  will,  in  all  cases,  and 
under  all  circumstances,  constitute  a  legal  defense.  A  person 
may  be  the  actual  owner  of  lands,  and  yet  be  liable  to  an  action 
of  trespass  in  favor  of  one  who  does  not  even  claim  to  own  them. 
The  case  of  landlord  and  tenant  will  sufficiently  illustrate  this; 
for  if  a  landlord  commits  a  trespass  upon  lands  in  the  lawful  and 
peaceable  psssession  of  a  tenant  during  the  continuance  of  his 
term,  an  action  lies,  and  the  ownership  of  the  land  will  not  be 
any  defense  whatever.  Vol.  I,  206  to  211,  768  to  771. 

How  to  plead  title.']  In  ordinary  cases,  the  pleadings  may  be 
either  written  or  oral,  at  the  election  of  the  party  who  puts  them 
in.  Vol.  1, 10,  §  64,  sub.  2.  But  when  the  title  to  lands  is  interposed 
as  a  defense,  it  is  required  by  the  statute  that  the  answer  shall  be 
in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  defendant  pleading  it,  or  by  his  attor- 
ney. Vol.  I,  8,  §  55.  An  oral  answer  would  not  be  a  compliance 
with  the  statute,  and  an  omission  to  furnish  such  an  answer  as 
the  statute  requires,  would  be  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  insist  upon 
a  discontinuance  of  the  action.  For  it  is  only  by  a  compliance 
with  the  terms  of  the  statute  that  the  justice  can  be  required  to 
dismiss  the  action,  and  he  who  neglects  or  refuses  to  perform  the 
acts  specified  by  the  statute,  is  not  in  a  condition  to  claim  its 
advantages.  Randall  v.  Orandall,  6  Hill,  342.  If,  however,  a 
proper  written  signed  answer  is  delivered  to  the  justice,  in  due 
season,  he  must  then  countersign  it  and  deliver  it  to  the  plaintiff", 
or  to  his  attorney,  when  he  appears  by  attorney,  instead  of  in 
person.  Vol.  I,  8,  §  55.  But,  if  the  answer  be  ever  so  legal 
in  form,  and  put  in  at  the  proper  time,  this  alone  will  not  be  suf- 
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ficient  to  require  the  justice  to  dismiss  the  action.  Before  a  jus- 
tice is  bcjuud  to  do  that,  the  defendant  must  also  furnish  such  an 
undertaking  as  the  statute  requires,  and  the  undertaking  must  be 
in  writing,  and  have  at  least  one  surety,  who  is  to  be  approved  by 
the  justice. 

The  ordinary  condition  of  the  undertaking  is,  that  the  defend- 
ant will  give  a  written  admission  of  service  of  any  summons  and 
complaint,  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  which  may  be  deposited 
by  the  plaintifif  with  such  justice,  within  twenty  days  after  such 
discontinuance,  and  that  the  admission  will  be  given  within 
twenty  days  after  such  deposit.  Vol.  I,  8,  ^  56. 

If  the  defendant  was  arrested  in  the  action  before  the  justice, 
the  undertaking  must  contain  a  further  condition,  that  the  defend- 
ant will,  at  all  times,  render  himself  amenable  to  the  process  of 
the  court  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  and  to  any  such  pro- 
cess as  may  be  issued  to  enforce  the  judgment.  Ih.  The  various 
forms  applicable  in  these  cases  will  be  given  at  the  end  of  this 
chapter. 

If  the  defendant  wishes  to  insist  upon  a  discontinuance  of  the 
action,  it  is  indispensable  that  he  should  furnish  such  an  under- 
taking or  bond  as  the  statute  requires.  And  if  he  merely  answers 
orally  that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  land,  or  that  title  will  come  in 
question,  but  he  does  not  furnish  the  proper  bond  or  undertaking, 
he  will  waive  any  right  to  set  up  title  on  his  own  part  at  the  trial, 
even  though  such  answer  was  received  at  the  joining  of  issue, 
without  objection  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  Bandall  v.  CrandaU, 
6  -Hill,  342. 

When  the  defendant  desires  to  show  title  as  a  defense,  he 
must  set  forth  in  his  answer  such  facts  as  show  that  title  will 
come  in  question  on  the  trial,  and  he  must  also  give  a  proper 
undertaking ;  if  he  omits  both,  or  either  of  these  requisites,  the 
justice  will  have  jurisdiction,  and  the  defendant  will  be  pre- 
cluded at  the  trial  from  showing  title  as  a  defense.  Fredonia,  &c., 
P.  R.  V.  Wait,  27  Barb.,  214. 

If  the  defendant  answers  in  writing,  as  required  by  the  statute, 
and  he  also  gives  the  proper  undertaking,  the  justice  will  be 
bound  to  dismiss  the  action.  And  if  this  is  done,  the  plaintiff 
will  then  have  to  commence  a  new  action  for  the  same  cause  in  the 
supreme  court,  if  he  desires  to  prosecute  an  action  for, that  cause. 
And,  besides  that,  he  must  commence  such  action  in  the  supreme 
court  within  twenty  days  after  the  discontinuance  of  the  action 
by  the  justice,  or  the  sureties  in  the  defendant's  undertaking  will 
be  discharged  from  all  liability.  The  plaintiff  need  only  deposit 
a  summons  and  complaint  with  the  justice  who  dismissed  the  for- 
mer action,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  statute.  He  need  not 
serve  it  on  the  defendant,  because  the  defendant  is  required  to 
give  an  admission  of  the  service  thereof  within  twenty  days  after 
such  summons  and  complaint  have  been  deposited  with  the 
justice.  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  give  the  defendant  notice 
that  such  summons  and  complaint  have  been  deposited  with  the 
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justice.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  attend  to  that  matter 
for  himself,  and  to  be  careful  that  he  gives  the  admission  in  due 
time,  which  is  within  twenty  days  after  the  deposit  with  the  justice. 
The  admission  of  service  must  be  in  writing,  and  it  ought  to  be 
indorsed  on  the  summons  and  complaint,  and  signed  by  the 
defendant,  or  by  his  duly  authorized  attorney. 

Under  the  old  practice,  before  the  Code,  the  condition  of  the 
bond  was,  that  the  defendant  would  appear  within  twenty  days 
after  the  return  of  process  and  put  in  special  bail  in  the  action, 
if  the  plaintiflf  commenced  an  action  for  the  same  cause,  in  the 
common  pleas,  within  thirty  days  after  such  discontinuance  by 
the  justice.  2  K.  S.,  237,4  60,  1st  ed.  And  under  that  statute  it 
was  held  that  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriflF,  for  service, 
was  a  suflBcient  commencement  of  an  action  to  comply  with  the 
statute,  and  to  render  the  defendant's  sureties  liable  for  a  breach 
of  the  bond,  even  though  the  sheriff  did  not  serve  the  writ.  Pat- 
terson V.  Parker,  2  Hill,  598.  It  was  held  that  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  to  appear  within  the  time  limited  and  put  in 
special  bail,  whether  the  writ  was  served  or  not.  li.  Persons  t. 
Parker,  3  Barb.,  249,  is  to  the  same  effect. 

The  present  practice  is  entirely  different,  for  the  plaintiff's  sum- 
mons and  complaint  are  to  be  deposited  with  the  justice  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  the  defendant  an  opportunity  of  giving  a 
written  admission  of  service.  The  summons  and  complaint  must 
be  deposited  with  the  justice  within  twenty  days  after  the  discon- 
tinuance, and  the  defendant  must  give  the  written  admission 
within  twenty  days  after  the  deposit  of  such  papers  with  the 
justice.  When  the  summons  and  complaint  are  deposited  with  the 
justice  in  accordance  with  the  statute,  the  defendant  must  be  care- 
ful to  give  a  written  admission  of  service  within  twenty  days  after 
such  deposit.  And  if  he  omits  to  do  so,  and  an  action  is  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  sureties  upon  the  undertaking,  the  court 
has  no  power  to  relieve  them.  Davis  v.  Jones,  4  How.,  340;  8.  C,  3 
Code  Eep.,  63.  The  plaintiff  may,  however,  waive  a  literal  compli- 
ance with  the  statute.  And,  therefore,  if  the  defendant  omits  to 
give  a  written  admission  of  the  service  of  the  summons  and  com- 
plaint within  the  tiventy  days  prescribed  for  that  purpose ;  yet,  if 
such  defendant  does,  within  that  time,  put  in  an  answer  to  the  action 
in  the  supreme  court,  and  the  plaintiff  accepts  it  without  objection, 
and  without  such  admission,  this  will  be  held  vto  be  a  waiver  of 
the  objection  and  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute. 
Wiggins  v.  Talhnadge,  7  How.,  404. 

The  answer  of  title  before  the  justice  must  be  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff",  but  the  statute  does  not  declare  what  shall  be  done  with 
the  undertaking  given  by  the  defendant.  And  in  the  absence  of 
authority  upon  the  question,  the  proper  course  of  the  justice  will 
be  to  retain  it  himself,  as  a  part  of  the  proceedings  in  the  action, 
at  least  until  a  breach  of  its  conditions.  He  will  then  be  able  to 
produce  it  for  either  party,  if  it  is  properly  demanded.  At  all 
events,  the  justice  ought  to  retain  it  until  the  expiration  of  forty 
Wait  11—32 
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days  from  the  dismissal  of  the  action  by  him.  For  the  plaintiff 
has  twenty  days  in  which  to  commence  a  new  action  in  the  supreme 
court,  by  depositing  the  summons  and  complaint  with  such  justice. 
And  the  defendant  then  has  twenty  days  in  which  to  give  a  written 
admission  of  service.  After  a  breach  of  the  undertaking,  by  an 
omission  of  the  defendant  to  give  a  written  admission  of  service 
of  the  summons  and  complaint,  there  is  no  legal  objection  to  a 
delivery  of  the  undertaking  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  an  action  thereon,  if  he  desires  to  do  so.  After  a  breach 
of  the  conditions  of  the  undertaking,  there  is  no  good  reason  why 
the  plaintiff  should  not  have  the  instrument  if  he  requires  it, 
since  he  then  has  a  subsisting  right  of  action  which  is  given  by  it, 
and  of  which  it  is  the  highest  evidence. 

The  remarks  already  made  have  related  chiefly,  if  not  entirely 
to  a  case  in  which  the  entire  action  was  discontinued  by  the  jus- 
tice. But  where  there  are  several  separate  causes  of  action,  the 
answer  of  title  may  not  be  applicable  to  more  than  a  portion  of 
them,  and  in  such  a  case,  the  justice,  on  receiving  a  proper  answer 
and  undertaking,  is  to  dismiss  so  much  of  the  action  as  is  covered 
by  the  defense  of  title.  But  as  to  the  residue  of  the  action,  he  is 
to  proceed  in  the  usual  manner.  And  it  is  especially  important 
for  the  plaintiff  to  recollect  that,  if  he  commences  a  new  action  for 
the  cause  of  action  to  which  title  has  been  pleaded,  he  must 
commence  that  action  in  the  supreme  court,  for  that  is  expressly 
required  by  the  statute.  The  question  of  costs  in  the  supreme 
court  is  provided  for  by  statute.  Code,  §  61. 

Action  in  supreme  court.]  In  an  action  in  the  supreme  court  by 
the  plaintiff,  he  will  be  restricted  to  the  same  cause  of  action  for 
which  he  sued  before  the  justice.  Code,  §  60.  But  the  statute 
relates  to  the  identity  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  justice's 
court,  and  that  sued  for  in  the  supreme  court,  and  while  the 
causes  of  action  must  be  the  same,  the  law  does  not  require  that 
the  form  of  pleading  shall  be  the  same.  Wiggins  v.  Tallmadge,  7 
How.,  404;  Jewett  v.  Jewett,  6  How.,  185.  If  the  causes  of  action 
are  identical,  that  will  be  sufficient,  since  the  object  of  the- law 
will  be  accomplished,  which  was  to  require  a  trial  of  the  cause  of 
action  relied  on  in  the  court  below  in  the  first  instance.  11.  IsTo 
reply  is  necessary  in  an  action  in  a  justice's  court,  and  yet  a 
reply  is  not  only  proper  but  is  necessary  in  an  action  in  the 
supreme  court.  Ih.  As  to  amendments,  see  Houghtaling  v.  Hough- 
taling,  5  Barb.,  379. 

In  the  action  in  the  supreme  court,  both  parties  will  be  restricted 
to  the  same  pleadings  in  substance,  as  those  relied  upon  in  the 
court  below.  If  either  party  attempts  to  interpose  a  new  ground 
of  action  or  of  defense  in  the  action  in  the  supreme  court,  the 
remedy  is  by  motion  to  that  court  to  compel  the  party  to  abide 
by  his  former  pleading.  If  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  set  up  a  new 
cause  of  action,  the  defendant  may  have  such  new  cause  of  action 
struck  out  on  motion.  TutUll  v.  Clark,  11  Wend.,  642.  And  so 
if  the  defendant  seeks  to  interpose  a  new  or  a  different  defense 


ANSWER  OF  TITLE  TO  LAND.  251 

from  that  offered  and  put  iu  before  the  justice,  the  plaintiff  may 
have  it  struck  out  on  motion.  Ih.  If  the  defendant,  while  in  the 
justice's  court,  interposes  no  answer  but  that  of  title,  he  will  not 
be  permitted  to  add  a  general  denial  in  the  supreme  court.  And 
if  he  does  so,  and  the  denial  is  not  struck  out  on  motion,  still,  on 
the  trial  of  the  action  he  will  be  confined  to  his  answer  of  title, 
and  if  he  fails  to  show  title  as  alleged  in  the  answer,  a  verdict 
will  be  directed  for  the  plaintiff.  Brotherton  v.  Wright,  15  Wend., 
237,  240.  It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  it  is  of  the  utmost 
importance  to  the  parties,  that  they  form  their  pleadings  correctly 
in  the  first  instance,  for  a  good  defense  may  be  utterly  unavail- 
ing from  the  want  of  due  care  in  presenting  it  in  a  proper  time 
and  manner. 

The  rule  which  requires  the  parties  to  rely  upon  the  same  cause 
of  action  or  deffense,  does  not  prohibit  a  defendant  from  abandon- 
ing in  the  supreme  court,  a  part  of  the  defense  interposed  before 
the  justice.  Wiggins  v.  Tallmadge,  7  How.,  404.  The  defense 
is  the  same  so  far  as  it  goes,  and  the  abandonment  of  a  part  of  the 
grounds  cannot  do  the  plaintiff  any  harm.  li. 

The  test  in  relation  to  the  pleadings  is,  whether  they  are  the 
same  in  substance  with  those  interposed  in  the  court  below.  If 
they  are,  the  object  of  the  law  is  accomplished.  li.  And  see  People 
Y.  Albany  Com.  Pleas,  19  Wend.,  123,  in  which  it  was  held  that  if 
the  complaint  in  the  justice's  court  did  not  describe  the  close 
of  the  plaintiff  with  particularity,  that  might  be  done  in  the  court 
above.  If,  however,  he  describes  a  different  close  or  a  new  cause 
of  action,  that  will  be  struck  out  on  motion  of  the  aggrieved 
party.  Ih.;  and  see  Bennett  v.  EatJibun,  17  Johns.,  37. 

The  action  which  is  commenced  in  the  supreme  court  is,  never- 
theless, an  action  originally  commenced  in  a  justice's  court.  Cook 
V.  Nellis,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  126  ;  Pugsley  v.  Kesselburgh,  7  How.,  402; 
Wiggins  Y.  Tallmadge,  Id.,  404;  Brown  v.  Brown,  6  How.,  320. 
But  now,  under  the  amended  Code,  an  appeal  may  be  taken  to 
the  court  of  appeals  without  leave  given  by  the  supreme  court 
at  general  term,  when  the  action  was  commenced  in  the  supreme 
court,  after  a  discontinuance  before  a  justice.  Oode,  §  11,  sub.  3. 

Title  on  plaintiff's  own  showing.^  It  is  important  to  bear  in 
mind  that  the  principal  object  of  this  statute  was  to  deprive  a 
justice  of  the  power  to  try  questions  of  title  to  real  estate.  And 
to  accomplish  this  object,  provision  is  made  for  pleading'  title, 
and  thus  removing  the  cause  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice. 
Title  may  come  in  question  in  either  of  two  ways :  1.  By  the 
showing  of  the  plaintiff  in  making  out  his  cause  of  action;  and, 
2,  by  the  showing  of  the  defendant  by  proving  his  defense.  The 
law  did  not  intend  to  permit  either  party  thus  to  introduce  the 
question  of  title  for  trial  by  the  justice.  And,  having  provided 
carefully  for  the  rights  of  the  defendant,  by  giving  him  a  right  to 
plead  title,  and  on  giving  proper  security  to  then  deprive  the  jus- 
tice of  jurisdiction,  the  statute  then  proceeds  to  declare  the  con- 
sequences of  an  omission. 
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If  title  is  not  set  up  in  the  answer,  and  a  proper  undertaking 
given,  the  justice  will  have  jurisdiction  of  the  action,  and  the  de- 
fendant will  be  precluded,  iu  Ms  defense,  from  drawing  the  title  in 
question.  Code,  §  58.  Bj'  this  is  clearly  meant  that  the  defendant 
shall  not  prove  his  title  as  a  defense  to  the  plaintiff's  action.  It 
does  not  mean  that  the  defendant  shall  not  raise  a  question  of 
title  upon  the  plaiutiff 's  evidence.  This  is  evident  from  the  next 
section,  Code,  §  59,  which  expressly  declares  that  the  defendant 
may  raise  a  question  of  title  when  it  arises  from  the  plaintiff's 
own  showing.  And  this  is  the  rule  in  those  cases  in  which  there 
is  no  pretense  of  an  answer  of  title  interposed.  And  the  statute 
is  imperative  that,  when  the  plaintiff's  evidence  shows  title,  and 
the  defendant  disputes  the  plaintiff' 's  title,  the  justice  shall  dis- 
miss the  action,  and  render  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs, 
How  to  raise  the  question  of  title  in  such  a  case  has  been  fully 
explained,  ante,  29,  30,  34.  There  is  one  case  in  which  it  was 
held  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  plead  title,  or  waive  the 
right  to  object  that  title  was  in  question,  even  on  the  plaintiff's 
own  showing,  if  the  complaint  showed  that  the  title  to  lands  was 
in  question.  Adams  v.  Rivers,  11  Barb.,  390.  With  great  deference 
to  the  court  which  pronouijced  that  judgment,  it  is  submitted 
that  the  rule  there  applied  has  no  foundation  in  the  statute ;  but, 
on  the  contrary,  is  entirely  opposed  to  the  entire  scope  and  spirit 
of  the  statute.  The  statute  does  not  declare  that  the  defendant 
must  plead  title  in  those  cases  in  which  the  complaint  shows  that 
title  to  land  will  come  iu  question.  It  merely  requires  the  defend- 
ant to  plead  title  when  he  himself  relies  upon  his  own  title  as  a 
defense.  And,  what  is  entirely  conclusive,  is,  that  the  next  section 
expressly  declares  that  when  title  is  shown  by  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  may  dispute  that  title,  and  that  the  justice  shall  then 
dismiss  the  action.  The  recent  cases  expressly  hold  this  view  of 
the  subject,  and  Adams  v.  Rivers  cannot  be  regarded  as  of  author- 
ity on  that  question.  Main  v.  Cooper,  26  Barb.,  468 ;  S.  C,  11  B. 
P.  Smith,  180. 

.Ansiver  of  title  in  the  defendant. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


JoliQ  Doe  / 

agst.  y  Peteb  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 

Richard  Roe.  \ 

The  defendant,  Richard  Roe,  answers  the  complaint  in  this  action,  and 
alleges  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his  action,  because, 
at  the  time  of  the  alleged  wrongful  trespass  upon  the  lands  mentioned  and 
described  in  the  complaint,  the  defendant  vras  then  and  before  that  time, 
and  ever  since  has  been  the  lawful  owner  in  fee  of  said  lands,  having  a 
full  and  lawful  right  to  do  and  perform  all  the  said  acts  which  are  alleged 
by  the  plaintiff  to  be  wrongs  and  trespasses  upon  his  rights.  And  the 
defendant  further  alleges  that  he  claims  title  to  said  lands,  and  is  the  true 
owner  of  the  same.  Wherefore,  he  demands  judgment  that  this  action  bo 
dismissed  or  discontinued  by  the  said  justice. 

RICHARD  ROE. 


ANSWER  OF  TITLE  TO  LAND.  253 

Answer  of  title  in  a  third  person. 
[Same  Title.] 

The  defendant,  Richard  Roe,  answers  the  complaint  in  this  action,  and 
alleges  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  an  action  against 
him,  because  the  close  mentioned  and  described  in  the  complaint  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  wrongful  acts,  the  land,  soil,  and  freehold  of  one 
James  Denn,  and  not  that  of  the  plaintiff;  that  the  said  James  Denn,  at 
the  time  of  the  said  wrongful  acts,  had  full  and  lawful  authority  over  the 
said  lands  as  owner,  with  a  legal  right  to  the  possession  thereof;  that  this 
defendant  did  the  alleged'  wrongful  acts  by  the  direction  of  the  said  James 
Denn  as  he  lawfully  might ;  that  the  said  land,  soil,  and  freehold  was  not 
the  land  or  freehold  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  wrongful 
acts,  nor  was  he  then  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof;  and  the  defendant 
further  alleges  that  the  title  to  said  lands  was  in  the  said  James  Denn,  as 
aforesaid,  and  will  come  in  question  on  the  trial  of  this  action.  Wherefore, 
he  demands  judgment  that  this  action  be  dismissed  or  discontinued  by  the 
said  justice.  RICHARD  ROE. 

The  answer  may  be  signed  by  the  defendant  in  person  or  it 
may  be  done  by  attorney.  After  it  is  delivered  to  the  justice  he 
is  required  to  countersign  it  and  deliver  it  to  the  plaintiff.  There 
is  no  precise  form  necessary  for  this  purpose,  though  the  follow- 
ing form  may  be  adopted  and  indorsed  on  the  complaint : 

Countersigning  lyy  justice. 

The  within  answer  was  delivered  to  me,  at  the  joining  of  the  issue  in  the 
within  entitled  action,  on  the  30th  day  of  November,  1864,  and  I  hereby 
countersign  the  same. 

PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 

Another  form. 

Countersigned  this  30th  day  of  November,  1864. 

PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 

As  countersigning  is  merely  intended  to  identify  the  answer, 
either  form  will  be  entirely  sufficient  for  the  purpose.  Where 
there  are  several  causes  of  action,  and  the  defendant  does  not 
wish  or  intend  to  plead  title  to  more  than  one  of  them,  he  should 
so  modify  his  answer  as  to  show  clearly  which  cause  of  action  is 
intended. 

In  every  case  the  defendant  ought  to  set  up  a  general  denial 
before  answering  title,  if  he  wishes  or  intends  to  put  the  plaintiff 
to  proof  of  his  title  in  the  action  in  the  supreme  court.  By 
merely  pleading  title  as  an  affirmative  defense,  without  interpos- 
ing a  denial,  the  plaintiff's  title  will  stand  admitted  and  prevail 
unless  the  defendant  can  show  title  in  himself.  Brotherton  v. 
Wright,  15  Wend.,  237 ;  and  see  also  Tuthill  v.  ClarTc,  11  Wend.,  642. 

The  defendant  should  set  up  as  many  defenses  as  he  has  besides 
the  answer  of  title,  so  that  a  complete  issue  may  be  joined  in  the 
action.  And  where  there  are  other  causes  of  action  besides  those 
to  which  title  has  been  pleaded,  the  issues  may  be  joined  and 
tried  in  the  same  manner  as  though  no  question  of  title  had  arisen 
in  relation  to  those  causes  of  action  which  the  justice  may  have 
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dismissed  on  tlie  answer  of  title.  The  statute  requires  an  under- 
taking at  the  time  of  answering  title.  But  a  bond  is  clearly  an 
undertaking,  and,  as  in  the  former  precedents  a  bond  has  been 
preferred,  so  a  bond  will  be  given  here. 

Form  of  hond  on  answer  of  title. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  Richard  Roe  and  Daniel  Stew- 
art, of  the  town  of  Johnstown  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  are  held  and  firmly 
bound  unto  John  Doe,  of  the  same  place,  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dol- 
lars, to  be  paid  to  the  said  John  Doe,  or  to  his  certain  attorney,  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns  ;  to  which  payment,  well  and  truly  to  be  made, 
we  jointly  and  severally  bind  ourselves,  our  and  each  of  our  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  our  seals,  and 
dated  the  30th  day  of  November,  1864. 

Whereas,  in  an  action  before  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  one  of  the  justices 
of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county  of  Fulton  wherein 
the  above  named  John  Doe  is  plaintifi",  and  the  above  bounden  Richard 
Roe  is  defendant,  the  said  Richard  Roe  has  pleaded  specially  by  answer 
that  the  title  to  lands  will  come  in  question  in  the  said  action. 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said 
plaintiff,  John  Doe,  shall,  within  twenty  days  after  the  discontinuance  of 
this  action,  deposit  with  the  said  justice,  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  a  summons 
and  complaint  in  an  action  in  the  supreme  court,  for  the  same  cause  of 
action  so  discontinued,  and  relied  on  before  the  said  justice,  and  the  said 
defendant,  Richard  Roe,  shall  and  does,  within  twenty  days  after  such 
deposit  as  aforesaid,  give  a  written  admission  of  the  service  of  said  sum- 
mons and  complaint,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in 
full  force  and  virtue. 

RICHARD  ROE,  [l-  s.] 

DANIEL  STEWART,  [l.  s.J 
Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of        j 

Pbteb  W.  Plantz. 

There  is  sometimes  an  other  condition  necessary  to  be  added 
to  the  one  already  mentioned.  If  the  defendant  was  arrested  in 
the  action  before  the  justice,  then  add  the  following  condition : 

Condition  when  defendant  was  arrested. 

"And  this  bond  is  upon  the  further  condition,  that  if  the  said  defendant, 
Richard  Roe,  shall,  and  does  at  all  times,  render  himself  amenable  to  the 
process  of  the  supreme  court  during  the  pendency  of  the  action  therein, 
and  to  such  process  as  may  be  issued  by  that  court  to  enforce  the  judgment 
therein,"  then,  &c. 

The  surety  in  such  a  bond  or  undertaking  must  be  approved  by 
the  justice,  and  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Form  of  approval. 

I  approve  of  the  within  bond,  and  of  the  sufiiciency  of  Daniel  Stewart  as 
the  surety  therein. 

PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 
Nov.  30,  1864. 

The  law  does  not  require  more  than  one  surety,  though  two  or 
more  will  do  no  harm.  The  liability  of  the  surety  is  fixed  at  one 
hundred  dollars.  Code,  ■§  66. 
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CHAPTER  xrn. 

OFPEE   OF   JUDGMENT. 

In  what  actions.}  In  every  action  in  which  the  defendant  can- 
not deny  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  some  amount,  he 
may  make  an  offer  of  judgment  to  the  plaintiff  for  a  specified  sum 
with  costs  up  to  the  time  of  such  offer.  Vol.  I,  11,  '^  64,  sub.  15. 
The  defendant  is  thus  g,llowed  an  opportunity  of  preventing  a 
protracted  or  an  expensive  litigation.  And,  when  a  defendant  is 
satisfied  that  there  is  a  particular  sum  due  to  the  plaintiff"  on  a 
demand  arising  upon  contract,  or  that  such  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  some  amount  of  damages  in  an  action  for  a  tort,  it  will 
always  be  prudent  to  offer  judgment  for  such  sum  as  the  plaintiff 
will  probably  recover..  If  such  an  offer  is  properly  made  the 
plaintiff  will  be  compelled  to  accept  it,  or  take  the  risk  of  paying 
all  subsequent  costs  of  the  action,  in  case  he  does  not  recover  a 
judgment  for  a  greater  amount  than  that  offered.  Code,  <§  64, 
sub.  15.  And  the  sum  recovered  must  be  larger  than  .that  offered, 
exclusive  of  costs.  11. 

The  costs  in  actions  in  justices'  courts  are  not  large  when  com- 
pared with  those  in  actions  in  the  supreme  court,  and  yet  the 
amount  is  sometimes  such  that  it  is  an  object  to  avoid  their  pay- 
ment, especially  when  the  action  itself  is  a  mere  vexatious  pro- 
ceeding on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  In  actions  for  a  tort,  where 
it  is  certain  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  at  least 
nominal  damages,  it  will  always  be  advisable  to  make  an  offbr  of 
judgment.  And  the  offer  made  ought  to  be  such  as  is  quite 
certain  to  be  equal  to  any  amount  that  a  fair  jury  or  an  intelli- 
gent and  ca,ndid  justice  would  be  likely  to  give  from  the  evidence 
in  the  particular  case.  By  pursuing  this  course,  a  jury  or  the 
justice  cannot  fail  to  see  that  the  continuance  of  the  litigation  is 
not  the  fault  or  the  wish  of  the  defendant,  and  if  the  offer  has 
been  a  reasonable  and  just  one,  there  is  little  difficulty  in  the 
way  of  a  just  verdict.  In  making  such  an  offer,  it  will  always 
be  advisable  tjo  make  some  little  sacrifice,  by  way  of  offering 
rather  more  instead  of  a  little  less  than  could  be  fairly  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff",  and  this  is  especially  the  case  when  it  is  certain 
or  when  it  is  quite  probable  that  the  offer  will  not  be  ^ accepted 
by  the  plaintiff.  In  such  a  case,  the  offer  will  be  fair  towards 
the  plaintiff,  and  if  he  rejects  it,  that  will  be  his  own  fault  or  his 
own  folly.  While  it  will  be  an  act  of  prudence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  in  any  event,  and  especially  so,  if  the  justice  or  the 
jury  should  find  a,  verdict  for  less  than  the  amount  offered,  since 
in  that  case  it  would  not  only  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs  from 
the  time  of  the  offer,  but  would  also  subject  him  to  all  the  costs 
of  the  action  from  that  time.  The  statute  does  not  make  any 
exceptions,  and  therefore  the  offer  will  be  proper  in  any  action 
which  can  be  tried  in  a  justice's  court. 
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WIw  may  maJie  the  offer.]  Where  there  is  a  single  defendant, 
no  question  can  arise  as  to  the  party  who  may  make  the  offer. 
But  when  there  are  several  defendants  in  the  action,  and  some 
of  them  desire  to  offer  judgment,  and  others  do  not,  a  different 
question  is  presented.  And  so,  too,  where  there  are  several  de- 
fendants, and  one  of  them  offers  judgment  against  all,  there  may 
be  difficulties  to  be  met  and  disposed  of  before  a  regular  judg- 
ment can  be  obtained. 

Where  the  action  is  for  a  tort,  and  there  are  several  defendants, 
no  one  of  them  will  be  authorized,  fvopi  the  mere  relation  of 
defendant,  to  offer  judgment  against  any  one  but  himself.  So 
there  are  cases  of  actions  upon  contract  in  which  neither  defend- 
ant can  bind  any  one  but  himself  by  the  offer  of  judgment.  Such 
an  offer  is  substantially  a  judgment  by  confession,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  the  power  of  one  person  to  bind  an  other.  As  to  the 
power  of  partners  to  confess  judgments,  see  Vol.  I,  298,  &c. 

In  courts  of  record  where  defaults  are  allowed,  it  has  been  held 
that,  when  two  partners  were  sued,  and  one  suffered  default,  but 
the  other  appeared  and  offered  judgment,  the  offer  so  made  was 
sufficient  to  render  the  plaintiff  liable  for  costs  in  case  he  did  not 
recover  more  than  the  sum  offered.  La  Forge  v.  Chilson,  3  Sandf., 
752.  But  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  default  in  a  justice's  court, 
and  when  the  defendant  does  not  appear,  the  plaintiff  must  prove 
his  case  just  as  though  he  had  appeared  and  put  in  a  general 
denial.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  8.  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  that  every 
offer  of  judgment  should  be  made  by  some  person  who  is  duly 
and  legally  authorized  by  the  defendant  to  make  such  offer. 
And  when  there  is  no  such  authority,  there  cannot  be  a  legal 
offer  of  judgment.    See  Confession  of  judgment. 

At  what  time.']  The  statute  is  explicit  as  to  the  time  when  the 
offer  must  be  made.  It  must  be  on  the  return  of  the  process,  and 
before  answering  in  the  action.  Code,  <§  64,  sub.  15.  If  not  made 
until  after  issue  is  joined,  by  putting  in  an  answer,  it  will  be  too 
late,  and  an  offer  after  that  time  will  be  a  nullity. 

How  to  malce  the  offer.]  In  the  first  place,  the  offer  must  be  in 
writing;  it  must  also  be  for  a  specified  amount;  and  it  must  ex- 
pressly offer  to  pay  the  costs  up  to  the  time  of  making  the  offer. 
Code,  §  64,  sub.  15.  The  offer  cannot  properly  be  made  until  the 
complaint  is  put  in  or  filed;  for,  until  that  is  done,  the  defendant 
cannot  be  certain  what  cause  of  action  will  be  alleged  against 
him,  and  therefore  he  could  not  intelligently  make  any  offer  of 
judgment.  But,  as  soon  as  the  complaint  is  delivered  to  the 
justice,  either  orally  or  in  writing,  the  defendant  will  be  in  a 
condition  to  determine  whether  to  offer  judgment.  If  he  elect  to 
make  such  offer,  the  plaintiff  will  then  be  compelled,  before 
taking  any  other  steps  in  the  action,  to  elect  whether  he  will 
accept  or  reject  the  offer  so  made.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  15.  If  the 
offer  is  rejected,  the  plaintiff  need  do  nothing  more  than  to  de- 
clare that  he  will  not  accept  it,  or  that  he  rejects  it.  And  if  the 
plaintiff  does  not  make  any  declaration  whatever,  but  merely 


OFFER  OF  JUDGMENT.  257 

remains  silent,  this  will  be  deemed  a  rejection  of  the  offer.  If 
the  offer  is  accepted  by  the  plaintiff,  he  must  give  notice  of  that 
fact,  in  tvriting,  to  the  defendant;  and  the  notice  must  be  signed 
by  the  plaintiff,  or  his  duly  authorized  agent  or  attorney. 

When  the  defendant  elects  to  make  an  offer  of  judgment,  he 
should  prepare  it  and  deliver  it  to  the  justice,  and  at  the  same 
time  also  inform  the  plaintiff,  or  his  attorney  or  agent,  of  the  offer, 
■with  permission  to  examine  its  contents.  But  the  paper  properly 
belongs  to  the  justice  as  a  part  of  the  papers  in  the  action.  If 
the  plaintiff,  on  examining  the  offer  made,  concludes  to  accept  a 
judgment  for  the  amount  offered,  he  must  prepare  a  written 
acceptance  to  that  effect,  and  file  it  with  the  justice;  and  at  the 
same  time  giving  the  defendant  notice  thereof,  with  a  right  to 
examine  such  acceptance.  "When  the  offer  and  acceptance  have 
both  been  delivered  to  the  justice,  he  is  required  to  file  them,  and 
to  enter  judgment  accordingly. 

If  the  plaintiff  neglects  or  refuses  to  give  notice  of  acceptance 
of  the  offer,  and  he  proceeds  to  trial,  he  will  be  liable  for  all  sub- 
sequent costs,  unless  he  recovers  judgment  for  a  greater  amount 
than  the  sum  offered  by  the  defendant,  exclusive  of  costs.  Code, 
§  64,  sub.  15. 

It  is  only  necessary  now  to  give  such  practical  forms  as  may 
be  convenient  in  practice,  and  this  matter  will  have  been  suffi- 
ciently explained. 

Form  of  offer  of  judgment. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe 

agt.  y  Before  Peter  W.  PLAiirrz,  Justice. 

Richard  Roe. 


Sir — Take  notice  that  the  defendant,  Richard  Roe,  hereby  offers  to  allow 
judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  by  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  twenty- 
five  dollars,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  subdivision  fifteen  of  section  sixty-four 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 

Dated  November  30,  1864.  RICHARD  ROE. 

To  John  Doe,  plaintiff. 

Offer  of  judgment  in  replevin. 
[Title  of  Action.] 

Sir — Take  notice  that  the  defendant,  Richard  Roe,  hereby  offers  to  allow 
judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  by  the  plaintiff,  for  the  delivery  to  the 
plaintiff  of  the  following  described  property,  claimed  in  the  complaint,  to 
wit :  (Here  describe  the  property.)  And  also  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  take 
judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  five  dollars  damages,  with 
costs,  pursuant  to  subdivision  fifteen  of  section  sixty-four  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure. 

Dated  November  30,  1864.  RICHARD  ROE. 

To  John  Dob,  plaintiff. 


Wait  11—33 
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Acceptance  ofoffer  of  judgment. 

[Title  of  Action.] 

SiK — Take  notice  that  the  plaintiff  hereby  accepts  the  offer  to  allow  the 
plaintiff  to  take  judgment  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars,  with  costs,  and 
that  the  justice  will  enter  up  judgment  accordingly. 

Dated  November  30,  1«64.  JOHN  DOE. 

To  Richard  Roe,  defendant. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  statute  requires  this  notice  of 
acceptance  of  the  offer  to  be  in  writing.  And,  for  this  reason, 
the  proper  practice  will  be  to  make  and  serve  a  copy  of  the  notice 
on  the  defendant,  while  the  original  notice  is  delivered  to  the 
justice,  to  enable  him  to  enter  up  the  judgment.  The  justice 
will  file  and  preserve  the  summons,  complaint,  offer  of  judgment, 
and  the  notice  of  acceptance  thereof,  and  then  enter  up  a  judgment 
in  pursuance  of  the  offer  and  notice  so  filed  by  him. 

Form  of  judgment  on  offer. 

[Title  of  Action.] 

November  21st,  1864.  I  issued  a  summons  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  John 
Doe,  and  against  the  defendant,  Richard  Doe,  returnable  on  the  30th  day 
of  November,  1864,  at  my  office.  November  30th,  1864,  the  summons 
was  returned,  personally  sensed,  by  John  P.  Albro,  constable,  on  the  2l8t 
instant.  And,  on  the  30th  day  of  November,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
both  duly  appeared,  and  the  plaintiff  complained  in  an  action  for  a  breach 
of  contract  (or  for  a  trespass  to  real  estate).  Whereupon  the  said  defend- 
ant, before  answering  said  complaint,  made  and  served  an  offei",  in  writing, 
to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  take  judgment  against  him  for  the  sum  of  twenty- 
five  dollars,  with  costs  ;  and  the  said  plaintiff  thereupon  accepted  such  offer, 
and  gave  notice  thereof  to  the  defendant,  in  writing.  Now,  therefore,  judg- 
ment is  accordingly  rendered  in  favor  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  against  the 
said  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars  damages,  and  the  sum  of 
one  dollar  costs,  making  a  total  judgment  for  the  sum  of  twenty-six  dol- 
lars, damages  and  costs. 

Damages, |25  00 

Costs, 1  00 

Total, $26  00 

November  30,  1864. 

The  offer  of  judgment,  or  of  acceptance,  need  not  be  made  by 
the  parties  in  person,  but  may  be  done  by  the  duly  authorized 
agent  or  attorney  of  either  party.  But,  in  such  a  case,  there 
ought  to  be  some  proof  made  that  such  attorney  or  agent  had 
authority  to  make  the  offer,  or  to  accept  the  judgment ;  such 
proof  need  not  necessarily  be  in  writing,  but  may  be  established 
by  the  sworn  statement  of  such  attorney  or  agent  that  he  is  so 
authorized.  And,  for  that  purpose,  the  justice  ought  to  require 
the  attorney  or  agent  to  swear  to  his  authority,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  or  accepting  such  offer,  as  well  as  to  his  general  author- 
ity to  appear  for  the  party.  An  oath  may  be  administered  to  such 
attorney,  and  it  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 
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Form  of  oath  to  attorney,  &c. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  all -such  questions  as 
may  be  put  to  you  touching  your  authority  to  offer  a  judgment  on  the  pai't 
of  the  defendant,  Richard  Roe,  to  John  Doe,  the  plaintiff. 

If  the  oath  is  administered  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  then  vary 
the  form  accordingly.  If  there  is  a  power  of  attorney  in  due 
form,  and  duly  acknowledged,  that  will  be  sufficient.  And  it 
ought  to  be  filed  with  the  other  papers  in  the  action,  so  as  to 
show  authority  for  rendering  the  judgment,  should  that  matter 
ever  become  important,  either  to  the  parties  or  to  the  justice 
himself. 

CHAPTER  XIV. 

PARTIES   TO  ACTION. 

SBOTIONJ. 
GENERAL   PRINCIPLES. 

The  importance  of  a  thorough  knowledge  of  the  rules  of  plead- 
ing, and  of  a  careful  observance  of  them  in  practice  is  not  at 
present  generally  appreciated.  And  this  remark  is  peculiarly 
true  of  justice's  courts,  since  causes  are  daily  tried  there,  which 
involve  considerable  sums  of  money,  and  yet  no  one  would  be 
able  to  determine  the  precise  nature  of  the  litigation  from  the 
pleadings.  One  result  of  this  neglect  is,  that  the  parties  are  con- 
stantly raising  questions  on  the  trial  as  to  the  admissibility  of 
evidence  under  the  pleadings  put  in ;  an  other  is,  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  sometimes  precluded  from  proving  all  of  his  claims ;  or  a 
defendant  is  not  permitted  to  prove  some  important  portion  of 
his  defense  because  it  is  not  set  forth  in  his  answer. 

Both  parties,  therefore,  are  liable  to  considerable  loss,  or,  at  least, 
to  considerable  inconvenience,  on  account  of  their  negligence  in 
joining  issue.  It  is  no  answer  to  these  matters  to  say  that  the 
justice  may  grant  amendments  at  the  trial.  For,  although  it  is 
true  that  the  justice  has  such  power,  yet  there  always  will  be  some 
expense  or  inconvenience  attending  such  a  course.  If  a  material 
change  is  made  in  the  pleadings,  one  or  both  of  the  parties  will 
usually  need  or  require  an  adjournment  of  the  cause  to  prepare 
for  the  trial  of  such  new  issues,  which  will  involve  both  expense 
and  delay.  But  if  the  justice  should  refuse  to  permit  an  amend- 
ment in  those  cases  in  which  he  has  a  discretion  whether  to  grant 
leave  or  to  refuse  it,  the  plaintiff's  only  remedy  would  be  to  dis- 
continue his  action,  and  commence  again  with  proper  pleadings ; 
but  a  defendant  cannot  pursue  such  a  course,  and  he  may  be 
remediless,  solely  from  his  neglect,  or  his  ignorance,  of  the  rule 
which  requires  every  defense  to  be  set  forth  in  his  answer. 

It  must  be  evident,  therefore,  that  nothing  is  better  calculated 
to  secure  the  rights  of  both  parties  than  a  careful  observance  of 
the  rules  of  pleadings,  even  in  actions  in  justice's  courts.  And  it 
is  in  this  manner  only  that  the  object  of  "joining  issue"  will  be 
fully  attained.    The  object  of  every  litigation  is  to  determine 
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some  right,  or  to  obtain  some  remedy.  And,  tlierefore,  the  first 
thing  to  be  done  is  to  ascertain  the  subject  for  decision ;  the 
second  is  to  decide  it. 

The  pleadings  were  intended  to  inform  the  court  as  to  the  i)re- 
cise  points  in  dispute  between  the  litigants ;  and  they  were  also 
intended  to  inform  each  of  the  parties  precisely  what  the  other 
alleges  against  him. 

For  this  purpose  the  law  requires  that  each  party  shall  state 
distinctly  and  fully  the  facts  which  constitute  the  cause  of  action, 
or  the  ground  of  defense. 

The  importance  of  this  method  is  entirely  evident.  The  plain- 
tiff is  required  to  state  in  his  complaint  all  the  causes  of  action 
which  he  relies  upon,  and  the  facts  which  constitute  such  causes 
of  action  ;  and  the  defendant  is  then  able  to  prepare  intelligently 
for  his  defense.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  is  also 
required  to  state  in  his  answer  every  ground  of  defense  upon 
which  he  relies ;  and  the  plaintiff  is  then  able  to  know  what  evi- 
dence will  be  necessary  on  the  trial.  But  these  are  not  all  of  the 
advantages  of  a  correct  practice,  for  the  court  will  be  able  to  see 
what  the  true  points  of  litigation  really  are,  and  will  thus  be  able 
to  determine  more  readily  a,ll  questions  of  the  relevancy  of  evi- 
dence when  it  is  offered,  and  objection  is  made  to  its  reception. 

There  are  other  advantages  which  are  also  worth  noticing.  If 
an  appeal  is  brought,  the  record  will  show  a  cause  of  action,  or  a 
defense,  if  it  is  stated  in  the  pleadings ;  and,  besides  that,  when- 
ever a  question  arises  as  to  what  was  actually  decided  in  the 
action,  the  pleadings  will  be  conclusive  evidence  as  to  what 
might  have  been  decided ;  and  also,  as  to  what  was  actually 
decided,  unless  it  is  shown  that  some  of  the  causes  of  action  or 
defense  were  waived  at  the  trial. 

Since  the  amendment  of  the  Code,  which  now  permits  a  new 
trial  of  the  cause  in  the  county  court,  in  some  cases,  it  is  of  the 
utmost  importance  that  the  pleadings  should  set  out  the  entire 
grounds  of  action  or  of  the  defense.  And  on  such  new  trial  the 
county  court  has  no  power  to  amend  an  answer  by  allowing  a 
defendant  to  set  up  a  liew  defense  which  was  not  interposed  in 
the  justice's  court.  Savage  v.  Cock,  17  Abb.,  403.  The  county 
court  is  restricted  to  the  trial  of  the  issues  joined  before  the  justice. 
76.  In  the  case  last  cited,  the  only  answer  in  the  justice's  court 
was  a  general  denial.  The  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against 
the  defendant  for  $121.70  damages  and  costs.  Upon  an  appeal, 
and  a  trial  in  the  county  court,  an  amendment  was  allowed  by 
permitting  payment  to  be  pleaded,  upon  which  judgment  was 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  Upon  an  appeal  to  the 
supreme  court  by  the  plaintiff,  this  judgment  was  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  ordered  in  the  county  court  upon  the  original  issue  of 
a  general  denial  alone.  The  effect  of  the  defendant's  omission 
to  plead  payment  before  the  justice  is  too  obvious  to  require 
comment.    Changed  by  Statute,  Yol.  I.,  32,  Sub.  4. 

There  are  a  few  general  remarks  in  relationr  to  putting  in  the 
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pleadings,  or  "joining  issue,"  as  it  is  generally  termed,  which 
will  be  as  appropriate  in  this  place  as  iu  any  other.  The  object 
of  the  pleadings  has  just  been  briefly  stated,  and  the  next  subject 
relates  to  the  time  when  they  are  to  be  made,  the  number  which 
is  allowed  or  required,  the  manner  of  framing  them,  and  when 
the  cause  is  at  issue.  The  proper  time  for  putting  in  the  plead- 
ings is  at  the  hour  mentioned  in  the  process  for  the  appearance 
of  the  parties. 

After  the  parties  have  appeared  in  the  action,  and  all  objec- 
tions to  process  have  been  disposed  of,  or  waived,  the  next  step 
in  the  action  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  put  in  his  complaint,  which 
may  be  in  writing,  or  it  may  be  oral.  If  it  is  written,  it  will  be 
filed  with  the  justice,  and  retained  by  him  as  a  part  of  the  pro- 
ceedings; if  the  complaint  is  oral,  the  justice  is  required  to  take 
down  the  substance  of  it,  and  enter  it  in  his  docket.  After  the 
complaint  is  completed  and  delivered  the  defendant  must  either 
demur  to  it  or  he  must  put  in  an  answer,  if  he  makes  any 
defense  to  the  action.  If  the  complaint  does  hot  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  or  if  it  is  not  sufficiently 
explicit  for  the  defendant  to  understand  it,  he  may  demur  to  it. 
The  manner  of  demurring  will  be  explained  hereafter.  If  any 
objection  is  intended  to  be  made  on  account  of  the  insufficiency 
of  the  complaint,  it  must  be  done  by  demurrer,  and  before  put- 
ting in  an  answer,  because  if  an  answer  is  put  in  without  any 
objection  to  the  complaint,  all  defects  in  it  will  be  waived.  If 
the  complaint  is  deemed  sutficient,  the  next  step  will  be  for  the 
defendant  to  answer  it. 

The  answer  may  be  either  written  or  oral ;  and  if  written,  it 
must  be  filed  by  the  justice,  and  retained  by  him ;  or,  if  oral, 
the  substance  of  it  must  be  entered  in  his  docket.  The  answer 
may  consist  of  two  separate  branches.  If  all  the  facts  stated  in 
the  complaint  are  disputed  by  the  defendant,  his  answer  will 
contain  a  denial  of  all  the  allegations  contained  in  it,  in  which 
case  the  plaintiff  will  be  required  to  prove  all  the  allegations  in 
such  complaint.  But  if  the  defendant  admits  the  truth  of  a 
portion  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  he  denies  all 
the  other  allegations,  the  denial  may  be  limited  to  the  disputed 
facts,  and  the  legal  effect  of  this  method  of  denial  will  be  to 
admit  the  material  allegations  which  are  not  denied,  while  the 
denial  of  the  other  allegations  will  put  them  in  issue,  and  require 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  them.  The  second  branch  of  an  answer 
relates  to  such  defenses  as  exist  independently  of  any  dispute 
about  the  truth  of  the  allegations  contained  in  the  complaint. 
The  allegations  in  the  complaint  may  all  of  them  be  true,  and 
yet,  there  may  be  a  perfect  defense  to  the  action.  Suppose  an 
action  is  brought  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  the  maker  cannot 
truly  deny  the  making  of  the  note,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  it 
does  not  follow  that  there  is  not  any  defense  to  the  action  upon  it. 

If  the  note  has  been  paid,  that  will  of  course  be  a  complete 
defense  to  any  such  action. 
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The  defendant  has  a  legal  right  to  deny  the  making  of  the  note 
if  he  chooses,  and  thus  require  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  fact,  or 
he  may  merely  plead  payment,  which,  if  proved  by  the  defendant, 
"will  defeat  the  action.  It  will  frequently  be  advisable  for  the 
defendant  to  omit  a  denial  of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint, 
when  that  can  be  properly  done,  and  then  set  up  an  affirmative 
defense,  as  this  mode  of  defense  will  sometimes  give  the  defend- 
ant the  right  to  open  and  close  the  case  to  the  jury,  which  may 
always  be  claimed  by  the  party  who  holds  the  affirmative  of  the 
issue.  The  right  to  open  and  close  the  case  will  be  fully  explained 
elsewhere. 

All  defenses  which  do  not  consist  in  a  mere  denial  of  a  portion, 
or  of  all  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  may  be  called  affirmative 
defenses.  The  peculiar  characteristics  of  such  defenses  are,  that 
they  will  be  suflBcient  to  defeat  the  plaintiff,  notwithstanding  the 
truth  of  the  allegations  contained  in  the  complaint.  Under  a 
general  denial  of  all  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  the  defend- 
ant may  introduce  evidence  to  controvert  such  matters  as  the 
plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  in  order  to  maintain  his  action,  but 
this  is  the  extent  to  which  the  rule  extends.  Vol.  I,  879-884. 

In  every  case  in  which  the  defendant  relies  upon  an  affirmative 
defense  to  the  action,  such  defense  must  be  set  up  in  the  answer, 
or  no  evidence  will  be  legally  admissible  to  prove  it.  Vol.  I, 
884-886.  As  a  part  of  the  rule  of  pleading  which  requires  the 
facts  to  be  stated,  the  defendant  must  state  all  such  facts  in  his 
answer  as  will  constitue  his  defense. 

If  the  facts  stated  in  the  answer  are  not  legally  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  defense  to  the  action,  the  plaintiff  may  demur  td  it, 
•or  he  may  demur  to  it  if  the  answer  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  for 
him  to  understand  it.  When  a  demurrer  is  interposed  by  either 
party,  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  pleading  demurred  to  is  directly 
in  issue,  and  the  court  must  decide  upon  the  validity  of  the  plead- 
ing which  is  demurred  to. 

A  demurrer  always  raises  an  issue  of  law,  which  must,  in  all 
cases,  be  decided  by  the  justice.  If  the  pleading  which  is  demur- 
red to  is  defective,  the  justice  must  order  it  to  be  amended  ;  if  it 
is  sufficient  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled.  A  demurrer  is 
legally  nothing  more  than  an  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
pleadings  of  the  opposite  party.  It  may  be  written  or  it  may  be 
oral,  in  the  same  manner  that  a  complaint  or  answer  may.  The 
complaint,  answer,  and  demurrer,  are  all  the  pleadings  which  are 
allowed  in  a  justice's  court. 

There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  reply  to  an  affirmative  defense 
which  may  be  set  up  in  an  answer.  When  an  answer  sets  up  an 
affirmative  defense,  consisting  of  new  matter,  the  plaintiff  will  be 
considered  as  denying  all  such  allegations  ;  and,  on  the  trial,  the 
defendant  will  be  required  to  prove  all  such  allegations  in  his 
answer ;  while  the  plaintiff  will  be  permitted  to  controvert  them 
by  giving  evidence  to  disprove  them,  or  by  introducing  evidence 
of  new  matter  in  reply,  to  avoid  their  effect,  even  if  the  allegations 
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are  true.  This  may  be  illustrated  thus:  Suppose  that  the  plaintiff 
sues  upon  a  note,  and  the  defendant  claims  to  be  allowed  a  set- 
off of  a  demand  which  he  has  purchased  of  a  third  person.  In 
that  case  no  reply  is  permitted  in  the  pleadings;  but  the  plaintiff 
would  be  allowed  to  prove  in  evidence  that  no  such  set-off  existed, 
or  if  it  ever  did,  that  the  claim  had  been  paid  before  it  was 
assigned  to  the  defendant.  If  the  plaintiff  intends  to  question 
the  sufficiency  of  the  answer  as  to  an  affirmative  defense,  he  must 
demur  to  the  answer,  or  the  objection  will  be  waived ;  and  this  is 
especially  the  case  when  the  objection  relates  merely  to  the 
manner  of  stating  the  defense,  or  the  mode  and  form  of  pleading. 
No  demurrer  will  lie  to  a  mere  denial ;  but  it  is  applicable  to 
every  case  in  which  the  pleadings  of  the  opposite  party  are 
insufficient. 

This  brief  review  of  the  subject  will  show  that  the  Code 
intends  that  every  cause  of  action,  and  every  ground  of  defense, 
shall  be  explicitly  stated  in  the  pleadings.  And  if  the  practice  is 
carefully  complied  with,  the  result  cannot  fail  to  be  of  advantage 
to  all  litigant  parties.  Some  inconveniences  may  arise  from  this 
system,  to  those  persons  who  are  negligent,  or  to  those  who  are 
ignorant  of  their  legal  rights  and  of  the  requirements  of  the  law. 
But  the  law  does  not  tolerate  negligence,  nor  does  it  encourage 
ignorance,  since  every  man  is  presumed  to  know  the  law,  and  he 
is  compelled  to  submit  to  those  inconveniences  which  may  arise 
from  his  want  of  such  knowledge. 

There  are  instances  in  which  a  justice  may  permit  amendments 
of  pleadings  for  the  furtherance  of  justice,  on  such  terms  as  may 
be  just.  And,  in  those  cases  which  a  cause  of  action  or  a  ground 
of  defense  has  been  accidentally  omitted,  or  when  in  any  case 
there  are  proper  grounds  for  an  amendment,  it  ought  to  be 
liberally  allowed ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  if  there  is  any  expense 
or  inconvenience  attending  such  permission,  the  expense  ought  to 
be  borne  by  him  whose  neglect  or  ignorance  made  the  amendment 
necessary.  There  are  some  instances  in  which  the  pleadings 
must  be  in  writing,  notwithstanding  the  general  remarks  which 
have  been  made  to  the  effect  that  they  might  be  written  or  oral. 
When  the  defendant  interposes  an  answer  of  title  to  lands,  the 
answer  must  be  in  writing ;  and  in  an  other  place  the  subject  will 
be  fully  explained.  The  pleadings  when  completed,  must  always 
be  a  complaint  and  answer,  if  an  issue  of  fact  is  intended  to  be 
joined  for  trial  by  a  jury,  or  by  the  justice,  on  evidence  to  be 
introduced  by  the  parties.  The  parties  may,  however,  if  they 
choose,  try  the  cause  upon  an  issue  of  law,  which  is  joined  by  a 
demurrer  to  the  complaint,  or  to  an  answer.  The  legal  effect  of 
a  demurrer  is  to  admit  the  truth  of  the  pleading  demurred  to,  and 
the  only  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  the  pleading  demurred 
to  constitutes  a  cause  of  action,  or  a  ground  of  defense,  and  this 
issue  the  justice  must  decide. 

When  the  defendant  does  not  appear  in  the  action,  the  plaintiff 
must  still  put  in  a  complaint,  and  he  must  also  prove  a  case  in 
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the  same  manner  that  he  would  be  required  to  do  if  a  general 
denial  had  been  interposed  by  the  defendant.  The  subject  of 
pleading  having  been  explained  in  this  general  manner,  the  next 
subject  will  be  to  discuss  it  in  relation  to  those  particulars  which 
are  important  to  be  known  and  observed  in  practice.  And,  in 
the  first  place,  it  will  be  necessary  to  determine  who  ought  to  be 
the  parties  to  the  action,  because  all  pleadings  relate  to  disputes 
between  some  litigant  parties,  and  the  pleadings  are  merely 
intended  to  show  the  particular  facts  in  dispute. 

SECTION  II. 

WHO   TO   BE   PLAINTIFFS   OK   DEFENDANTS. 

The  Code  has  introduced  a  plain  and  simple  niie  for  determin- 
ing who  shall  be  plaintiffs  in  an  action. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  every  action  must  be  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest.  To  this  general  rule  there 
are  some  exceptions  which  will  be  soon  noticed.  By  the  expres- 
sion "  real  party  in  interest,"  is  intended  that  the  action  shall  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  person  who  has  the  beneficial  and 
equitable  interest  in  the  cause  of  action  ;  or,  who  is  the  actual 
owner  of  it.  This  rule  will  include  all  cases  in  which  the  cause 
of  action  originally  accrued  in  favor  of  the  person  who  is  named 
as  plaintiff;  and  it  will  also  include  all  those  cases  in  which  the 
cause  of  action  accrued  in  favor  of  one  person  who  has  assigned 
or  transferred  it  to  an  other,  in  which  case  the  assignee  must  sue 
in  his  own  name. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  every  right  of  action  whatever,  which 
arises  upon  contract,  may  be  assigned,  so  as  to  authorize  an 
action  in  the  name  of  the  assignee.  Yol.  I,  91  to  94. 

It  will  now  be  proper  to  show  what  cases  there  are  in  which 
an  action  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of  a  person  who  is  not 
the  real  party  in  interest. 

"An  executor  or  administrator,  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust, 
or  a  person  expressly  authorized  by  statute,  may  sue  without 
joining  with  him  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is 
prosecuted.  A  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  within  the  meaning 
of  this  section,  shall  be  construed  to  include  a  person  with  whom, 
or  in  whose  name,  a  contract  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another." 
Code,  ■§  113.  The  cases  mentioned  in  the  preceding  section,  are 
the  only  exceptions  to  the  rule  which  requires  that  the  action 
shall  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest.  The 
cases  which  will  now  be  noticed,  are,  those  which  relate  to  plain- 
tiffs in  actions  arising  upon  contracts.  And  the  kinds  of  contracts 
are  such  as  are  in  writing  and  sealed ;  those  in  writing  and 
unsealed  ;  those  which  are  verbal  and  express ;  and  those  which 
are  implied  by  law. 

Judgments  rendered  by  justices  of  the  peace  will  be  considered 
as  contracts  for  this  purpose. 

Plaintiffs  in  actions  arising  on  contract.^  Ordinarily  there  is  not 
much  difficulty  in  determining  who  ought  to  be  plaintiff  in  an 
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action  which  arises  upon  contract.  In  most  of  the  actions  which 
are  litigated  in  a  justice's  court,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  are 
the  parties  to  the  original  contract,  which  one  of  the  parties 
alleges  the  other  has  broken.  In  such  cases,  the  party  to  be 
named  as  plaintiff,  is  the  person  in  whose  favor  a  cause  of  action 
has  accrued.  But  such  a  cause  of  action  which  may  have  accrued 
in  favor  of  one  person  against  an  other,  may  have  been  assigned 
before  any  action  is  brought,  and  in  that  case,  the  action  must 
be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  assignee  of  such  right  of  action. 
Vol.  I,  91-94. 

Principals,  actions  iy.]  There  are  numerous  cases  in  which  con- 
tracts are  made  by  agents,  and  sometimes  the  contract  is  made 
in  the  name  of  the  principal,  and  sometimes  in  the  name  of  the 
ageut.  When  the  contract  is  made  by  the  agent  in  his  own  name, 
without  disclosing  that  there  is  a  principal,  such  principal  may 
sue  in  his  own  name  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  notwithstanding 
the  contract  is  a  written  unsealed  one.  And  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  that  he  is  really  the  principal,  and  thus  the 
real  party  in  interest.  ErkiksonY.  Compton,  6  How.,  471;  Tan 
Lien  v.  Byrnes,  1  Hilt.,  134. 

A  right  of  action  cannot  be  transferred  to  a  plaintiff  condi- 
tionally, so  that  it  shall  be  the  plaintiff's  if  he  recovers  judgment 
in  an  action  upon  it,  but  it  is  not  to  be  his  if  he  fails  to  recover 
such  judgment;  thus,  one  Culver  made  a  negotiable  promissory 
note  to  one  Tanner,  which  Tanner  did  not  wish  to  sue  in  his  own 
name,  and  he,  therefore,  on  the  suggestion  of  his  counsel,  trans- 
ferred the  note  to  one  Killmore,  who  gave  his  own  note  to  Tanner 
for  the  amount  due,  but  with  the  understanding  that  this  note  was 
not  to  be  paid  if  he  did  not  succeed  in  collecting  the  note  against 
Culver,  and  in  that  event,  the  Culver  note  was  to  be  returned  to 
Tanner,  and  Killmore's  note  was  to  be  given  up.  Killmore  then 
brought  an  action  against  Culver  on  the  note  made  by  him  to 
Tanner,  and  it  was  held  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained, 
as  Killmore  was  not  the  real  party  in  interest.  Killmore  v.  Cnlver, 
24  Barb.,  656. 

But  the  indorsee  and  holder  of  a  note  may  sue  the  maker  upon 
it,  if  the  note  was  transferred  absolutely  and  in  good  faith,  notwith- 
standing that  the  note  is  not  to  be  paid  for  until  such  note  is 
collected,  because  a  plaintiff  who  has  an  absolute  right  to  the 
money  due  on  a  note,  and  to  receive  and  appropriate  it  to  his 
own  use  when  recovered,  is  the  real  party  in  interest,  although 
the  payee  of  the  note  may  be  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit, 
in  such  wise,  that  if  the  note  be  not  collected  he  will  not  receive 
anything  as  its  price,  or  by  reason  of  his  indorsement  and  sale  of 
it.  Cummings  v.  Morris,  3  Bosw.,  560;  S.  C,  11  E.  P.  Smith,  625. 
In  this  last  case  the  note  was  transferred  absolutely,  and  the  title 
to  the  note  passed  to  the  plaintiff.  If  the  note  was  not  collected, 
the  purchase-money  would  never  become  due,  and  therefore,  it 
might  happen  that  the  holder  and  indorser  would  not  receive 
anything.  •  But  the  transfer  was  not  conditional,  as  in  Killmore 
Wait  H— 34 
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V.  Culver,  swpra,  where,  by  the  terms  of  the  sale,  the  title  was  not 
to  pass  except  in  a  certain  contingency.  In  the  case  of  Cummings 
V.  Morris,  the  title  would  pass  whether  anything  was  paid  or  not, 
since  the  payee  could  give  the  note  away  if  he  chose,  and  the 
condition  as  to  payment  did  not  affect  that  question.  But  in 
Killmore  v.  Culver,  it  was  not  intended  to  transfer  the  title  to  the 
note  unless  it  was  collected,  so  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  abso- 
lute owner  or  the  real  party  in  interest  at  the  time  when  the  suit 
was  commenced,  which  the  law  always  requires  when  an  action 
is  brought  by  an  assignee.  Qarrigue  v.  Loescher,  3  Bosw.,  579, 584. 

The  owner  of  a  promissory  note  can  maintain  an  action  on  it, 
under  the  Code,  in  his  own  name,  against  the  makers,  although 
not  so  indorsed  that  he  gan  sue  as  indorsee  by  the  rules  of  the 
common  law.  Houghton  v.  Dodge,  5  Bosw.,  326.  And  where  a 
promissory  note  is  payable  to  order,  and  has  been  sold  and 
delivered,  previous  to  its  becoming  due,  for  a  full  and  valuable 
consideration,  the  owner  may  sue  in  his  own  name,  without 
alleging  an  indorsement  of  the  note  to  him,  since  the  right  to 
the  note  will  pass  by  an  assignment  without  indorsement,  and 
the  owner  will  be  the  real  party  in  interest.  Billings  v.  Jane,  11 
Barb.,  620 ;  Houghton  v.  Dodge,  5  Bosw.,  326  ;  White  v.  Brown,  14 
How.  Pr.,  282.  The  coinplaint  ought  to  state  the  facts  as  they 
really  are  in  this  respect.  The  fact  that  a  plaintiff  has  not  the 
actual  possession  of  the  note  sued  on,  does  not  affect  his  right  to 
recover  upon  it.  It  is  sufficient  that  he  has  the  right  to  the 
money  due  upon  it,  although  the  instrument  has  been  deposited 
with  a  third  person,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  between  the 
parties.  Selden  v.  Pringle,  17  Barb.,  458. 

Where  a  note,  not  negotiable,  is  sued  on  by  a  person  other 
than  the  payee,  the  possession  of  the  note  in  court,  at  the  trial, 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  is  not  prima  facie  evidence,  as  in  case 
of  commercial  paper,  negotiable  in  terms,  that  the  note  was  trans- 
ferred to  the  plaintiff  before  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
and  before  the  maturity  of  the  note.  Barriclc  v.  Austin,  21  Barb., 
241.  In  such  cases  the  plaintiff  should  allege  and  prove  the  facts 
which  show  him  to  be  the  real  party  in  interest,  by  sale,  assign- 
ment or  otherwise. 

To  maintain  an  action  on  contract,  it  must  appear  that  the 
plaintiff  is  the  only  person  possessed  of  any  ownership  or  interest 
in  the  demand,  so  that,  on  a  recovery  and  subsequent  payment, 
all  rights  of  action  in  respect  to  it  will  be  barred  as  against  the 
defendant.  And  where  the  plaintiff  sued  as  the  assignee  of  a 
demand  which  originally  accrued  to  two  persons  as  partners,  but 
the  assignment  which  was  proved  was  executed  by  but  one  of  the 
partners,  and  purported  to  transfer  only  his  "  right,  title  and 
interest"  in  the  claim,  and  there  was  no  proof  that  the  partnership 
had  been  dissolved,  or  that*  the  claim  was  ever  vested  in  the  part- 
ner malting  the  asignment,  or  that  the  other  partner  had  ever 
done  any  act  which  would  estop  him,  or  would  vest  his  interest 
in  the  assets  of  the  firm  in  his  partner,  it  was  held  that  the  plain- 
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tiff  could  not  maintain  his  action.  Mills  v.  Pearson,  2  Hilt.,  16. 
In  most  of  the  actions  which  are  brought  upon  contracts,  the 
action  is  brought  by  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  or  by  some  person  to 
whom  the  right  of  action  has  been  assigned.  But  there  are  some 
cases  in  which  a  person  may  sue  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for 
the  breach  of  a  contract  to  which  he  was  not  a  party,  and  to  whom 
there  has  uot  been  any  assignment  of  the  right  of  action.  When 
one  person  pays  money  or  delivers  property  to  an  other,  and  the 
latter,  in  consideration  thereof,  promises  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of 
money  to  some  third  person,  such  third  person  may  maintain  an 
action  in  his  own  name  to  recover  the  sum  specified,  although  uo 
consideration  moves  from  the  party  who  brings  the  action.  Bar- 
Tcer  V.  Bucklin,  2  Denio,  45 ;  Hale  v.  Boardman,  27  Barb.,  82 ; 
JEa/rle  v.  Crane,  6  Duer,  564 ;  Laivrence  v.  Fox,  6  B.  P.  Smith, 
268 ;  Union  Incl.  Buh.  Co.  v.  Tomlinson,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  364 ;  Mul- 
ler  V.  Maxwell,  2  Bosw.,  355 ;  Vol.  I,  107. 

Agents,  actions  ly.']  The  Code,  §  113,  permits  an  action  to  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  a  person  who  has  made  a  contract  in  his 
own  name,  or  otherwise,  for  the  benefit  of  an  other  person.  This 
would  include  agents  who  make  such  contracts,  and  there  are 
*  several  cases  in  which  it  has  been  decided  that  the  action  could 
be  maintained  in  the  name  of  the  agent.  Where  a  lease  was 
executed  for  a  landlord  by  an  agent  in  his  own  name,  with  the 
additional  words,  "for  the  owner,"  and  the  other  party  as  tenant, 
executed  the  lease  in  his  own  name;  it  was  held  that  the  agent 
might  sue  in  his  own  name  to  recover  the  rent.  Morgan  v.  Eeid, 
7  Abb.,  215.  So  the  landlord  might  sue  in  his  own  name  if  he 
chose.  Ante,  265 ;  and  Erickson  v.  Compton,  6  How.,  471.  Of 
course,  both  principal  and  agent  could  not  sue  at  the  same  time, 
and  an  action  brought  by  one  would  determine  the  right  of  the 
other  to  sue  while  such  action  was  pending ;  and  a  recovery  by 
one  would  bar  an  action  by  the  other,  and  so  of  a  defeat  in  the 
action. 

A  public  auctioneer  who  sells  goods  for  an  other,  may  main- 
tain an  action  for  the  price,  although  he  has  received  his  advances 
and  commissions  and  has  no  interest  in  the  property  or  its  pro- 
ceeds. Minturn  v.  Main,  3  Seld.,  220 ;  Bogart  v.  O^Regan,  1  B. 
D.  Smith,  590. 

A  factor  or  other  mercantile  agent  who  contracts  in  his  own 
name  on  behalf  of  his  principal,  is  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust, 
within  the  meaning  of  section  one  hundred  and  thirteen  of  the 
Code,  and  is  the  proper  party  to  bring  an  action  in  his  own  name 
upon  the  contract.  Grrinnellr.  Schmidt,  2  Sandf.,  706. 

The  agent  of  a  foreign  corporation  may  maintain  an  action  in 
his  own  name  upon  a  subscription  note  payable  to  the  plaintiff, 
"as  executive  agent  of  the  company,"  for  stock  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  be  issued  to  the  signer.  The  contract  is  to  be  deemed 
made  with  the  agent,  and  he  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust, 
within  ^  113  of  the  Code,  though  he  is  mentioned  in  respect  to 
his  representative  character,  and  not  as  promisee  individually. 
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and  Qothing  appears  to  show  that  he  has  any  interest  apart  from 
his  principal,  or  that  there  was  any  motive  for  interposing  him 
as  the  formal  contracting  party  between  the  promisor  and  the 
party  equitably  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  contract.  Considerant 
V.  Brisbane,  8  B.  P.  Smith,  389  ;  overruling  S.  C,  2  Bosw.,  471. 

Assignee,  action  ly.]  Before  the  enactment  of  the  Code,  there 
were  but  few  causes  of  action,  except  negotiable  paper,  which 
could  be  assigned  so  as  to  authorize  an  action  in  the  name  of  the 
assignee  for  the  recovery  of  the  demand.  But,  by  §  111  of  the 
Code,  it  is  declared  that  every  assigned  cause  of  action  must  be 
sued  in  the  name  of  the  assignee. 

All  causes  of  action  arising  upon  contract  may  be  assigned  ; 
and  the  effect  of  the  Code  is,  to  require  every  action  to  be  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  person  who  is  the  beneficial  owner  of  the 
right  of  action.  Vol.  I,  91  to  99.  When  several  persons  are 
interested  in  a  claim  or  demand  they  must  all  join  in  an  assign- 
ment of  it,  or  the  transfer  will  not  carry  any  other  interest  than 
that  of  the  person  who  executes  the  assignment ;  and  if  the 
whole  interest  is  not  assigned,  the  person  to  whom  a  portion  of 
the  claim  is  assigned  cannot  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name 
alone  on  the  demand.  Mills  v.  Pearson.,  2  Hilt.,  16,  and  see 
ante,  265. 

A  joint  demand  which  belongs  to  several  persons  cannot  be 
split  up  by  them  and  assigned  to  several  different  persons,  so  as 
to  authorize  an  action  to  be  brought  by  each  assignee  for  his 
interest  in  the  demand,  because  the  law  will  not  tolerate  that  a 
defendant  shall  be  subjected  to  the  costs  of  several  diffferent 
actions  in  such  a  case.  Coster  v.  N.  Y.  and  Erie  B.  R.  Co.,  6  Duer, 
43,  44. 

If  the  whole  interest  ia  the  demand  is  transferred,  it  is  not 
important  whether  it  is  the  legal  title  that  passes,  so  long  as  the 
equitable  title  and  the  whole  interest  passes,  for  in  that  case 
the  assignee  will  be  the  real  party  in  interest.  Hastings  v. 
McKinley,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  273. 

A  promissorj"^  note,  which  is  guaranteed,  may  be  assigned  so 
as  to  authorize  an  action  in  the  name  of  the  assignee  against  the 
guarantor.  Small  v.  Sloan,  1  Bosw.,  352. 

An  assignee  named  in  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, ' 
may  sue  in  his  own  name  for  demands  which  were  due  to  the 
assignor,  without  joining  the  persons  for  whose  benefit  the  assign- 
ment was  made.   Mellen  v.  Hamilton  Fire  Ins.  Co.  5  Duer,  101. 

Claims  for  xmliquidated  damages  for  a  breach  of  a  contract  may 
be  assigned  and  the  assignee  may  sue  in  his  own  name.;  as  where 
a  landlord  agreed  in  a  lease  to  allow  the  tenant  certain  privileges 
in  the  nse  of  Croton  water,  &c.,  and  he  afterwards  deprives  the 
tenant  of  the  use  thereof.  Munson  v.  Eiley,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  130. 
So,  where  there  is  a  contract  to  employ  and  pay  a  laborer,  and  the 
contractor  refuses  to  perform  his  agreement.  Monalian  v.  Story, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  393.  So,  of  a  contract  to  deliver  a  quantity  of 
merchandise  of  a  certain  quality,  which  is  not  done.  Dana  v. 
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Fiedler,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  464.  So,  where  a  landlord  let  land  on 
shares,  and  he  agreed  with  the  tenant  to  keep  certain  fences  in 
repair,  which  was  not  done;  the  tenant  assigned  his  interests 
in  the  crops,  which  were  damaged  by  cattle  in  consequence  of  the 
non-repair  of  the  fences,  it  was  held  that  the  landlord  was  liable 
to  an  action  by  the  assignee  in  his  own  name.  Parmelee  v.  Dann, 
23  Barb.,  461. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  certain  person,  or  his  wife,  annually,  a  given 
sum  during  the  life  of  the  longest  liver  of  them,  gives  a  right  of 
action  to  the  survivor,  which  is  assignable  after  the  death  of  one 
of  th^  parties,  and  the  assignee  may  sue  in  his  own  name.  Prin- 
dle  V.  Carutliers,  1  B.  P.  Smith,  425. 

Where  money  is  loaned,  and  it  is  claimed  by  the  lender  that 
the  loan  was  procured  by  fraudulent  representation^,  the  claim 
is  one  arising  upon  contract,  and  it  may  be  assigned,  and  the 
assignee  sue  in  his  own  name.  French  v.  White,  5  Duer,  254 ; 
Byxbie  v.  Wood,  10  E.  P.  Smith,  607;  Brady  v.  Bissell,  1  Abb.,  76. 

Where  a  note,  though  valid  in  its  inception  and  collectible  by 
the  payee,  is  transferred  by  the  latter  as  a  security  for  a  usurious 
loan,  such  transfer  is  illegal  and  void,  and  in  an  action  by  the 
transferree  against  the  maker  such  usury,  on  being  alleged  and 
proved,  is  a  defense  to  the  action.  Fish  v.  De  Wolf,  4  Bosw.,  573, 
and  see  Deivitt  v.  Brisbane,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  508,  as  to  a  transfer  of 
a  bond  and  mortgage  under  similar  circumstances. 

In  an  action  upon  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  payable  to 
bearer  or  indorsed  in  blank  by  the  payee,  possession  of  the  note 
by  the  plaintiff  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  he  is  the  owner  of  it 
for  a  good  consideration.  James  v.  Chalmers,  2  Seld.,  209 ;  S.  C, 
5  Sandf.,  52.  So  the  production  of  a  check,  which  is  drawn  pay- 
able to  "  bearer,"  upon  the  trial,  is  sxxfadyent  prima  fade  evidence 
of  title  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  it.  Townsend  v. 
Billinge,  1  Hilt.,  353. 

When  a  note,  negotiable  by  delivery  merely,  is  transferred  by 
the  payee  to  the  plaintiff,  and  a  guaranty  of  payment  indorsed 
thereon,  expressed  as  being  for  value  received,  the  possession  of 
the  note  by  the  holder  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  he  owns  it, 
notwithstanding  it  appears  by  the  date  of  the  guaranty  that  he 
did  not  receive  the  note  until  after  it  became  due.  Smith  v.  SchancTc, 
18  Barb.  344.  But,  if  the  note  is  not  negotiable,  the  plaintiff 
must  prove  his  title  to  it.  Ante,  266;  BarricTc  v.  Austin,  21 
Barb.,  241. 

Every  right  of  action  arising  upon  contract  may  be  assigned 
by  wriflng  under  seal,  or  without  a  seal.  And  so  may  such  rights 
of  action  be  assigned  by  a  verbal  agreement,  and  a  delivery  of 
the  thing  assigned,  if  it  is  in  writing.  A  judgment  may  be 
assigned  -by  a  verbal  assignment,  and  so  may  a  bond  and  mort- 
gage, or  a  chattel  mortgage.  But  it  is  always  advisable  td  reduce 
siich  agreement  to  writing,  since  the  evidence  may  be  better 
preserved,  and  it  will  always  be  available.  There  need  not  be 
any  consideration  for  the  assignment,  nor  need  there  be  any 


270  PARTIES  TO  ACTION". 

expressed  in  the  assignment  if  it  is  reduced  to  writing..  Richardson 
V.  Mead,  27  Barb.,  178 ;  Burtnett  v.  Gwynne,  2  Abb.,  79.  The 
assignee  takes  the  claim  subject  to  all  equities.  Code,  ^  112. 

Executors  and  administrators,  actions  %.]  An  executor  or  admin- 
istrator is  expressly  authorized  to  sue  in  his  own  name,  without 
joining  with  him  the  person  for  whose  benefit  he  sues.  Code, 
'^  113.  Actions  may  be  brought  by  executors  or  administrators 
in  a  justice's  court,  though  they  cannot  be  sued  as  such  in  that 
court.  Code,  <§  54,  sub.  5.  An  executor  can  maintain  an  action 
either  in  his  own  name,  or  as  executor,  upon  a  note  given  to  him 
as  executor,  for  a  debt  due  to  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  decease'. 
Merritt  v.  Seaman,  2  Seld.,  168;  Bright  v.  Carrie,  5  Sand.,  433; 
Eagle  v.  Fox,  8  Abb.  40.  A  sole  acting  executor  can  maintain  an 
action  resj^bctiug  the  property  of  the  testator,  without  joining 
with  him  an  executor  who  has  refused  to  qualify  as  such.  Moore 
V.  Willett,  2  Hilt.,  522 ;  3  E.  S.,  201,  >§  2,  5th  ed.;  Laws  1838, 
ch.  149. 

The  next  of  Icin  cannot  maintain  an  action  or  prosecute  a  claim 
for  a  distributive  share  of  the  personal  property  of  the  deceased,  in 
their  character  of  next  of  Icin ;  letters  of  administration  must  be 
taken  out,  and  the  action  brought  in  the  name  of  the  administra- 
tor. WoodmY.  Bagley,  13  Wend.,  453 ;  Beecher  v.  Crouse,  19  Wend., 
306.  But  where  the  owner  of  the  premises  in  fee,  having  demised 
the  same  for  a  term  of  years,  dies  intestate  before  the  expiration 
of  the  lease,  one  of  his  heirs-at-law  can  sue  alone  to  recover  his 
aliquot  part  of  subsequently  accruing  rent.  Jones  v.  Felch,  3 
Bosw.,  63 ;  3  E.  S.,  169,  170,  §§  6,  7,  5th  ed. 

Where  the  payee  of  a  promissory  note  was  in  possession  of  it 
about  eight  days  before  her  death,  it  was  held  that  an  action 
could  not  be  maintained  upon  such  note  by  a  third  person,  after 
the  payee's  death,  without  showing  a  title  thereto,  derived  from  the 
personal  representatives  of  such  payee.  Edwards  v.  Campbell,  23 
Barb.,  423.  There  were  circumstances  in  this  case  which  showed 
that  the  payee  intended  that  the  note  should  be  canceled,  so  that 
the  presumption  that  she  had  sold  it,  was  rebutted. 

Where  a  promissory  note  was  shown  to  have  been  in  possession 
of  the  payee,  and  owned  by  him,  within  four  or  five  days  previous 
to  his  death,  and  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  transfer  of  it  by  him 
in  his  lifetime,  but,  about  two  weeks  after  his  death,  his  widow 
was  in  possession  of  it,  claiming  it  as  her  own,  and  she  subse- 
quently negotiated  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and  it  appeared  that  the 
payee  died  intestate  and  indebted,  and  that  no  letters  of  admin- 
istration had  been  issued,  it  was  held  that  it  was  to  be  fhferred 
from  these  circumstances  that  the  note  belonged  to  the  payee  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  his  widow,  not  being  his  legal 
represensative,  nor  the  owner  of  the  note,  had  no  right  to  transfer 
it  to  the  plaintiff.  Lounsbury  v.  Depeiv,  28  Barb.,  44. 

A  chose  in  action  (an  account)  owned  by  an  individual  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  belongs  'to  his  personal  representatives,  after 
Ms  decease ;  and  his  widow  has  no  authority  to  £issign  it,  in  the 
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absence  of  any  proof  tliat  she  is  executrix  or  administratrix  of 
her  husband.  Heidenheimer  v.  Wilson,  31  Barb,  636. 

Trustees  of  an  esepress  trust,  actions  %.]  By  the  Code,  §  US,  a 
trustee  of  an  express  trust  may  sue  in  his  own  name  without 
joining  the  name  of  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is 
brought.  There  are  not  a  great  many  classes  of  cases  of  this 
nature  which  can  be  prosecuted  in  a  justice's  court.  But  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  action  may  be  tried  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
the  rule  applies  as  much  as  to  any  other  com-t.  An  assignee 
named  in  an  assignment  which  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
is  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  Mellen  v.  Hamilton  Fire  Ins.  Co., 
5  Duer,  101 ;  and  so  are  agents,  or  factors,  or  auctioneers  in  those 
cases  in  which  they  are  authorized  to  sue  in  their  own  names. 
Executors  and  administrators  are  also  trustees  of  an  express 
trust. 

A  consignee  or  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  lading  has  not  the  right 
to  sue  upon  the  special  contract,  unless  he  is  the  shipper  or  owner 
of  the  goods,  for  the  reason  that,  otherwise,  no  express  contract 
is  made  with  him.  Dows  v.  Coii,  12  Barb.,  310. 

A  mere  ordinary  merchandise  broker,  not  acting  under  a 
del  credere  commission,  cannot  maintain  an  action  in  his  own 
name  to  recover  the  price  of  goods  sold  by  him  for  the  owner. 
But,  if  the  broker  has  advanced  upon  the  goods  sold,  or  has 
guaranteed  the  sale,  he  may  sue  in  his  own  name.  White  y. 
Chouteau,  10  Barb.,  202.  In  both  of  these  cases  the  facts  out  of 
which  the  actions  arose  occurred  before  the  enactment  of  the 
Code.  And  there  was  no  notice  taken  in  either  of  the  cases  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Code,  ^  113. 

And  if  they  were  decided  upon  the  ground  that  the  broker 
had  no  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  contract,  and  he  could  not, 
therefore,  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name,  they  have  been 
overruled  in  that  respect.  See  ante  267,  Agents,  and  see  Morgan 
V.  Eeid,  1  Abb.,  215 ;  GrinnellY.  Schmidt,  2  Sandf.,  706 ;  Consider- 
ant  V.  Brisbane,  8  B.  P.  Smith,  389  ;  Bogart  v.  O'Began,  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  590. 

And  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  §  113,  the  test  is  not 
whether  the  agent  has  an  interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the 
contract  in  action  but  whether  he  has  made  a  contract  in  his 
own  name  for  the  benefit  of  an  other  person,  for  if  he  has,  he  is 
a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  within  the  express  terms  of  '^  113 
of  the  Code. 

The  committee  of  the  person  and  estate  of  a  lunatic  are  trustees 
of  an  express  trust.  Person  v.  Warren,  14  Barb.,  488.  The  com- 
mittee of  the  person  and  estate  of  a  habitual  drunkard  may 
bring  actions  on  promissory  notes  which  he  received  as  such 
committee,  and  he  may  sue  in  his  own  name,  without  describing 
himself  as  committee.  Davis  v.  Carpenter,  12  How.  Pr.,  287. 

A  receiver  of  the  property  of  an  individual,  or  of  an  insolvent 
corporation,  is  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  and  he  may  bring 
actions  in  his  own  name  to  recover  the  property  so  vested  in 
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him,  or  to  recover  any  debts  or  demands  which  belong  to  the 
estate  of  which  he  is  receiver. 

Persons  authorized  ly  statute  to  sue  in  their  own  names.]  There 
are  numerous  cases  in  which  some  statute  authorizes  an  action  to 
be  brought  iu  the  name  of  some  person  or  oflScer,  for  the  benefit 
of  some  other  person,  or  of  some  corporation,  town,  &c.  And,  in 
such  cases,  the  statute,  and  <^  113  of  the  Code,  will  authorize  an 
action  to  be  brought  in  the  name  of  such  person  or  persons. 

"  Actions  may  be  brought  by  the  supervisors  of  a  county ;  by  the 
loan  officers  and  commissioners  of  loans  of  a  county;  by  county 
superintendents  of  the  poor ;  by  supervisors  of  towns ;  by  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  several  towns ;  by  the  school  com- 
missioners ;  and  commissioners  of  highways  of  the  several 
towns ;  by  trustees  of  school  districts  ;  and  by  trustees  of  gospel 
and  school  lots  ;  upon  any  contract  lawfully  made  with  them  or 
their  predecessors,  in  their  oflScial  character ;  to  enforce  any 
liability,  or  any  duty  enjoined  by  law,  to  such  officers  or  the 
body  which  they  represent ;  to  recover  any  penalties  or  forfeitures 
given  to  such  officers  or  the  bodies  whom  they  represent  ;  and  to 
recover  damages  for  any  injuries  done  to  the  property  or  rights  of 
such  officers,  or  of  the  bodies  represented  by  them."  3  E.  S.  774, 
§  105,  5th  ed. 

"  Such  actions  may  be  brought  by  such  officers  in  the  name  of 
their  respective  offices,  notwithstanding  the  contract  or  obligation 
on  which  the  same  is  founded  may  have  been  made  with  or  to  any 
predecessors  of  such  officers,  in  their  individual  names,  or  other- 
wise, and  notwithstanding  any  right  of  action  may  have  accrued 
previous  to  the  time  when  the  officers  commencing  such  suit 
entered  upon  the  execution  of  the  duties  of  their  office."  3  E.  S., 
774,  §  106,  5th  ed. 

"  But  in  cases  where,  by  special  provision  of  law,  actions  are 
directed  to  be  brought  by  or  against  any  public  bodies,  in  the 
name  of  such  body,  the  same  shall  be  brought  or  defended  in  such 
name,  by  the  persons  representing  such  body,  then  in  office." 
3  E.  S.,  774,  '^  107,  5th  ed. 

When  an  action  is  brought  by  an  officer  under  the  provisions  of 
this  statute,  he  should  sue  in  his  own  name,  with  the  addition  of 
Ms  title  as  officer,  as,  "  E.  O.  Smith,  Supervisor  of  the  town  of 
Galway."  He  cannot  properly  sue  thus,  "  The  Supervisor  of  the 
town  of  Galway,"  because  that  would  be  omitting  his  own  name, 
and  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  in  that  form.  Suyervisar 
of  Galway  v.  8timson,  4  Hill,  136.  And  the  same  rule  applies  to 
actions  by  commissioners  of  highways.  Gould  v.  Glass,  19  Barb., 
179.  It  is  important  to  observe  this  rule  in  all  cases,  since  a  dis- 
regard of  it  is  certain  to  be  attended  with  defeat  and  a  bill  of  costs. 
Corporations  ought  to  bring  actions  in  the  corporate  name.  Const., 
art.  8,  §  3. 

Any  joint  stock  company,  or  association,  consisting  of  seven  or 
more  shareholders  or  associates,  may  sue  or  be  sued  in  the  name 
of  the  president  or  treasurer,  for  the  time  being,  of  such  joint 
stock  company  or  association.  3  E.  S.,  777,  §  122,  5th  ed.;  Laws 
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1849,  ch,  258,  §  1 ;  3  E.  S.,  778,  <^  127,  5tli  ed.;  Laws  1851, 
cb.  455,  "Vol.  I,  291,  292.  Where  a  promissory  note  is  the  pro- 
perty of  a  compauy  or  association,  composed  of  not  less  than 
seven  persons,  having  a  treasurer,  an  action  may  be  brought 
thereon,  in  the  name  of  such  treasurer.  Tibhetts  v.  Blood.  21  Barb., 
650.  The  association  mentioned  in  the  case  just  cited  was  one 
known  as  "  Sons  of  Temperance."  The  case  was  decided  under 
the  Laws  of  1851,  ch.  455.  See  also  Austin  v.  Searing,  2  E.  P. 
Smith,  112;  Nash  v.  Russell,  5  Barb.,  556;  Wells  v.  Gates,  18  Barb., 
554;  and  N.  Y.  MarMed  Iron  Worlcs  v.  Smith,  4  Duer,  362. 

Lunatics,  Sec,  actions  hy.l  "  Eeceivers  and  committees  of 
lunatics  and  habitual  drunkards,  appointed  by  auy  order  or  decree 
of  the  supreme  court,  may  sue  in  their  own  names  for  any  debt, 
claim  or  demand  transferred  to  them,  or  to  the  possession  and 
control  of  which  they  are  entitled  as  such  receiver  or  committee." 
3  R.  S.,  135,  §  11,  5th  ed.;  Laws  1845,  ch.  112,  §  2;  Person  v. 
Warren,  14  Barb.,  488.  The  committee  of  the  person  and  estate 
of  a  habitual  drunkard  may  bring  actions  on  promissory  notes  he 
received,  as  such  committee,  in  his  own  name,  without  describing 
himself  as  committee.  Davis  v.  Carpenter,  12  How.  Pr.,  287. 

When  no  receiver  or  committee  has  been  appointed  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  statute,  the  action  must  be  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  lunatic.  Lane  v.  Schermerhorn,  1  Hill,  97 ;  Petrie 
v.  Shoemaker,  24  Wend.,  85.  And,  in  all  cases,  the  action  must 
be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  lunatic,  unless  the  case  is  within 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  which  has  been  cited.  McKillip  v. 
McKillip,  8  Barb.,  552. 

A  defendant  non  compos  mentis,  but  of  full  age,  and  not  an  idiot 
from  nativity,  may  appear  by  attorney;  and  the  court,  on  motion, 
will  appoint  an  attorney  for  him.  Faulkner  v.  McClure,  18  Johns., 
134.  The  same  rule  is  equally  applicable  to  a  plaintiff.  But,  in 
all  such  cases,  the  party  ought  to  appear  in  court,  in  person,  so 
that  an  appearance  may  be  entered  as  a  personal  one ;  because, 
if  a  person  is  of  unsound  mind,  he  cannot  properly  select  an 
attorney  to  act  for  him,  even  if  it  were  conceded  that  he  has  legal 
capacity  for  that  purpose.  And,  in  all  such  cases,  the  justice  will 
be  careful  to  see  that  some  competent  person  is  intrusted  with 
the  cause,  so  that  the  rights  of  the  party  will  be  safe. 

Infants,  actions  iyJ]  Actions  by  infants  must  always  be  brought 
in  their  names,  even  when  they  have  a  general  guardian.  Porter 
v.  Bleiler,  17  Barb.,  149,  But  a  next  friend  must  also  always  be 
appointed  by  the  justice,  and  joined  with  the  infant  in  the  action. 
Vol.  I,  43,  §  38.  The  same  rule  as  to  being  the  real  party  in 
interest,  applies  to  infiants  equally  with  adults.  As  to  the  man- 
ner of  appearing  in  the  action,  Ante,  229,  &c. ;  Appearance  by 
infants,  &c. 

Married  women,  actions  hy.]  "When  a  married  woman  is  a 

party,  her  husband  must  be  joined  with  her,  except  that :  1.  When 

the  action  concerns  her  separate  property,  she  may  sue  alone; 

2.  When  the  action  is  between  herself  and  her  husband,  she  may 

Wait  11—35 
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sue  or  be  sued  alone.    And  in  no  case  need  she  prosecute  or 
defend  by  a  guardian  or  next  friend."  Code,  §  114. 

Since  tlie  enactment  of  the  Code,  there  has  been  a  material 
change  in  the  law  in  relation  to  the  rights  of  married  women. 
Some  of  the  more  important  provisions  have  already  been  given 
in  full.  Voi.  I,  657-661. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  which  have  been  referred  to,  will 
require  a  married  woman  to  sue  alone  in  nearly  all  cases.  When 
the  property  belongs  to  the  wife  alone,  she  must  sue  alone,  and 
if  her  husband  is  joined  with  her,  the  action  cannot  be  maintained. 
Acldey  v.  Tarbox,  29  Barb.,  512 ;  Smart  v.  Comstock,  24  Barb.,  411 ; 
Brownson  v.  Gifford,  8  How.  Pr.,  389. 

As  a  married  woman  may  appear  in  the  same  manner  as  though 
she  were  a  single  woman,  she  may,  therefore,  appear  by  attorney, 
or  by  agent,  or  in  person  if  she  is  of  full  age.  But  if  such  married 
woman  is  an  infant,  it  will  be  necessary  to  appoint  a  next  ti-iend 
for  her  in  the  same  manner  as  a  next  friend  is  appointed  for 
other  infant  plaintiffs. 

Before  the  enactment  of  the  statutes  in  relation  to  the  rights 
of  married  women,  Yol.  I,  657-661,  the  husband  was  entitled  to 
the  earnings  of  his  wife,  and  whatever  she  earned  became  his  in 
his  right  of  husband.  Freeman  v.  Orser,  5  Duer,  476.  But  it  has 
been  held,  under  those  statutes,  that  where  a  husband  does  nothing 
for  the  support  of  his  wife,  and  she  having  a  separate  property^ 
employs  herself  in  trading  therewith,  with  his  knowledge  and 
assent,  he  neither  assisting  nor  interfering  therewith,  such  pro- 
perty does  not  become,  in  equity,  liable  for  his  debts.  It  remains 
with  its  proceeds  and  profits,  her  sole  and  separate  property. 
Burger  v.  White,  2  Bosw.,  92.  And  then  came  the  statutes  of 
1860  and  3862,  which  have  been  quoted.  Vol.  I,  657-661,  which 
give  the  wife  the  entire  right  to  the  pay  for  her  services,  or  to 
any  profits  which  she  may  make  by  trading  or  carrying  on  busi- 
ness for  herself. 

The  practical  effect  of  this  change  in  the  law  is,  to  make  the 
wife  a  sole  plaintiff  in  nearly  all  cases.  The  only  instances  in 
which  they  can  properly  be  joined  as  plaintiffs,  will  be  in  those 
cases  in  which  they  are  jointly  interested  in  the  right  of  action, 
SchoonmaTcer  v.  Elmendorf,  10  Johns.,  49;  Smith  v.  Ransom,  21 
Wend.,  202.  Prior  to  1860  and  1862,  th<i  earnings  of  a  married 
woman  belonged  exclusively  to  her  husband,  and  for  her  earnings 
before  that  time  he  must  now  sue  alone,  For  all  her  earnings 
since  that  time  she  must  sue  alone,  because  the  husband  cannot 
be  legally  joined  with  her  in  the  action. 

Joinder  of  plaintiffs^  "All  persons  having  an  interest  in  the 
subject  of  the  action,  and  in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded,  may 
be  joined  as  plaintitts,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  title." 
Code,  ^  117. 

"  Of  the  parties  to  the  action,  those  who  are  united  in  interest 
must  be  joined  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants;  but  if  the  consent 
of  any  one  who  should  bave  been  joined  as  plaintiff  cannot  be 


PARTIES  TO  ACTION.  275 

obtained,  he  may  be  made  a  defendant,  tbe  reason  thereof  being 
stated  in  the  complaint ;  and  when  the  question  is  one  of  a  com- 
mon or  general  interest  of  many  persons,  or  when  the  parties 
are  very  numerous  and  it  may  be  impracticable  to  bring  them  all 
before  the  court,  one  or  more  may  sue  or  defend  for  the  benefit  of 
the  whole."  Code,  §  119.  These  sections  of  the  Oode  are  appli- 
cable to  justices'  courts.  Oode,  ^  64,  sub.  15.  The  joinder  of 
plaintiffs  who  are  united  in  interest  is  not  optional,  but  compul- 
sory; and  therefore,  a  dormant  partner  must  be  joined  as  a 
plaintiff  in  an  action  by  partners.  8ecor  v.  Kellor,  4  Duer,  416. 
So,  where  a  claim  is  assigned,  the  action  must  be  brought  in  the 
names  of  all  the  ijarties  who  are  interested  in  the  demand.  Le- 
wando  v.  Dunham,  1  Hilt.,  114.  And  a  single  demand  or  claim 
cannot  be  split  up  into  several,  so  as  to  authorize  several  different 
actions  in  a  court  of  law,  and  in  the  name  of  each  party  interested. 
Coster  V.  N.  Y.  and  Erie  R.  B.  Co.,  6  Duer,  43,  44. 

A  court  of  equity  will  protect  the  rights  of  a  party  to  whom 
a  portion  of  a  demand  has  been  assigned,  but  it  will  require  all 
the  parties  interested  to  be  joined  in  the  action,  either  as  plain- 
tiffs or  defendants.  Field  v.  Mayor  of  New  Yoric,  2  Seld.,  179 ; 
CookY.  Gen.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  8  How.  Pr.,  514. 

Where  the  owner  of  premises  in  fee,  having  demised  the  same 
for  a  term  of  years,  dies  intestate  before  the  expiration  of  the 
lease,  one  of  his  heirs-at-law  can  sue  alone  to  recover  his  aliquot 
part  of  subsequently  accruing  rent,  or  the  heirs-at-law  may  all 
join  as  plaintiffs.  Jones  v.  Felch,  3  Bosw.,  63;  and  see  Porter  v. 
Bleiler,  17  Barb.,  149. 

But  if  several  tenants  in  common,  of  land,  join  in  a  lease  of  it, 
they  must  all  join  as  plaintiffs  in  an  action  to  recover  the  rent, 
as  they  are  jointly  interested.  Oode,  §§  117, 119.  When  two  firms 
have  one  common  member,  and  one  firm  performs  work  and  labor 
for  the  other,  no  action  at  law  will  lie  in  favor  of  the  creditor 
firm  against  the  other,  nor  in  favor  of  the  partners  therein  who 
have  no  interest  in  the  debtor  firm  ;  nor  will  it  lie  although  the 
common  partner  assigns  his  interest  in  the  claim  to  his  copartners. 
JEnglis  v.  Furniss,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  587-.  But  where  two  firms,  of 
which  A.  was  a  partner,  stated  an  account  of  their  mutual  deal- 
ings, and  the  partners  in  the  creditor  firm,  with  the  exception  of 
A.,  who  declined  to  be  a  plaintiff'  and  was  made  a  defendant, 
brought  their  action  against  the  members  of  the  debtor  firm,  it 
was  held  that,  upon  proof  pf  these  facts,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  judgment  for  the  balance  thus  ascertained.  Cole  v.  Reynolds,  4 
E.  P.  Smith,  74.  Where  one  or  more  of  the  partners  of  a  firm 
dies,  an  action  to  recover  a  debt  due  to  the  partnership  firm  must 
be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  surviving  partner.  Bernard  v. 
Wihox,  2  Johns.  Oas.,  374;  Murray  v.  Mumford,  6  Cow.,  441; 
Holmes  v.  B^Camp,  1  Johns.,  34. 

Misjoinder  and  nonjoinder  of  plaintiffs  in  actions  on  contracts.'] 
The  Oode  has  determined  who  are  the  proper  parties  to  actions, 
and  in  courts  of  record  it  has  provided  how  an  objection  is  to  be 
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made  for  a  defect  of  parties.  Code,  §§  140  to  177,  inclusive.  The 
parties  to  au  action  must  be  the  same  in  a  justice's  court  as  in  a 
court  of  record.  Code,  <§  64,  sub.  15.  But  <§§  140  to  177  inclusive, 
do  not  apply  to  justices'  courts,  except  so  far  as  <^  140  operates  to 
abolish  all  the  old  forms  of  pleadings  in  all  courts.  The  principles 
of  pleadings  are  not  changed,  either  in  courts  of  record  or  in 
justices'  courts,  except  so  far  as  the  Code  has  made  an  express 
alteration  in  the  rules.  The  change  in  the  rules  of  pleadings  in 
justices'  courts  are  contained  in  the  Code,  <§  64.  These  rules 
relate  to  the  proper  parties  to  an  action,  and  to  the  manner  of 
stating  the  cause  of  action  or  defense ;  but  there  is  nothing 
provided  in  relation  to  the  manner  in  which  a  defect  of  parties  is 
to  be  objected  to,  or  how  or  when  that  qxiestion  is  to  be  deter- 
mined. The  former  practice  must  prevail,  therefore,  in  these 
courts  until  some  change  is  made  in  the  law  in  that  respect. 

Misjoinder  of  plaintiffs.  When  the  cause  of  action  arises  upon 
contract,  and  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs  in  the  action,  by 
adding  too  many  parties  as  plaintiffs,  the  defendant  may  raise 
the  objection  in  several  ways  : 

1.  He  may  answer  in  abatement  such  misjoinder  of  parties. 

2.  If  the  defect  appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  he  may 
demur,  since  it  will  be  evident  that  there  is  not  a  cause  of  action 
in  favor  of  all  the  plaintiffs.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  6. 

3.  It  is  a  ground  of  nonsuit  at  the  trial,  and  the  defendant  is  not 
bound  to  set  up  the  defense  in  his  answer,  nor  to  demur  to  the 
complaint.  He  may  raise  the  question  for  the  first  time  at  the 
trial  by  way  of  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  if  the  pleadings  and  the 
evidence  show  that  too  many  persons  are  named  as  plaintiffs. 

4.  If  the  defendant  answers  in  abatement  that  there  is  a 
misjoinder  of  plaintiffs,  and  he  proves  that  fact  on  the  trial; 
or  if  the  defect  appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  and  the 
objection  is  made  in  the  court  below  and  is  overruled ;  or  if  the 
defect  does  not  appear  from  the  complaint,  nor  by  the  answer, 
yet,  if  it  is  proved  on  the  trial  that  there  is  a  misjoinder  of 
plaintiffs,  and  the  objection  is  made  a  ground  of  motion  for  non- 
suit, which  is  overruled,  then  in  either  of  these  cases,  the  question 
may  be  made  a  ground  of  appeal. 

Non-joinder  of  plaintiffs.']  If  the  action  arises  upon  contract, 
and  all  the  parties  are  not  joined  as  plaintiffs,  the  defendant  may 
raise  the  objection  in  several  ways : 

1.  He  may  set  up  the  objection  in  his  answer  by  way  of 
abatement  of  the  action.  Wooster  v.  Chamberlain,  28  Barb.,  602. 

2.  By  demurrer,  if  the  defect  appears  on  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint, since  it  will  be  evident  that  there  is  not  a  cause  of  action 
in  favor  of  the  parties  who  sue.  Code,  4  64,  sub.  6. 

3.  It  will  be  a  ground  of  nonsuit  at  the  trial.  Dol  v.  Halsey, 
16  Johns.,  34  ;  Armine  v.  Spencer,  4  Wend.,  406,  409.  The  objec- 
'tion  may  be  made  by  way  of  motion  for  nonsuit,  notwithstanding 
the  defect  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  because  the 
rules  of  the  Code,  %  140  to  177,  do  not  appply  to  a  justice's 
court,  which  is  governed  by  the  former  law  in  this  respect.    The 
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advantages  of  the  old  rule  for  these  courts  will  be  evident  when 
it  is  remembered  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  justice's  courts  have 
the  same  power  of  adding  or  striking  out  parties,  or  of  rendering 
judgment  for  one  or  more  plaintiffs,  which  is  possessed  by  courts 
of  record.  Gates  v.  Ward,  17  Barb.,  424;  Webster  Y.Hoplmis,  11 
How.  Pr.,  140. 

4.  If  the  objection  is  properlj'  taken  in  the  court  below,  and 
it  is  overruled,  it  is  ground  for  an  appeal.  Dob  v.  Halsey,  16 
Johns.,  34 ;  Armine  v.  Spencer,  4  Wend.,  406,  409. 

In  actions  upon  contracts,  the  plaintiff  is  supposed  to  know 
who  is  interested  with  him  in  the  cause  of  action,  and,  therefore, 
if  he  chooses  either  negligently  or  intentionally  to  commence  an 
action  in  which  there  are  too  many  or  too  few  plaintiffs,  he  has 
no  cause  for  complaint  if  the  action  fails  at  any  stage  of  it.  See 
Burges  v.  Abbott,  1  Hill,  478. 

Defendants  in  actions  on  contract.']  The  general  rule  is,  that  an 
action' which  is  brought  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  must  be 
brought  against  the  parties  who  made  the  contract  as  principals, 
and  who  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  it.  When  the  contract 
is  made  by  the  defendant  in  person,  there  will  not  be  any  doubt 
as  to  the  proper  party.  But  there  are  many  instances  in  which 
contracts  are  made  by  agents,  and  when  the  agent  pursues  his 
authority,  the  principal  will  be  bound,  and  he  alone  is  the  proper 
party  to  be  sued.  Vol.  I,  246  to  250.  As  a  general  rule,  an  agent 
is  not  liable  on  a  contract  when  he  keeps  within  the  limits  of  his 
authority,  and  when  he  discloses  the  name  of  his  principal  at  the 
time  of  making  the  contract.  Morrison  v.  Currie,  4  Huer,  79 ; 
Vol.  I,  254  to  258. 

In  case  of  the  death  of  all  the  parties  who  made  the  contract, 
and  who  would  have  to  be  made  defendants  if  they  had  lived,  no 
action  can  be  maintained  in  a  justice's  court,  because  executors 
and  administrators  cannot  be  sued  as  such  in  this  court.  Code, 
§  54,  sub.  5.  But,  if  there  are  several  parties  to  the  contract  or 
liability,  and  any  of  them  are  living,  they  may  be  sued  as  sur- 
vivors. And  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the  deceased 
party  cannot  be  joined,  as  we  have  just  seen  that  a  justice  has 
no  jurisdiction  of  an  executor,  &c.,  as  such.  But  an  action 
against  one  of  the  obligors  of  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  faith- 
ful execution  of  his  duties  as  an  administrator,  is  an  action 
against  the  defendant  personally,  and  may  be  prosecuted  in  a 
justice's  court.  O'Neil  v.  Martin,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  404. 

Who  to  be  defendants  under  §§  119,  120,  of  the  Code.]  By  §  119, 
any  person  may  be  made  a  defendant  who  has  or  claims  an 
interest  in  the  controversy  adverse  to  the  plaintiff,  or  who  is  a 
necessary  party  to  a  complete  determination  or  settlement  of  the 
questions  involved  therein.  Section  120  requires  that  those 
persons  who  are  united  in  interest  as  defendants,  shall  be  joined 
as  such  in  an  action.  And  §  120  provides,  "Persons  severally 
liable  upon  the  same  obligation  or  instrument,  including  the 
parties  tq  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,  may  all,  or 
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any  of  theui,  be  included  in  the  same  action  at  the  option  of  the 
plaintiff"."  These  provisions  of  the  Code  are  very  plain  and 
simple,  and  they  are  also  imperative  in  their  requirements.  The 
effect  of  a  violation  of  these  rules  will  be  noticed  presently, 
when  treating  of  the  joinder  of  defendants. 

The  enactment  of  §  120  of  the  Code,  is  not  intended  to  change 
the  rights  of  the  parties  to  such  instruments  as  are  mentioned, 
nor  does  it  operate  so  as  to  make  the  liabilities  of  the  several 
parties  difl'erent  from  what  they  were  as  among  the  parties  them- 
selves. The  engagement  of  successive  parties  to  a  promissory 
note  is  not  joint,  nor  does  the  statute  authorizing  a  joint  action 
against  all  make  it  so.  That  act  applies  only  to  the  remedy  of 
the  party  prosecuting,  and  has  no  effect  upon  the  promises  of  the 
prior  parties  to  each  other,  or  to  their  rights  and  responsibilities 
as  between  each  other.  Kelsey  v.  Bradbury,  21  Barb.,  531. 

An  action  brought  by  a  subsequent  indorser  against  prior 
indorsers,  to  recover  the  amount  he  has  been  compelled  to  pay 
in  a  suit  brought  upon  the  note,  is  an  action  for  money  paid 
for  the  use  of  the  defendants,  and  not  an  action  on  the  note 
within  -the  meaning  of  %  120  of  the  Code,  and  the  prior  indorsers 
cannot  be  joined  as  defendants  in  such  an  action.  BarTcer  v.  Cas- 
sidy,  16  Barb.,  177;  Vol.  I,  432,  463. 

Partners,  actions  against.']  As  a  general  rule,  partners  mifet  all 
be  joined  as  defendants,  in  an  action  against  them  upon  "a  con- 
tract which  relates  to  the  business  of  the  firm.  Where  one  person 
enters  into  a  contract  with  two  others  by  name,  without  knowing 
or  having  at  the  time  any  reason  to  suspect  that  they  have  a 
partner  in  the  business  to  which  such  contract  relates ;  in  a  suit 
upon  such  contract,  the  two  with  whom  it  is  made  may  alone  be 
sued,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  their  partner,  if  they  had 
one,  a  party  defendant.  Hiirlbut  v.  Post,  1  Bosw.,  28;  iV".  Y.  Dry 
Doclt  Co.  V.  Treadwell,  19  Wend.,  525. 

But  this  rule  does  not  prevent  the  plaintiff'  from  joining  such 
dormant  partner  as  a  defendant,  if  he  chooses  to  make  him 
such.  And  again,  when  the  defendants  were  partners,  and 
as  such  contracted  to  receive  and  sell,  on  commission,  a  quantity 
of  lumber  to  be  forwarded  to  them  by  the  plaintiff",  and  before 
the  lumber  was  all  sold,  one  of  the  partners  retired  from  the  firm, 
but  the  business  was  continued  by  the  other  partner  on  his  own 
account;  it  was  held  that  the  retiring  partner  was  jointly  liable 
with  the  other  one  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  proceeds  of  the  lumber 
received  by  the  partner  continuing  the  business.  Briggs  v.  Tose, 
1  E.  P.  Smith,  471.  The  liability  of  the  retiring  partner  was 
clear,  since  it  was  for  the  performance  of  a  contract  which  he 
made,  and  which  he  was  bound  to  see  performed. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  dissolution  of  a  partnership  terminates 
the  liability  of  either  of  the  partners  as  to  new  contracts,  but  it 
does  not  affect  existing  liabilites.  As  to  the  rights  of  a  person 
who  is  a  member  "of  two  firms,  see  Ante,  275, 

When  one  of  several  parties  dies,  an  action  must  be  brought 
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against  the  survivors  alone.  The  executor  or  administrator  of 
the  deceased  partner  could  not  be  sued  in  a  justice's  court.  Code, 
§  53,  sub.  5.  And  besides  that,  an  action  could  not  be  maintained 
against  the  executor,  &c.,  at  all,  unless  the  surviving  partner  vras 
insolvent.  Tracy  v.  Suydam,  30  Barb.,  110;  Voorhis  v.  Baxter,  18 
Barb.,  592;  Morehouse  y.  Ballou,  16  Barb.,  289;  Torks  y.  Peck, 
14  Barb.,  644;  Higgins  y.  Eockwell,  2  Bner,  650 ;  Voorhis  v.  Child, 
&c.,  3  E.  P.  Smith,  354. 

Joint  stock  companies,  actions  against.l  Any  joint  stock  company 
or  association  which  consists  of  seven  or  more  shareholders  or 
associates,  and  who  have  a  president  or  treasurer,  for  the  time 
being,  maj^  be  sued  in  the  name  of  the  president  or  treasurer,  and 
such  action  will  be  as  effectual  against  all  the  shareholders  or 
associates,  as  though  they  were  all  named  as  defendants.  3  E.  S., 
777,  778,  §<^  122,  127,  5th  ed.;  Laws  1849,  ch.  258,  §  1;  Laws 
1851,  ch.  455 ;  and  see  Tibbetts  v.  Blood,  21  Barb.,  650 ;  and  Austin 
V.  Searing,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  112;  Vol.  I,  291,  292. 

Corporations,  actions  againstJ]  Actions  against  corporations 
must  be  brought  against  them  in  their  corporate  name.  Const., 
art.  8,  ^  3;  Wilde  v.  N.  Y.  and  Harlem  B.  B.  Co.,  1  Hilt.,  302. 
The  manner  of  commencing  actions  against  them  has  already 
been  explained.  Ante,  69-73. 

Infants,  actions  against.^  Most  of  the  contracts  which  an  infant 
may  make  are  voidable  at  his  election,  but  they  are  not  absolutely 
void,  for  they  may  be  ratified  when  he  arrives  at  adult  age. 
Qoodsell  V.  Myers,  3  Wend.,  479;  Bigelow  v.  G-rannis,  2  Hill,  120; 
Taft  V.  Sergeant,  18  Barb.,  320.  Infancy  is  a  personal  defense 
and  no  one  can  interpose  it  but  the  defendant  himself.  Van 
Bramer  v.  Cooper,  2  Johns.,  279 ;  Hartness  v.  Thompson,  5  Johns., 
160.  If  no  such  defense  is  made  by  the  infant,  and  a  guardian 
is  legally  appointed  for  him,  a  judgment  against  him  will  be 
valid. 

An  infant  is  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  to  him,  or  for  money 
to  purchase  necessaries,  if  the  money  is  so  applied.  Bandall  v. 
Sweet,  1  Denio,  460;  Smith  v.  Oliphant,  2  Sandf.,  306.  When  a 
contract  has  been  made  by  several  persons,  and  one  of  them  is  an 
infant,  he  must  nevertheless  be  joined  as  a  defendant  in  an  action. 
SloGum  V.  Hooker,  13  Barb.,  536.  If  the  infant  defendant  pleads 
infancy  and  establishes  the  defense,  the  action  may  be  discon- 
tinued as  to  him,  and  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  the 
other  defendants,  if  a  cause  of  action  is  proved  against  all  the  de- 
fendants, but  for  the  defense  of  infancy  interposed  by  such  defend- 
ant. Slocum  V.  Hooker,  13  Barb.,  536;  Butler  v.  Morris,  1  Bosw., 
329;  Bank  of  Attica  v.  Wolf,  18  How.  Pr.,  102. 

The  correct  practice  is,  to  make  the  infant  party  a  defendant, 
and  if  he  does  not  plead  infancy,  but  has  a  guardian  appointed, 
then  proceed  in  the  action  as  though  he  were  an  adult ;  but  if 
the  infant  pleads  infancy,  and  establishes  it  on  the  trial,  then  the 
action  must  be  dismissed  as  to  him,  and  proceed  against  the  other 
parties  in  the  same  manner  as  though  there  never  had  been  such 
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a  party  to  the  contract  as  the  infant.     As  to  infancy  in  general 
see  Vol.  I,  888  to  896. 

Married  women,  actions  against^  "  An  action  may  be  main- 
tained against  the  husband  and  wife  jointly,  for  any  debt  of  the 
wife  contracted  before  marriage,  but  the  execution  on  any  judg- 
ment in  such  action  shall  issue  against,  and  such  judgment  shall 
bind  the  separate  estate  and  property  of  the  wife  only,  and  not 
that  of  her  husband."  Vol  I,  659  ;  Laws  1853,  ch.  576,  %  1. 

"  Any  husband  who  may  hereafter  acquire  the  separate  property 
of  his  wife,  or  any  portion  thereof,  by  any  ante-nuptial  contract 
or  otherwise,  shall  be  liable  for  the  debts  of  his  wife  contracted 
before  marriage,  to  the  extent  only  of  the  property  so  acquired, 
as  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed."  Vol.  I,  659 ;  Laws,  1853, 
ch.  576,  §  2. 

The  sections  just  cited  relate  exclusively  to  such  an  indebted- 
ness of  the  wife  as  may  exist  at  the  time  of  her  marriage.  And 
the  effect  of  the  change  in  the  law  is,  to  relieve  the  husband 
from  his  common  law  liability  of  paying  such  debts  as  his  wife 
might  owe  at  the  time  of  her  marriage.  The  law  justly  provides, 
however,  that  he  shall  be  liable  to  the  extent  of  the  property 
which  he  may  have  received  from  her, .  This  act  is  not  to  be  so 
construed  as  to  affect  the  vested  rights  of  creditors  which  existed 
at  the  time  of  its  passage,  for,  if  it  did,  it  would  be  unconsti- 
tutional and  void.  Berley  v.  Bampacher,  5  Duer,  183.  But, 
there  has  been  a  still  greater  innovation  made,  for  by  the  laws 
of  1860  and  1862,  the  wife  is  permitted  to  take  and  retain  her 
own  earnings,  and  to  engage  in  trade,  and  to  retain  the  profits. 
See  sections  one  and  two.  The  husband  is  not  liable  for  her 
debts  so  contracted  by  the  wife  in  trading.  And  in  all  cases 
relating  to  her  separate  property,  or  to  her  trade  or  business,  she 
may  be  sued  alone  as  though  she  were  a  single  female.  Vol.  I, 
659,  661. 

Generally,  the  husband  alone  is  liable  for  necessaries  furnished 
to  the  wife  during  coverture;  and  in  an  action  therefor,  she 
ought  not  to  be  joined  as  a  defendant  when  the  proofs  will 
warrant  a  recovery  against  either.  Main  v.  Stephens,  4  E.  D. 
Smith,  86. 

The  wife's  separate  property,  and  her  earnings,  and  the  profits 
which  she  may  make  by  trade  are  not  liable  to  the  husband's 
control,  nor  for  his  debts,  unless  such  debts  were  contracted  for 
the  support  of  the  wife  or  her  children,  and  by  the  wife  as  agent 
for  her  husband.  Vol.  1,  659  to  661. 

Principal  and  surety,  actions  against^  The  contract  of  a  prin- 
cipal debtor,  and  that  of  his  surety,  are  entirely  different 
agreements.  The  principal  promises  to  pay  absolutely,  but  the 
surety  promises  to  pay  in  case  the  principal  debtor  does  not. 
Draper  v.  Snow,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  331 ;  Church  v.  Brown,  29  Barb., 
486;  De  Bidder  v.  Schermerhorn,  10  Barb.,  638.  The  obligation 
of  a  lessee,  for  the  payment  of  the  rent  reserved  in  the  lease,  and 
the  obligation  of  a  third  person,  who,  by  a  separate  instrument 
executed  at  the  same  time  with  the  lease,  guarantees  the  payment 
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of  the  rent  by  the  lessee,  are  separate  and  not  joint,  and  will  not 
support  a  joint  action  by  the  lessor,  against  the  lessee  and  the 
guarantor.  Tibhits  v.  Percy,  24  Barb.,  39.  And  if  the  agreement 
of  the  lessee  and  that  of  the  surety  are  on  the  same  paper,  but 
are  agreements,  one  as  lessee  and  principal  debtor,  and  the  other 
as  surety,  they  cannot  be  joined  as  defendants  in  an  action  to 
recover  the  rent.  Phalen  v.  Dingee,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  37,9.  So  where 
there  is  a  principal  debtor,  as  the  maker  of  a  note,  and  a  guar- 
antor, they  cannot  be  joined  as  defendants.  Brewster  v.  Silence,  4 
Seld.,  207,  215;  Allen  v.  Fosgate,  11  How.  Pr.,  218.  So  on  a  sale 
of  goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  which  is  guaranteed  by  a  third 
person,  the  principal  debtor  and  the  guarantor  cannot  be  joined 
in  the  same  action.  LeBoy  v.  Shaw,  2  Duer,  626. 

Persons  who  are  severally  liable  on  the  same  instrument,  may 
be  sued  together.  Code,  §  120.  But  the  cases  cited  show  that  the 
persons  so  sued  must  all  of  them  be  principal  debtors,  or  at  least, 
must  all  be  liable  in  the  same  capacity  of  principal,  or  surety,  &c. 

Where  the  parties  are  severally,  or  jointly  and  severally  liable, 
the  plaintiflE"  may  include  them  all,  or  any  of  them  separately,  in 
the  same  action,  provided  they  are  all  parties  to  the  same  obligation 
or  instrument,  and  are  all  liable  in  the  same  right.  Any  or  all  of 
the  parties  to  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note,  may  be  joined 
as  defendants.  But  this  rule  does  not  include  a  guarantor,  as  we 
have  just  seen. 

Joint  debtors,  actions  against.']  When  the  liability  of  two  or 
more  persons  is  joint,  and  not  joint  and  sevei^al,  they  must,  in 
general,  be  joined  as  defendants.  But  it  is  not  always  possible  to 
serve  process  on  all  the  parties  in  actions  in  justices'  courts,  since 
some  of  them  may  be  non-residents  of  the  county,  or  there  may 
be  some  other  reason  why  process  cannot  be  served  upon  all  of 
them.  The  statute  has,  therefore,  provided,  "If  process  shall 
have  issued  against  two  or  more  persons  jointly  indebted,  and 
shall  have  been  personally  served  upon  either  of  the  defendants, 
the  defendant  who  may  have  been  served  with  process  shall 
answer  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  judgment  in  such  case,  if  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  shall  be  against  all  the  defendants,  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  all  had  been  served  with  process  ;  but  execu- 
tion shall  issue  only  in  the  manner  hereinafter  mentioned.  Vol.  I, 
56,  §  113.  This  statute  requires  that  all  the  parties  shall  be 
named  in  the  process,  and  the  whole  proceedings  are,  in  form, 
against  all  the  parties,  although  there  may  be  but  a  part  of  them 
served  with  process.  As  to  process  against  joint  debtors,  see 
ante,  60,  61,  77,  78. 

Counties,  towns,  and  public  officers,  actions  against.']  Actions 
against  counties  must  be  brought  against  the  board  of  supervisors. 
3  E.  S.,  774,  §  108,  5th  ed.  The  board  of  supervisors  must  be 
named  as  defendant;  the  individual  supervisors  should  not  be 
named.  Hill  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  &c.,  2  Kern.,  52.  Actions 
against  a  town  must  be  brought  against  the  town  by  name,  and 
the  process  may  be  a  summons,  as  in  case  of  an  action  against  a 
Wait  11—36 
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corporation.  3  E.  S.,  774,  §  108,  5t]i  ed.  Actions  against  the 
several  town  and  county  officers  must  be  brought  against  them 
individually,  specifying  in  the  process,  pleadings  and  proceedings, 
their  name  of  office ;  and  such  actions  may  be  commenced  in  the 
same  manner  as  against  individuals.  3  E.  S.,  794,  §  109,  5th  ed. 
See  manner  of  describing  names  of  office,  ante  64,  65. 

Change  of 'parties,  &c.]  When  an  officer  of  a  town,  or  of  a  school 
district  is  sued,  and  there  is  a  change  of  officers  by  the  expiration 
of  the  term  of  office  of  one  person,  and  the  election  of  an  other 
to  supply  his  place,  such  change  will  not  affect  a  pending  action. 

A  suit  against  the  trustees  of  a  school  district  to  recover 
teacher's  wages  does  not  abate,  and  is  not  discontinued  by  the 
expiration  of  the  defendant's  term  of  office  and  the  choice  of 
other  persons  to  succeed  them.  Colegrove  v.  Breed,  2  Denio,  125. 
The  same  rule,  is  applicable  to  overseers  of  the  poor.  Manchester 
v.  Herrington,  6  Seld.,  164.  A  substitution  of  the  new  officers 
may  be  made  by  consent  of  the  parties.  Colegrove  v.  Breed,  2 
Denio,  125.  Or  the  court  may  order  a  substitution.  Code,  §  121. 
This. section  is  applicable  to  justices'  courts.  Code,  '§.>^  8  and  64, 
sub.  15. 

Misjoinder  of  defendants.']  In  actions  upon  contracts,  the  mis- 
joinder of  defendants  may  be  made  a  ground  of  objection  in 
several  ways : 

1.  By  way  of  answer  in  abatement  of  the  action. 

2.  By  motion  for  a  nonsuit  at  the  trial.  Manahan  v.  Gibions, 
19  Johns.,  109  ;  TibUts  v.  Percy,  24  Barb.,  39,  42  ;  Barker  v.  Cas- 
sidy,  16  Barb.,  177;  Phalen  v.  Dingee,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  379. 

3.  If  the  defect  appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint  by  way 
of  demurrer. 

4.  If  the  objection  is  properly  taken  below  and  overruled,  it  is 
a  ground  of  appeal.  Phalen  v.  Dingee,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  379;  TilUts 
V.  Percy,  24  Barb.,  39,  42;  Ba/rUr  v.  Cassidy,  16  Barb.,  177; 
Manahan  v.  Gibhons,  19  Johns.,  109. 

Nonjoinder  of  defendants.]  In  actions  upon  contract,  the  non- 
joinder of  a  co-defendant  must  be  objected  to  : 

1.  By  way  of  answer  in  abatement;  for  unless  the  defect 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  the  objection  must  be  taken 
by  way  of  answer  in  abatement,  or  it  is  waived.  Williams  v. 
Allen,  7  Oow.,  316;  Gay  v.  Canj,  9  Oow.,  44. 

2.  If  the  defect  appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  and  also 
that  the  co-defendant  is  still  living  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  a  demurrer  may  be  interposed.  Burgess  v.  Abbott,  6 
Hill,  135;  State  of  Indiana  v.  Woram,  6  Hill,  33. 

3.  It  is  not  a  ground  of  nonsuit  at  the  trial.  Gay  v.  Cary,  9 
Oow.,  44;   Williams  v.  Allen,  7  Oow.,  316. 

The  defendant  knows,  or  ought  to  know,  who  should  be  joined 
with  him  as  co-defendants;  and  if  he  does  not  plead  their  non- 
joinder in  abatement,  he  has  no  ground  of  complaint.  If  all 
the  defendants  are  liable  severally,  or  jointly  and  severally,  the 
defendant  sued  has  no  ground  of  objection,  since  the  plaintiff" 
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has  a  right  to  sue  all  or  a  portion  of  those  liable.  And  it  is  only 
in  case  of  a  joint  liability,  not  a  joint  and  several  liability,  that 
affords  groiand  of  an  answer  in  abatement. 

Plaintiffs  in  actions  for  wrongs.']  The  general  rule  is,  that 
the  action  must  be  brought  by  the  person  who  is  injured  by  the 
wrongful  or  unlawful  acts.  The  cases  which  determine  what 
injuries  are  actionable  are  very  numerous;  and  the  cases  are 
extremely  diversified,  since  they  relate  to  injuries  to  real  estate, 
to  personal  property,  and  to  the  rights  of  persons. 

Action  hy  assignee.]  There  is  a  numerous  class  of  cases  in  which 
it  is  held  that  a  cause  of  action  for  a  tort  or  wrong  is  assignable. 
And  in  those  cases  in  which  such  an  assignment  may  be  made, 
the  action  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  assignee.  The 
instances  in  which  such  an  assignment  may  or  may  not  be  made, 
have  been  discussed  in  its  appropriate  place.  Vol.  I,  94  to  97. 

Actions  iy  executors  or  administrators.']  In  case  of  the  death 
of  a  person  in  whose  favor  a  cause  of  action  exists,  the  action 
may  generally  be  brought  by  his  executor  or  administrator.  3  E. 
S.,  746,  "^  1,  5th  ed.  If  one  of  several  persons  interested  dies, 
the  action  should  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  survivor. 

Husband  and  wife.]  If  an  injury  is  done  to  property  which 
belongs  to  husband  and  wife  jointly,  an  action  may  be  brought  in 
their  joint  names. 

If  the  property  injured  belongs  to  the  husband  alone,  the 
action  must  be  brought  in  his  name  alone.  So,  if  the  injury  is 
done  to  the  separate  property  of  the  wife,  the  action  must  now 
be  brought  in  her  name  alone.  Vol  I,  657  to  661. 

Partners,  actions  Jj/.]  A  cause  of  action  which  exists  in  favor 
of  a  firm  for  a  wrong,  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  all  the 
partners. 

Corporations,  actions  ly.]  Corporations  must  sue  in  their  corpo- 
rate name  for  any  wrongful  act  which  gives  them  a  right  of 
action. 

Joint  stock  companies  or  associations.]  Actions  in  favor  of  joint 
stock  companies  or  associations,  which  consist  of  seven  or  more 
shareholders  or  associates,  may  sue  in  the  name  of  their  president 
or  treasurer,  for  the  time  being.  Vol.  I,  292. 

Town  and  county  officers.]  Actions  may  be  brought  by  town 
and  county  officers,  in  their  own  names,  with  the  addition  of 
their  name  of  oflice,  for  any  injury  to  the  property  or  right 
of  such  ofiicers,  or  of  the  bodies  represented  by  them.  Vol.  I, 
260,  267. 

Infants,  actions  hy.]  An  action  by  an  infant  for  a  wrong  must 
be  brought  in  his  name  in  the  same  manner  as  in  an  action  upon 
contract.  See  ante,  273. 

Lunatics,  actions  hy.]  Actions  for  wrongs  to  the  property  of 
lunatics  must  be  brought  in  their  own  names,  notwithstanding 
they  may  have  a  committee.  Lane  v.  Scliermerhorn,  1  Hill,  97 ; 
Petrie  v.  SJioemaker,  24  Wend.,  85;  McKillip  v.  McEilKp,  8 
Barb.,  552. 
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lu  actious  ou  contract,  there  are  cases  in  which  the  action  may- 
be brought  in  the  name  of  the  committee  of  such  lunatic.  See 
ante,  273. 

Actions  by  the  committee  are  limited  strictly  to  the  cases 
mentioned  in  the  statute,  viz.,  on  contracts.  McKillip  v.  McKillip, 
8  Barb.,  552. 

Tenants  in  common,  and  joint  tenants.']  In  actions  brought  by 
tenants  in  common,  or  by  joint  tenants,  for  injuries  to  their  real 
or  personal  property,  the  action  ought  to  be  brought  by  all  the 
parties  in  interest.  Code,  §§  117, 119;  Bicer.  Hollenleclc,  19  Barb., 
664,  and  cases  cited. 

Penalties,  actions  for.]  Whenever  any  statute  gives  a  penalty 
to  any  person,  or  class  of  persons,  the  action  may  be  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  person  to  whom  such  penalty  is  given.  Actions 
brought  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty  for  a  violation  of  the  excise 
law  ought  to  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  "  Board  of  commis- 
sioners, &c.,"  and  not  in  the  name  of  the  individual  commissioners. 
Fomroy  v.  Sperry,  16  How.  Pr.,  211 ;  Board  of  Com.  of  Excise 
of  Saratoga  Co.  v.  Dolierty,  16  How.  Pr.,  46. 

The  correct  practice  is,  to  bring  the  action  precisely  as  the 
statute  authorizes  it.  If  an  action  is  given  to  individuals,  then 
they  must  sue,  or  if  it  is  given  to  a  board  by  name  as  in  the 
case  cited,  then  sue  in  the  name  of  such  board.  As  to  action 
for  penalties  see  Vol.  I,  754  to  762. 

Misjoinder  of  plaintiffs  in  actions  for  torts.]  If  too  many 
persons  are  joined  as  plaintiffs  in  an  action  for  a  wrong,  the  law 
provides  that  the  objection  may  be  taken  as  follows : 

1.  By  answer  in  abatement.   Walrod  v.  Bennett,  6  Barb.,  144. 

2.  By  motion  for  a  nonsuit  at  the  trial.  Acltley  v.  Tarlox,  29 
Barb.,  512  ;  Gould  v.  Glass,  19  Barb.,  179. 

3.  By  demurrer,  if  the  defect  appears  on  the  face  of  the  com- 
plaint. 

4.  By  way  of  appeal,  if  the  objection  was  properly  taken  in 
the  court  below,  and  overruled.  Aclcley  v.  Tarlox,  29  Barb.,  512 ; 
Gould  V.  Glass,  19  Barb.,  179. 

Nonjoinder  of  plaintiffs  in  actions  for  torts.]  The  nonjoinder 
of  proper  parties  as  plaintiffs  in  actions  for  torts  may  be  objected 
to: 

1.  By  answer  in  abatement. 

2.  By  motion  for  nonsuit  at  the  trial.  Bice  v.  Sollenbeck,  19 
Barb.,  664. 

3.  By  way  of  appeal,  if  the  objection  was  properly  taken  in 
the  court  below,  and  overruled.  Bice  v.  Hollenbeck,  19  Barb.,  664. 
But  see  Trijjp  v.  Biley,  15  Barb.,  334,  which  holds  that  the  non- 
joinder must  be  set  up  in  the  answer  by  way  of  abatement,  or  it 
is  waived. 

It  does  not  appear .  from  the  report  of  the  last  case,  that  a 
motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  made  in  the  court  below. 

Defendants  in  actions  for  torts.]  The  general  rule  is,  that  the 
person  committing  the  injury,  either  by  himself  or  his  agent,  is 
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to  be  made  defendant,  the  princip;il  being  in  all  cases  liable  for 
the  fraudulent  or  tortious  acts  of  bis  agent  or  servant,  if  com- 
mitted while  in  the  course  of  his  employ,  but  not  for  injuries  will- 
fully committed.  Harloiv  \.  Humiston,  G  Cow.,  189;  McCaliillv. 
Kipp,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  413;  Wolfe  v.  Mersereau,  4  Duer,  473; 
Wright  v.  Wilcox,  19  Wend.,  343 ;  IliUard  y.  N.  Y.  and  E.  R.  B., 
1  E.  P.  Smith,  455;  Vol.  I,  249,  276. 

Infants,  lunatics.']  All  natural  persons  are  liable  for  their  torts, 
and  this  rule  includes  infants.  Conldin  v.  Thompson,  29  Barb.,  218 ; 
Fish  V.  Ferris,  5  Duer,  49 ;  Camplell  v.  Stakes,  2  Wend.  137. 
So  lunatics  are  liable  in  a  civil  actioQ  for  any  tort  which  they 
may  commit,  although  they  may  not  be  punishable  criminally, 
since  the  guilty  intent  would  be  wanting  to  constitute  a  crime, 
while  the  intent  is  not  material  in  making  out  a  cause  of  action 
for  a  tort ;  but  the  intent  might  be  material  as  to  the  amount  of 
damages.  Krom  v.  Schoonmaker,  3  Barb.,  649. 

Married  women.]  A  married  woman  is  liable  to  be  sued  for  her 
Avrongful  and  unlawful  acts,  but  her  husband  must  be  joined 
with  her  as  a  defendant,  whether  the  tort  was  committed  before  or 
during  marriage.  Marsh  v.  Potter,  30  Barb.,  506;  Matthews  v. 
Fiestel,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  90. 

Prior  authority,  or  suhsequent  ratification  of  tort.]  An  action  lies 
against  any  person  who  was  a  party  to  a  tort,  or  a  conversion  of 
property,  or  who  assisted  in  it  or  directed  it  to  be  done,  or  who 
subsequently  assented  to  and  ratified  it,  whether  the  assent  was 
given  before  or  after  the  wrong  was  done.  But  an  infant,  a 
married  woman  or  a  lunatic  would  not  be  made  liable  by  a  sub- 
sequent ratification  of  the  act.  And  in  all  cases,  the  ratification 
must  be  made  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts.  Fox  v.  Jackson, 
8  Barb.,  355;  Pratt  v.  Potter,  21  Barb.,  589. 

Executors  and  administrators.]  If  the  person  who  committed  the 
wrongful  act  dies,  and  the  cause  of  action  survives,  that  will  not 
authorize  an  action  against  his  executor  or  administrator  in  a 
justice's  court,  because  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  over  such  au 
action.  Code,  §  54,  sub.  5. 

Corporations.]  Corporations  are  liable  for  negligence,  when  an 
injury  results  to  an  other  in  consequence.  The  Hector,  Sec,  v. 
Buckhart,  3  Hill,  193;  Townsend  v.  Susquehanna  T.  B.,  6  Johns., 
90.  So,  they  are  liable  for  a  wrongful  conversion  of  personal 
property.  Beach  v.  Fulton  Bank,  7  Oow.,  485.  Or  for  the  wrong- 
ful acts  of  their  oflicers  or  agents  or  servants  when  they  are 
engaged  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  of  the  corporation. 
Richmond  Tump.  Go.  v.  Vanderlilt,  1  Hill,  480;  YanderMlt  v. 
Richmond  Tump.  Co.,  2  Oomst.,  479;  Mayor  of  New  York  v. 
Baily,  2  Denio,  433.  But  a  corporation  is  not  liable  for  a  willful 
trespass  committed  by  an  agent  or  servant.  Ih.  An  action  lies 
against  a  corporation  for  malfeasance  in  building  a  dam  across  a 
stream.  Mayor  of  New  York  v.  Baily,  2  Denio,  433;  Vol.  I, 
249,  276. 
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Penalties.]  In  actions  for  penalties,  those  persons  must  be 
named  as  defendants  who  are  hable  to  be  sued  therefor.  Where 
a  statute  imposes  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  for  an  act  injurious  to 
the  rights  of  an  other,  which  is  given  to  the  party  aggrieved,  it 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  satisfaction  for  the  wrong  done,  and  though 
the  words  of  the  statute  render  every  man  oftending  liable,  only 
one  penalty  can  be  recovered,  and  all  who  join  in  the  act  may  be 
sued  together.  Palmer  v.  Conly,  4  Denio,  374;  ^S*.  C,  2  Comst., 
182.  And  this  rule  applies  to  actions  for  penalties  for  a  violation 
of  the  excise  law.  Hall  v.  McEechnie,  22  Barb.,  244;  Ingersoll  v. 
Skinner,  1  Denio,  540;  see  Vol.  I,  754-762. 

Cannot  le  both  plaintiff  and  defendant.]  N"o  one  can  be  both 
plaintiff'  and  defendant  in  an  action.  A  trustee  of  a  religious 
society  cannot  be  sued  by  his  co-trustees,  as  a  trespasser,  in 
respect  to  the  property  of  the  society,  until  he  has  been  divested 
of  his  character  and  authority  as  trustee.  His  possession  is  the 
possession  of  his  co-trustees,  and  his  right  is  equal  to  that  of  the 
others.  Trustees  of  Meth.  Ej).  Clmrch.  v.  Stewart,  27  Barb.,  553. 

Joinder  of  defendants.]  In  an  action  for  a  tort  unconnected  with 
contract,  where  the  wrong  is  done  by  several  individuals,  the  plain- 
tiff" has  an  election  to  sue  them  all  jointly,  or  to  sue  one  or  more  of 
them  separately.  Livingston  v. Bishop,  1  Johns., 290;  Poser.  Oliver, 
2  Johns.,  365;  Marsh  v.  Berry,  7  Cow.,  344;  Osterhout  \.  Roberts, 
8  Cow.,  43.  But  if  an  action  is  brought  against  one  of  the 
trespassers,  and  a  judgment  is  recovered  against  him,  which  is 
paid,  such  payment  will  bar  an  action  against  any  of  the  other 
defendants.  Dexter  v.  Broat,  16  Barb.,  337;  Osterhout  \.  Roberts, 
8  Oow.,  43.  But  until  the  plaintiff  elects  to  collect  a  judgment, 
or  until  the  amount  of  one  of  them  is  tendered  to  him,  he  may 
sue  each  defendant  separately,  and  then  elect  which  he  will 
collect.  He  may  collect  the  costs  in  each  case,  but  he  cannot 
have  but  one  satisfaction.  Livingston  v.  Bishop,  1  Johns.,  290 ; 
Osterhout  v.  Roberts,  8  Oow.,  43. 

Misjoinder  and  nonjoinder  of  defendants.]  The  general  rule  is, 
that  the  plaintiffs  may  sue  any  or  all  the  wrongdoers,  at  his  elec- 
tion ;  and,  as  a  consequence,  the  question  of  misjoinder  or 
nonjoinder  of  defendants  cannot  be  properly  made  in  actions  for 
torts  unconnected  with  contract.  If  less  than  all  the  defendants 
are  sued,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  the  full  damages  of  those  sued ; 
and,  if  too  many  are  sued,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  against  those 
who  are  liable,  and  judgment  be  rendered  in  favor  of  those  not 
liable.  Dominick  v.  Eacker,  3  Barb.,  18 ;  Fox  v.  Jackson,  8  Barb., 
355  ;  Montfort  v.  Hughes,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  591. 

There  is  one  class  of  cases  in  which  it  may  be  said  that  the 
damage  was  done  by  several,  and  yet  they  cannot  be  joined  as 
defendants.  Where  cows,  belonging  to  several  owners,  are  found 
in  the  garden  of  an  individual,  committing  a  trespass,  each  owner 
is  liable  for  the  damage  done  by  his  own  cow,  and  no  more. 
Partenheimer  v.  Van  Order,  20  Barb.,  479.  So  if  several  dogs  do 
mischief  by  worrying  sheep,  a  joint  action  will  not  lie  against  all 
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the  owners.  Tan  Steenburgh  v.  ToMas,  17  Wend.,  562;  AucJimuty 
V.  Ham,  1  Denio,  495 ;  Vol.  I,  850. 

CHAPTER  XV. 

JOINDEE   OP   CAUSES    OF  ACTION. 

The  question  who  are  proper  parties  to  an  action  has  just  been 
discussed.  But,  there  is  also  an  other  question  which  immediately 
arises ;  because  one  person  may  have  a  right  of  action  against 
an  other  for  several  different  causes.  The  defendant  may  owe 
the  plaintiff  on  contract,  and  he  may  also  be  liable  for  some 
wrongful  act  to  personal  or  real  property.  In  such  cases,  it 
becomes  important  to  determine  what  causes  of  action  may  be 
joined  ;  and  also  what  causes  of  action  must  be  joined  together 
in  the  same  action. 

The  Code,  §  140  and  §  69,  has  abolished  all  forms  of  actions. 
And  this  rule  applies  to  justices'  courts.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  15,  and 
Code,  §  69. 

As  the  law  now  stands  the  form  of  the  action  will  not  be  any 
test  to  determine  whether  several  different  causes  of  action  may 
be  joined  in  the  same  action.  Bat,  although  the  forms  of  actions 
are  abrogated,  there  are  certain  principles  which  relate  to  the 
joinder  of  causes  of  action  which  remain  unimpaired.  And  the 
same  rules  which  governed  this  question  before  the  Code,  are  as 
applicable  to  justices'  courts  now,  as  they  were  before  that  act 
was  passed. 

In  the  higher  courts,  the  Code  has  blended  legal  and  equitable 
jurisdictions ;  and,  as  a  consequence,  other  changes  in  the  law 
became  necessary ;  though  it  is  not  necessary  to  notice  them  in  this 
work.  But,  in  justices'  courts  the  jurisdiction  remains  pretty 
much  as  it  was  before  the  Code,  unless  we  fexcept  an  extension 
of  such  jurisdiction  as  to  amount,  and  in  relation  to  actions  of 
replevin,  or  the  recovery  of  personal  property. 

The  reason  of  the  rule  as  to  the  joinder  of  (iauses  of  action  in 
justices'  courts  remains  the  same  as  it  has  been  for  a  long  time ; 
and  there  is  no  express  change  made  by  the  Code  in  that  respect; 
it  is,  therefore,  safe  to  adopt  the  same  rules  which  have  long 
been  established  in  relation  to  these  courts. 

Splitting  single  causes  of  action.']  The  law  does  not  encourage,  nor 
does  it  tolerate  a  plaintiff  in  making  the  defendant  any  unneces- 
sary expense  and  trouble  by  splitting  a  cause  of  action,  and  bring- 
ing separate  suits  on  each  part  of  it.  And,  therefore,  when  a 
plaintiff  has  a  single  causeof  action  arising  upon  contract,  although 
there  may  be  many  items  of  it,  he  must  join  them  all  in  the  same 
action  ;  and,  if  he  sues  and  recovers  for  a  portion  of  the  items,  he 
will  be  precluded  from  bringing  an  action  and  recovering  for  the 
residue.  Bendernagle  v.  Codes,  19  Wend.,  207 ;  Coggins  v.  Bul- 
winkle,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  434 ;  Chirnsey  v.  Carver,  8  Wend.,  492 ; 
Smith  V.  Jones,  15  Johns.,  229 ;  Phillips  v.  BericJc,  16  Johns.,  136. 
But  the  cause  of  action  must  arise  out  of  a  single  contract  or  trans- 
action, for,  where  two  bills  of  goods  were  sold  to  the  defendant, 


288  JOINDER  OF  CAUSES  OF  ACTION. 

at  different  times,  and  a  credit  of  six  montlis  was  given  on  one 
bill,  and  none  as  to  the  other,  it  was  held  that  the  causes  of  action 
were  separate  and  distinct,  and  that  a  recovery  iipon  the  bill 
first  sold,  was  no  bar  to  an  action  upon  the  second.  Staples  v. 
Goodrich,  21  Barb.,  317. 

Where  there  are  several  items  of  account  for  goods  sold  or 
work  performed  at  different  times,  there  must  be  either  an  express 
contract,  or  the  circumstances  must  be  such  as  to  raise  an  implied 
contract  embracing  all  the  items,  to  make  them  a  single  or  entire 
demand.  Secor  v.  Sturgis,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  548,  554,  555,  558, 
This  last  case  was  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals,  and  it  is  an 
elaborate  exposition  of  the  correct  rule. 

The  same  rule  applies  to  actions  for  torts.  And  whenever  a 
right  of  action  exists  for  taking  or  injuring  several  articles  of 
personal  property,  if  they  were  all  taken  at  the  same  time,  or 
by  a  single  wrongful  act,  the  articles  must  all  be  sued  for  in  a 
single  action ;  and  if  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  for  taking 
a  portion  of  such  articles,  and  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment, 
he  will  be  barred  from  maintaining  an  other  action  for  the  residue 
of  them.  Farrington  v.  Payne,  15  Johns.,  432. 

But  where  a  plaintiff  sued  for  the  recovery  of  the  value  of 
several  articles,  and  it  appeared  on  the  trial  that  but  a  portion 
of  the  articles  had  been  converted  at  the  time  when  the  suit  was 
commenced,  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  might  strike  out  of 
his  complaint  the  cause  of  action  for  the  articles  which  were  not 
converted,  and  that  this  was  not  splitting  up  a  single  cause  of 
action,  so  as  to  bar  a  right  to  the  residue  of  the  property.  Doty 
v.  Brown,  4  Oomst.,  71,  Vol.  I,  953. 

So  where  a  plaintiff  has  a  right  of  action  against  two  on  a 
joint  demand  as  partners,  if  he  sues  one  and  recovers  a  judgment 
against  him,  that  will  be  a  bar  to  an  action  against  the,  other 
joint  debtors.  Olmstead  v.  Webster,  4  Seld.,  413;  Robertson  v. 
Smith,  18  Johns.,  459  ;  Benson  v.  Paine,  9  Abb,,  28. 

If  one  or  more  of  the  debtors  cannot  be  served  with  process 
because  of  their  absence  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
the  plaintiff  may  insert  the  names  of  all  the  debtors  as  defend- 
ants, and  then  proceed  against  all  of  them,  even  although  but  a 
portion  of  them  were  served  with  process.  Ante,  61,  77,  Vol.  I, 
56,  §§  113,  114. 

Several  causes  of  action  on  contractJi  If  a  plaintiff  has  several 
causes  of  action  against  the  defendant,  and  they  all  arise  upon 
contract,  they  may  all  be  joined  in  the  same  action.  And  this 
is  the  rule,  although  some  of  the  causes  of  action  arise  upon 
sealed  agreements,  and  some  of  them  upon  unsealed  ones,  and 
whether  the  liability  is  founded  upon  express  or  upon  implied 
promises.  And  a  cause  of  action  for  goods  sold,  services  rendered, 
&c.,  may  be  joined  with  a  right  of  action  upon  a  bond  or  other 
sealed  instrument. 

Several  promissory  notes  may  be  sued  on  in  the  same  com- 
plaint, Borman  v.  Kellam,  14  How.,  184.    And,  an  action  upon 
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a  justice's  judgment  in  those  cases  in  which  it  may  be  sued,  may 
be  joined  with  causes  of  action  upon  accounts,  promissory  notes, 
bills  of  exchange,  or  other  demands  of  that  nature,  or  with  sealed 
contracts.  Under  the  old  forms  of  actions  and  pleadings,  an 
action  would  not  lie  to  recover  upon  an  account,  or  a  promissory 
note,  if  it  was  joined  with  a  right  of  action  upon  a  bond,  or  a 
judgment,  because  one  of  them  ought  to  be  sued  in  assumpsit, 
and  the  other  in  debt  or  covenant.  But  those  forms  having 
been  abolished  there  can  be  no  objection  to  their  joinder  in  the 
same  action,  because  the  same  kind  of  answer,  judgment  and 
execution  would  be  appropriate  in  each  case.  Any  causes  of 
action  which  exist  under  the  provisions  of  subdivisions  1,  4,  5,  6, 
7,  of  '^  53  of  the  Code  may  be  joined  in  the  same  action. 

Trespasses  may  he  joined.']  The  plaintiff  may  join  in  the  same 
complaint  as  many  causes  of  action  as  he  may  have  against  the 
defendant,  for  trespasses  committed  by  him,  whether  the  trespass 
was  to  real  or  to  personal  property,  or  to  both  of  them.  This 
rule  will  include  actions  for  the  conversion  of  personal  property. 
See  Code,  >§  53,  sub.  2. 

Penalties.']  Several  penalties  may  be  joined  in  the  same  action, 
when  they  all  exist  in  favor  of  the  same  plaintiff,  and  against  the 
same  defendant.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  3,  and  see  ante,  286. 

Contracts  and  torts  cannot  he  joined.]  Actions  which  arise  upon 
contract  cannot  be  joined  with  those  which  are  founded  upon 
torts  or  wrongs.  An  action  for  wrongfully  killing  cattle,  cannot 
be  joined  with  a  cause  of  action  arising  upon  a  contract  to  carry 
the  same  cattle  to  a  distant  place,  and  an  omission  to  do  so, 
because  they  were  killed  by  the  way.  Colwell  v.  N.  Y.  &  Erie 
B.  E.,  9  How.  Pr.,  311. 

A  claim  for  the  unlawful  conversion  of  goods,  being  founded 
upon  tort,  and  one  for  money  had  and  received,  being  upon  con- 
tract, cannot  be  joined  in  the  same  action.  Colh  v.  Dows,  9 
Barb.,  230.  This  case  was  reversed,  6  Seld.,  335,  but  not  upon 
this  point.  A  cause  of  action  in  tort,  cannot  be  united  with  one 
on  implied  contract.  Hunter  v.  Powell,  15  How.  Pr.,  221 ;  Hall  v. 
Fisher,  20  Barb.,  442 ;  Martin  v.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn,  1  Hill, 
645. 

A  count  in  a  complaint  for  a  breach  of  warranty  in  the  sale  of 
a  horse,  cannot  be  joined  with  a  count  in  fraud  and  deceit  in 
wrongfully  concealing  the  defects  of  the  same  horse.  Sweet  v. 
Ingerson,  12  How.  Pr.,  331.  A  complaint  against  a  bailee  of  a 
horse  cannot  contain  a  count  upon  an  implied  contract  to  return 
him  to  the  bailor,  and  also  a  count  for  a  wrongful  conversion  of 
him  by  driving  him  to  death.  Howe  v.  Cook,  21  Wend.,  29. 

Causes  of  action  must  he  in  same  right.]  In  joining  causes  of 
action,  they  must  all  belong  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  same  right. 
And,  therefore,  a  plaintiff  cannot  include  in  the  same  action^ 
claims  in  his  individual  right,  and  as  administrator  of  an  other. 
Lucas  V.  N.  T.  Central  B.  E.,  21  Barb.,  245. 
The  causes  of  action  must  not  only  belong  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
Wait  11—3^ 
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the  saiue  right  but  they  must  all  be  interested  in  the  entire  causes 
of  action.   Ante,  275  ;  Dunderdale  v.  Qrymes,  16  How.  Pr.,  196. 

Action  must  affect  all  the  defendants  in  the  same  right.']  It  is  not 
sufficient  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  cause  of  action  against  all  of  the 
defendants.  He  must  have  a  cause  of  action  against  them  all  in 
such  a  manner  that  they  may  be  joined  in  the  same  action. 

A  constable  and  his  sureties  may  be  joined  in  the  same  action, 
when  it  is  founded  upon  the  neglect  of  the  constable  to  return  a 
justice's  execution  within  the  time  required  by  law,  or  for  keep- 
ing moneys  collected,  &c.  Moore  v.  Smith,  10  How.  Pr.,  361; 
Sloan  V.  Case,  10  Wend.,  370.  But  where  one  count  in  the  com- 
plaint states  a  cause  of  action  against  a  part  of  the  defendants, 
and  an  other  count  states  a  cause  of  action  against  them  all,  it  is 
a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action.  Wells  v.  Jewett,  11  How.  Pr.,  242. 

Where  one  of  the  causes  of  action  against  the  defendant  is 
against  him  individually,  and  an  other  as  trustee,  &c.,  they  can- 
not be  joined.  Alger  v.  Scoville,  6  How.  Pr.,  131;  S.  C,  1  Code 
Eep.  ISr.  S.,  303.  So,  where  the  complaint  demands  judgment 
against  one  defendant  individually,  and  against  the  other  as  a 
trustee,  &c.,  they  cannot  be  joined.  Ih. 

A  cause  of  action  against  one  defendant  as  principal,  cannot  be 
joined  with  a  cause  of  action  against  an  other  defendant  as  surety 
of  such  contract.  Brewster  v.  Silence,  4  Seld.,  207,  215 ;  Phalen  v. 
Dingee,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  379,  where  several  of  the  cases  are  collected, 
and  see  ante,  280,  Parties  to  action.  Several  causes  of  action 
can  be  properly  united  in  the  complaint,  in  those  cases  only  in 
which  each  cause  of  action  affects  all  of  the  defendants.  It  is  not 
enough  that  some  of  the  defendants  are  affected  by  all  of  them.< 
Lexington,  &c.,  B.  R.  v.  Goodman,  15  How.  Pr.,  85.  It  is  not 
necessary,  however,  that  the  several  causes  of  action  should  affect 
each  of  the  defendants  equally,  it  is  sufficient  that  each  cause  of 
action  affects  each  defendant  in  some  degree.  Vermeule  v.  Beck, 
15  How.  Pr.,  333;  Beal  v.  Finch,  1  Kern.,  128;  O'Shea  v.  Kirker, 
8  Abb.,  70;  S.  C,  4  Bosw.,  120. 

Misjoinder  of  causes  of  action,  how  corrected.]  If  several  causes 
of  action  are  improperly  joined  in  the  complaint,  the  defendant's 
remedy  is  by  demurrer  for  such  misjoinder.  The  law  has  always 
permitted  this  to  be  done  in  justices'  courts,  as  well  as  in  courts 
of  record,  and  that  rule  is  not  changed  by  the  Code.  Howe  v.  Cook, 
21  Wend.,  29;  Lucas  v.  N.  Y.  C.  E.  B.,  21  Barb.,  245;  Eall  v. 
Fisher,  20  Barb.,  442. 

A'p'peal  does  not  Ke.]  If  the  defendant  omits  to  demur  to  a  com- 
plaint for  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action,  the  objection  will  be 
waived.  And  if  the  plaintiff  proves  a  cause  of  action  under  either 
of  the  counts  in  his  complaint,  he  will  be  entitled  to  recover,  and 
the  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  for  such  misjoinder  of  causes 
of  action.  Wtllard  v.  Bridge,  4  Barb.,  361 ;  Dunham  v.  Simmons, 
3  Hill,  ^9 ;  Whiting  v.  €rim,  1  Hill,  61 ;  Lovett  v.  Pell,  22  Wend., 
369.  If  the  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  for  misjoinder  of 
causes  of  action,  the  plaintiff  can  amend  by  striking  out  one 
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cause  of  action,  if  he  thinks  the  demurrer  well  taken.  And  so, 
if  the  justice  decides  that  several  causes  of  action  are  improperly 
joined,  he  must  order  the  complaint  to  be  amended  in  that  respect. 
Code,  §  64,  sub.  7. 

Election  as  to  land  of  action.l  Under  the  old  practice,  where 
there  were  several  different  forms  of  action,  it  was  frequently  a 
matter  of  some  consequence  what  form  of  action  was  adopted. 
But  since  the  Code,  there  are  but  few  cases  in  which  any  election 
can  be  made,  because  forms  of  action  are  abolished.  Before  the 
Code,  if  property  was  unlawfully  taken  or  wrongfully  converted, 
the  owner  might  waive  the  tort  and  sue  in  assumpsit  for  the  value. 
Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  235,  240,  note  «;  Oummings  v.  force,  3 
Hill,  282;  Berly  v.  Taylor,  5  Hill,  577,  584,  note  a;  Oshorn  v. 
Bell,  5  Denio,  370 ;  McKnigU  v.  Dimlop,  4  Barb.,  36.  And  it  has 
been  held  that  the  rules  are  the  same  since  the  Code.  Hinds  v. 
Tweddle,  7  How.  Pr.,  278,  281;  Doughty  v.  Crozier,  9  Abb.,  411. 
But  if  the  plaintiff  has  an  election  to  waive  the  tort,  and  sue  for 
the  value  of  the  goods  as  though  they  were  sold  on  contract,  it  is 
important  to  remember  that  by  adopting  that  method,  the  defend- 
ant may  introduce  a  set-off,  which  he  could  not  do  if  sued  in  tort. 
And  again,  the  plaintiff  will  also  waive  the  right  to  arrest  the 
defendant  or  to  imprison  him  on  the  execution,  if  he  elects  to 
waive  the  tort.  But,  unless  the  defendant  has  actually  sold  the 
goods,  the  tort  cannot  be  waived  so  as  to  sue  for  the  goods  sold, 
or  for  money  had  and  received.  McKniglit  v.  Dunlop,  4c  Barb.,  36, 
42 ;  Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  240,  note  a. 

But  there  is  one  kind  of  remedy  which  may  frequently  be 
desirable.  If  an  individual  sells  goods  to  an  irresponsible  per- 
son, who  obtains  the  possession  by  a  fraudulent  statement,  or  if 
he  by  any  means  obtains  possession  of  them  fraudulently,  it  will 
be  important  to  obtain  the  goods  themselves.  So,  in  other  cases 
in  which  one  person  has  personal  property  of  an  other,  and  he 
refuses  to  deliver  it  to  the  owner,  an  action  of  replevin  is  then 
preferable,  as  the  identical  property  will  then  be  recovered.  Vol. 
I,  504  to  509. 

And  again,  there  is  one  class  of  cases  in  which  replevin  is  the 
only  safe  remedy  to  be  adopted.  If  an  officer  should  levy  an 
execution  upon  exempt  property,  the  injured  party  should  re- 
plevin the  articles  taken,  and  he  will  then  secure  the  property 
itself  with  all  the  advantages  which  will  arise  from  its  use.  But 
if,  in  such  a  case,  the  owner  of  the  property  should  sue  for  the 
value  of  the  property,  and  for  the  unlawful  act  of  taking  it,  he 
might  recover  a  judgment  for  the  value  of  the  property,  and  for 
damages  for  taking  it;  but  the  judgment  so  recovered  would  not 
be  exempt  property,  but  would  be  Uable  to  be  applied  on  the 
very  judgment  under  which  it  was  taken  on  the  execution.  Mai- 
lory  V.  Norton,  21  Barb.,  424. 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

GENERAL    RULES    OF    PLEADING. 

SECTION  I. 

GENERAL     PRINCIPLES. 

All  forms  of  actions,  and  all  forms  of  pleadings  have  been 
abrogated  by  the  Code,  %^  69,  140,  64,  sub.  .15.  The  abolition  of 
these  forms  was  a  necessity,  when  the  principles  of  the  Code 
became  rules  of  law.  The  plain  intention  and  spirit  of  the 
Code  is,  that  every  party,  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant,  shall 
state  fully  and  truly  all  the  facts  which  constitute  the  cause  of 
action,  or  the  ground  of  defense.  The  old  system  permitted  the 
litigation  of  causes  under  general  i^leadings,  of  which  there  were 
numerous  forms,  which  were  adapted  to  corresponding  forms  of 
action. 

But  the  Code  has  introduced  a  system  of  special  pleading 
which  requires  a  statement  of  the  particular  facts  of  each  case. 

It  must  not  be  understood,  however,  that  the  abrogation  of  the 
forms  of  actions,  or  of  pleadings,  has  also  abrogated  the  princi- 
ples of  actions,  or  of  pleadings. 

If  the  facts,  in  a  given  case,  would  not  constitute  a  cause  of 
action  before  the  Code,  they  will  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action 
now.  Cropsey  v.  Sweeney,  27  Barb.,  310. 

The  changes  which  the  Code  has  made  relate  exclusively  to 
the  manner  of  stating  the  facts  which  constitute  the  cause  of 
action,  or  the  ground  of  defense,  and  to  the  proper  parties  to  an 
action.  It  has  no  reference  whatever  to  the  rules  of  law  by  which 
it  is  determined,  whether  a  particular  state  of  facts  is  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  or  a  ground  of  defense. 

The  law,  in  that  respect,  remains  unchanged  by  the  Code, 
unless  it  relates  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  the  assignment 
of  demands,  &c.  The  fundamental  principles  of  pleading  have 
not  been  abrogated ;  and  the  rules  which  were  observed  under 
the  old  law,  are  mainly  the  same  as  those  now  in  vise  ;  or,  in  other 
words,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  preserve  all  of 
the  old  rules  that  were  applicable  to  the  new  system.  Knowles  v. 
Gee,  8  Barb.,  300. 

At  the  time  of  the  enactment  of  the  Code,  the  rules  of  plead- 
ings provided  by  it  were  the  same  in  all  courts.  But  since  that 
time  the  law  has  been  changed  in  that  respect ;  and,  as  the  Code 
now  stands,  sections  140  to  177,  both  inclusive,  apply  to  courts 
of  record,  while  section  64  applies  to  justices'  courts. 

But,  it  does  not  follow,  as  of  course,  that  these  principles  do 
not  apply  to  a  justice's  court,  merely  because  the  Code  does  not 
so  apply  them.  The  principles  which  the  Code  has  adopted  are, 
many  of  them,  nothing  more  than  the  common  law  rules  of 
pleading,  and  they  were  always  as  applicable  to  a  justice's  court 
as  to  a  court  of  record.  And  those  common  law  principles  which 
have  not  been  abrogated,  are  as  applicable  now  to  a  justice's 
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court  as  they  ever  were,  unless  in  those  cases  in  which  the  Code 
expressly  changes  the  rule.  But  there  is  more  than  this  to  be 
observed. 

The  statute  which  confers  jurisdiction  upon  justices'  courts, 
expressly  provides  that  these  courts  shall  be  vested  with  all  the 
necessary  powers  which  are  possessed  by  courts  of  record  in  this 
state.  Vol.  I,  37,  ■§  1.  This  section  is  clearly  broad  enough,  both 
in  language  and  spirit,  to  confer  authority  upon  justices'  courts, 
to  control  all  matters  of  pleadings  which  are  proper  to  be  observed 
in  these  courts. 

If  the  complaint  shows  on  its  face  that  there  is  a  misjoinder, 
or  a  nonjoinder  of  parties,  or  that  several  causes  of  action  have 
been  improperly  joined,  a  demurrer  will  lie  to  correct  the  error. 
So,  if  the  complaint  or  answer  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action  or  defense ;  or  if  the  pleadings  are 
not  sufficiently  explicit,  a  demurrer  may  be  interposed.  Code, 
<^  64,  sub.  6. 

Form  of  pleadingsJ]  Pleadings  are  not  required  to  be  in  any 
particular  form,  but  must  be  such  as  to  enable  a  person  of  com- 
mon understanding  to-  know  what  is  intended.  Code,  '^  64,  sub.  5. 
They  may  be  oral,  or  in  writing,  except  in  certain  specified  cases 
in  which  the  law  requires  them  to  be  in  writing,  as  when  the 
defendant  pleads  title  to  lands.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  2  ;  Code,  §  55. 

If  the  pleadings  are  oral,  the  justice  is  required  to  enter  the 
substance  of  them  in  his  docket.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  2.  The  term 
substance  must  be  understood  to  embrace  all  the  material  allega- 
tions which  the  party  makes,  and  which  are  essential  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action  or  defense. 

The  justice  is  not  bound  to  enter  in  his  docket  any  allegations 
but  those  which  are  made  by  the  parties.  And  if  the  complaint 
or  answer  is  defective,  because  it  does  not  state  sufficient  facts, 
the  opposite  party  may  demur  to  the  pleading.  The  defendant 
may  demur  to  the  complaint  before  he  puts  in  his  answer.  And, 
the  plaintiff"  may  demur  to  the  answer  after  it  is  put  in. 

The  practical  effect  of  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  Code,  is  to 
cause  the  pleadings  to  be  in  writing,  because  if  the  party  does 
not  furnish  written  pleadings,  the  justice  must  reduce  the  material 
allegations  to  writing,  and  enter  them  in  his  docket.  When 
the  parties  furnish  written  pleadings,  the  justice  is  required  to 
file  them  and  make  an  entry  in  his  docket  referring  to  them. 
Code,  §  64,  sub,  2. 

In  common  practice,  the  allegations  are  very  carelessly  made, 
and  there  are  very  few  complaints  or  answers  which  contain  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  either  a  cause  of  action  or  a  ground  of 
defense.  Parties  have  a  right  to  litigate  their  causes  in  that  way 
if  they  choose,  but  it  will  be  found  to  be  for  the  interest  of  both 
parties,  if  they  each  require  the  other  to  state  fully  and  clearly  all 
the  material  facts  upon  which  they  rely.  There  will  then  be  less 
need  of  making  amendments,  and  there  will  not  be  so  many 
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disputes  as  to  the  questions  which  are  in  issue  for  trial.  See 
ante,  259,  260. 

Must  ie  pleadings  and  issue.]  The  statute  imperatively  requires 
that  there  shall  be  pleadings  in  the  action.  And  at  the  time  of 
the  first  appearance  of  the  parties,  either  to  join  issue  voluntarily, 
or  upon  the  return  of  process,  the  parties  must  join  issue  before 
an  adjournment  is  had,  except  in  those  cases  in  which  the  defend- 
ant shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  plead.  Vol.  I,  44,  ^  46 ;  Fanning  v. 
Trowbridge,  5  Hill,  428;  and  see  Thompson  v.  8ayre,  1  Denio,  175. 
If  the  defendant  does  not  appear,  or  if  he  does  appear,  but 
neglects  or  refuses  to  answer  to  the  complaint,  there  will,  of  course, 
be  no  issue  joined.  But  the  plaintiff  must  put  in  his  complaint, 
and  it  ought  to  show  on  its  face  a  good  cause  of  action,  especially 
in  those  cases  in  which  the  defendant  does  not  appear  so  as  to 
waive  any  defects,  either  expressly  or  by  implication. 

Where  a  return  from  the  marine  court  certified  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  appear  in  the  cause,  that  no  pleadings  were  put  in, 
and  that  the  justice  received  a  statement  of  facts  from  the 
attorneys  of  the  respective  parties,  whereon  he  rendered  judgment, 
without  examining  any  witnesses;  it  was  held  that  the  judg- 
ment could  not  be  sustained.  Heidenheimer  v.  Lyon,  3  E.  D. 
Smith,  54. 

Facts  are  to  he  stated.']  'No  question  seems  to  have  perplexed 
the  courts  more  than  to  determine  what  are  the  facts  which  are 
to  be  alleged.  It  is  difficult  to  frame  an  exact  definition  which 
shall  include  every  case,  or  to  reduce  to  practice  any  of  the 
numerous  rules  which  have  been  stated. 

The  principle  is  this,  each  party  must  allege  some  acts  or 
things  which  the  other  has  done  or  omitted  to  do,  in  consequence 
of  which  there  is  a  cause  of  action  on  the  one  hand,  or  a  ground 
of  defense  on  the  other.  This  rule  excludes  the  allegation  of 
those  facts  or  matters  of  evidence  which  go  to  prove  that  the 
other  party  has  done,  or  omitted  to  do  the  alleged  acts  or 
things,  and  it  also  excludes  any  allegation  of  the  legal  conclusion 
which  follows  or  results  from  the  doing  or  the  omission  of  the  acts 
or  things  alleged  in  the  pleadings  to  have  been  done  or  omitted. 

Suppose  that  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  goods 
sold ;  the  complaint  will  allege  that  at  a  certain  named  time  and 
place  the  plaintiff'  sold  and  delivered  certain  specified  goods  to  the 
defendant  at  his  request,  that  they  were  of  a  specified  value,  and 
that  they  are  not  paid  for,  those  would  be  the  facts,  which,  if 
admitted  to  be  true,  would  be  the  plaintiff''s  cause  of  action. 

He  ought  not  to  allege  that  on  a  certain  day,  at  a  specified  place, 
the  defendant  admitted  that  he  had  purchased  such  goods ; 
because  that  would  be  mere  evidence  of  the  allegation  in  the  com- 
plaint that  the  goods  were  sold,  &c.  So,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
plaintiff"  ought  not  to  allege  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to  pay  for 
the  goods  sold  and  delivered ;  because  that  is  a  mere  conclusion 
of  law  upon  the  facts  alleged,  if  they  are  admitted  or  proved  to 
be  true. 
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It  may  be  said  that  the  admission  of,  the  party  is  a  fact,  and  the 
remark  is  true ;  but  it  is  also  a  fact  which  is  mere  evidence  of  the 
truth  of  the  facts  or  allegations  which  the  law  requires  to  be 
stated. 

It  maybe  said,  too,  that  the  liability  of  the  defendant  is  a  fact; 
but  that  fact  is  a  conclusion  of  law  which  the  court  is  to  draw  from 
the  facts  which  are  properly  alleged  in  the  pleadings,  and  estab- 
lished as  true.  See  also  the  very  appropriate  remarks  of  Dueb, 
J.,  in  Mann  v.  Morewood,  5  Sandf.,  566,  and  in  Lawrence  v. 
Wright,  2  Duer,  674,  675,  and  of  Jbwett,  J.,  in  Allen  v.  Patterson, 
3  Seld.,  478. 

An  other  illustration  may  not  be  inappropriate.  It  is  a  prin- 
ciple of  law,  that  when  one  person  unlawfully  converts,  to  his  own 
use,  the  property  of  an  other,  the  wrongdoer  is  liable  to  respond 
in  damages  for  his  acts. 

A  complaint  for  such  a  cause  of  action  ought  not  to  state 
this  principle  of  law  ;  but  it  ought  to  allege  that  the  defendant, 
at  a  specified  time  and  place,  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  took  and 
converted  to  his  own  use  certain  property  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiff. No  allegation  of  evidence  of  the  truth  of  these  facts  ought 
to  be  made,  such  as  the  admissions  of  the  defendant,  or  that  a 
certain  named  witness  will  swear  to  the  truth  of  these  allegations. 

The  rule  is  this,  the  complaint  ought  to  contain  allegations 
which  logically  and  legally  show  that  the  defendant  is  liable 
to  an  action ;  or  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
demanded. 

So  an  answer,  if  it  is  not  a  mere  denial,  ought  to  contain  such 
allegations  as  show  a  defense,  if  admitted  to  be  true.  There 
need  not  be  any  confusion  on  account  of  the  rule  introduced  by 
the  Code .  which  requires  the  facts  to  be  alleged ;  because  the 
truth  is,  the  whole  system  of  pleadings  is  a  mere  method  of 
making  allegations,  though  those  allegations  relate  to  facts. 

State  enough  to  show  cause  of  action  or  ground  of  defense.']  The 
rule  which  requires  the  pleadings  to  state  the  facts  constituting 
the  cause  of  action  or  the  ground  of  defense,  means  that  all  the 
material  facts  which  are  requisite  for  that  purpose  must  be  stated. 
Every  fact  which  either  party  is  required  to  prove  at  the  trial 
must  be  alleged.  Allen  v.  Patterson,  3  Seld.,  478,  per  Jewett,  J. 
This  rule  however  may  be  waived  by  the  parties,  and  if  neither 
party  demurs  to  the  pleadings  of  the  other,  the  most  informal 
and  insufficient  pleadings  will  answer.  And  if  no  demurrer  is 
interposed  the  pleadings  will  be  held  sufficient  to  permit  evidence 
to  be  given  in  support  of  any  cause  of  action  or  defense  which 
may  have  been  intended  to  be  pleaded,  although  that  may  have 
been  very  objectionably  done.  Catlin  v.  Ounter,  1  Kern.,  368 ; 
White  v.  Spencer,  4  Kern.,  247,  at  page  251,  Denio,  Oh.  J.,  said  : 
"If  the  court  can  plainly  see,  as  in  this  case,  what  the  matter 
attempted  to  be  pleaded  is,  the  issue  is  not  immaterial,  though  it 
maybe  defectively  stated.  Mayor,  Sec.  of  N.  Y.  v.  Mason,  1  Abb., 
345 ;  Hall  v.  McEechnie,  22  Barb.,  244,  245. 
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Questions  of  fact.']  There  are  many  allegations  in  pleadings 
which  may  be  said  to  involve  questions  of  fact ;  by  which  is  to 
be  understood,  that  certain  allegations  in  the  pleadings  are  mere 
conclusions  from  evidence. 

Indeed  a  great  portion  of  the  allegations  in  any  pleading  is 
but  the  expression,  in  a  logical  and  legal  form,  of  the  conclusions 
or  deductions  of  facts  which  are  drawn  from  other  facts,  or  in 
other  words,  from  the  evidence  which  proves  their  existence. 

When  a  complaint  alleges  that  goods  were  sold  to  the  defendant, 
the  allegation  of  a  sale  is  a  mere  conclusion  of  fact  deduced  from 
the  evidence  of  the  circumstances  or  transaction  which  consti- 
tutes a  legal  sale. 

The  intention  with  which  an  act  was  done  is  sometimes  mate- 
rial, as  that  fact  will  sometimes  form  an  important  element  in 
constituting  a  cause  of  action,  or  in  the  measure  of  damages. 
Ives  V.  Humphrey,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  197.  An  allegation  of  the 
unlawful  conversion  of  personal  property  is  a  question  of  fact. 
Covell  V.  mn,  2  Seld.,  381.  So  is  the  question  whether  a  person 
assented  to  a  specified  transaction,  Kemeys  v.  Richards,  11  Barb., 
312 ;  whether  a  fraud  has  been  committed,  Erwin  v.  Yoorhees, 
26  Barb,  127 ;  so  as  to  the  actual  possession  of  land.  Parsons  v. 
Brown,  15  Barb.,  590 ;  that  the  plaintiff  became  the  owner  of 
certain  property  or  choses  in  action,  by  purchase.  Prindle  v. 
Caruthers,  1  E.  P.  Smith,  425.  And  it  may  be  stated,  as  a  gene- 
ral rule,  that  every  fact  which  is  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  and 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  court  or  a  jury  upon  the  evidence 
adduced,  is  a  question  of  fact.  There  are  also  questions  which  are 
said  to  be  mixed  questions  of  law  and  of  fact,  which  must  be 
determined  by  the  court  or  by  a  jury  under  the  instructions  of 
the  court  as  to  the  law ;  or  in  a  justice's  court  by  thQ  jury  who 
are  judges  of  both  the  law  and  the  facts. 

Questions  of  law.']  A  question  of  law  arises  when  the  law  is  to 
be  determined  upon  undisputed  facts.  For,  until  the  facts  are 
determined,  no  question  of  law  can  arise  upon  them ;  although  it 
has  been  incorrectly  said  that  there  may  be  mixed  questions  of 
law  and  fact,  in  which  the  law  is  declared  conditionally,  and  it  is 
to  be  applied  in  accordance  with  the  findings  of  facts.  As  a 
general  rule,  conclusions  of  law  are  not  to  be  alleged  in  the 
pleadings.  An  allegation  that  a  party  released  a  claim  without 
stating  that  it  was  a  written  sealed  instrument,  &c.,  is  alleging 
a  conclusion  of  law.  Hatch  v.  Peet,  23  Barb.,  575. 

A  statement  in  a  complaint  that  by  means  of  a  contract  which 
is  set  forth,  it  became  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  perform 
certain  acts,  is  not  sufficient  unless  the  facts  necessary  to  show 
the  duty  are  stated.  City  of  Buffalo  v.  Holloway,  3  Seld.,  493, 
498.  So,  an  allegation  that  the  defendant  has  failed  to  fulfill 
his  obligations  by  virtue  of  an  agreement  which  is  set  out,  with- 
out alleging  any  facts  which  show  a  breach  of  it,  is  an  allegation 
of  a  conclusion  of  law  and  defective.  Tan  Schaick  v.  Winne,  16 
Barb.,  90,  95.    But  there  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  a  conclusion 
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of  law  may  be  alleged  in  connection  witli  other  facts  constitut- 
ing a  cause  of  action. 

In  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  personal  property  by  the 
defendant,  it  is  proper  to  allege  the  facts  which  show  a  conver- 
sion of  it,  and  then  to  allege  that  the  acts  of  conversion  were 
wrongfully  or  tmlawfully  done.  The  law  intends  that  every  act 
done  is  lawful  and  innocent,  unless  it  afBrmatively  appears  that 
it  was  not  so ;  and,  therefore,  the  complaint  would  not  show  an 
unlawful  or  wrongful  conversion  if  this  allegation  were  omitted. 
Walter  v.  Lockwood,  23  Barb.,  228,  233;  JEnsign  v.  Sherman,  14 
How.  Pr.,  439 ;  Declcer  v.  Mathews,  2  Kern.,  313 ;  Hunter  v. 
Hudson  B/iver,  Sec,  Co.,  20  Barb.,  493;  Sheldon,  Sec.  v.  Hoy,  11 
How.  Pr.,  12,  16.  So,  in  actions  to  recover  damages  for  a  fraud, 
the  complaint  ought  to  state  the  facts  which  constitute  the  cause 
of  action,  and  then  allege  that  the  acts  were  fraudulently  done, 
or  the  representations  fraudulently  made.  So,  in  actions  for  neg- 
ligence, the  complaint  ought  to  allege  that  the  acts  stated  were 
negligently  done,  &c.  Brown  v.  Harmon,  21  Barb.,  511.  So,  in 
an  action  of  replevin  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  pro- 
perty, the  complaint  may  allege  that  the  defendant  unjustly 
detains  the  property,  &c.  Childs  v.  Hart,  7  Barb.,  370. 

This  brief  form  of  alleging  a  wrongful  conversion  of  chattels, 
or  of  fraud,  or  of  negligence,  or  of  unjust  detention  of  property, 
&c.,  is  permitted  as  a  matter  of  convenience,  when  the  complaint 
sets  out  all  the  necessary  facts  to  show  a  conversion,  a  fraud, 
negligence  and  the  like,  and  when  this  allegation  is  made  merely 
to  show  that  the  acts  alleged  were  wrongful  or  unlawful.  But  a 
party  is.  always  at  liberty  to  allege  such  facts  as  will  show  that 
the  act  is  wrongful,  fraudulent  and  the  like,  without  making  such 
allegation,  if  that  is  deemed  advisable.  If,  on  all  the  facts 
alleged,  it  can  be  declared  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  a  wrongful 
conversion  is  shown,  no  such  allegation  will  be  necessary,  since 
it  would  be  merely  alleging  a  conclusion  of  law,  which  suifi- 
ciently  appears  from  the  facts  stated.  And,  in  all  cases,  if  the 
complaint  shows  an  unlawful  conversion,  &c.,  the  allegation  of 
a  wrongful  conversion  would  at  most  be  mere  surplusage. 

Questions  of  law  and  fact.']  There  are  questions  which  are  said 
to  be  mixed  questions  of  law  and  fact.  Strictly  speaking,  there 
cannot  be  such  a  question,  because  there  cannot  be  a  question  of 
law  raised  until  the  facts  are  settled,  and  when  the  facts  are 
settled,  there  can  be  nothing  left  but  questions  of  law. 

The  phrase,  mixed  questions  of  law  and  fact,  originated  in  the 
practice  which  is  adopted  in  courts  of  record.  There  are  fre- 
quently questions  to  be  decided  in  which  no  rule  of  law  can  be 
laid  down  except  conditionally.  The  jury  are  instructed  that  if 
they  find  a  given  state  of  facts,  then  the  law  to  be  applied  will 
be  one  thing ;  but  if  a  different  state  of  facts  is  found,  then  the 
law  will  be  different  in  the  case.  In  such  cases  the  jury  render 
a  general  verdict,  including  the  questions  of  fact  and  of  law;  but 
that  does  not  by  any  means  make  any  question  decided  by  them 
Wait  11—38 
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a  mixed  one.  On  the  contrary,  they  are  expressly  instructed  to 
determine  the  questions  of  fact  first,  and  then  to  apply  the  law 
according  to  the  facts  found.  Purvis  v.  Coleman,  1  Bosw.,  321, 
326;  8.  a,  7  JE.P.  Smith,  111;  Carroll  v.  Tipton,  3  Oomst.,  272. 

The  cases  in  which  this  question  most  frequently  arises,  are 
those  in  which  it  is  important  to  determine  whether  certain 
articles  are  necessaries  for  which  an  infant  is  liable ;  whether  a 
bill  or  note  has  been  duly  presented;  whether  due  diligence  has 
been  used ;  whether  a  reasonable  notice  has  been  given ;  whether 
a  proper  demand  has  been  made,  and  other  cases  of  a  similar 
nature.  In  pleading,  the  party  ought  always  to  allege  such  facts 
as  will  show  that  he  has  performed  what  he  was  bound  to  do,  or 
that  the  other  party  has  not  done  so. 

Statement  of  evidence.']  The  law  requires  that  the  facts  consti- 
tuting the  cause  of  action  or  defense  shall  be  stated ;  and  the 
parties  ought  never  to  state  the  evidence  which  shows  those  facts 
to  be  true.  Pattison  v.  Taylor,  8  Barb.,  250.    A  complaint  in  an 
action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  alleged,  in  substance, 
that  in  a  conversation  between  the  parties  at  a  time  and  place 
specified,  the  plaintiff  asserted,  among  other  things,  that  the 
defendant  had  promised  to  marry  her,  and  that,  at  the  same  time 
and  place,  the  defendant  said  to  the  plaintiff  he  acknowledged  he 
had  done  wrong  in  promising  her  as  he  did,  and  hoped  she  would 
forgive  him ;  but  if  he  should  marry  her,  as  they  had  talked,  and  she 
go  to  his  house,  it  would  make  both  miserable  for  life ;  and  it  further 
alleged,  that  the  defendant  said  to  the  plaintiff,  in  reply  to  her 
entreaties,  she  must  try  to  forget  it,  and  acknowledged  he  had 
done  wrong,,  and  that  he  was  sorry  for  it ;  but  there  was  no  other 
allegation  of  a  promise  by  the  defendant,  it  was  held,  on  demur- 
rer to  the  complaint,  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufiBcient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action.  Buzzard  v.  Knapp,  12  How.  Pr.,  504 ; 
see  also  Page  v.  Boyd,  11  How.  Pr.,  415.    It  is  not  sufQcient  to 
allege  such  facts  as  would  be  good  evidence  to  authorize  a  jury 
to  infer  those  facts  which  ought  to  be  stated  in  the  complaint. 
Such  facts  ought  to  be  stated,  that  the  court  alone  can  determine 
what  the  law  is,  without  the  aid  of  a  jury  to  find  any  facts,  or 
without  finding  any  facts  for  itself.  Page  v.  Boyd,  11  How.  Pr., 
415,  417 ;  BuzzardY.  Knapp,  12  How.  Pr.,  504.    This  was  the 
rule  before  the  Code.  Fidler  v.  Belavan,  20  Wend.,  57,  60 ;  Benr- 
jamin  v.  Be  Groot,  1  Denio,  151. 

Legal  presumptions^  Those  things  which  the  law  presumes, 
need  never  be  stated  in  the  pleadings.  In  an  action  of  slander, 
the  plaintiff  need  not  allege  his  good  character,  as  the  law  pre- 
sumes that.  This  illustration  is  convenient;  but  it  will  be 
remembered  that  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  actions  for  slan- 
der. Code,  §  54,  sub.  3.  When  a  plaintiff's  complaint  shows  that 
he  was  once  the  owner  of  property,  at  some  time  before  the 
action  was  brought,  he  need  not  allege  that  he  is  still  the  owner, 
or  that  he  never  transferred  it  to  an  other ;  because  the  law  will 
presume,  in  the  absence  of  allegation  or  proof,  that  the  owner- 
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ship  continues.  Tan  Rensselaer  v.  Bonesteel,  24  Barb.,  366 ;  Nihlo 
V.  Harrison,  7  Abb.,  447. 

Fictions  in  pleadings.']  One  of  the  objects  in  view  in  enacting 
the  Code,  was  to  abolish  the  former  system  of  fictions  in  the 
pleadings. 

In  the  old  action  of  trover,  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  had 
lost  certain  goods,  which  the  defendant  found  and  converted  to 
his  own  use.  But,  under  the  present  rules  of  pleading,  no  such 
statement  is  proper. 

The  object  of  the  present  system  is,  that  the  parties  shall  state 
truly,  clearly,  and  fully  the  facts  upon  which  they  rely.  In  an 
action  for  goods  sold,  there  is  seldom  an  express  promise  to  pay 
for  them,  especially  in  those  cases  in  which  there  is  a  running 
account  existing  between  the  parties.  But,  in  all  such  cases, 
there  is  an  implied  promise  to  pay  for  them,  arising  from  the 
legal  liability  to  pay. 

In  such  cases,  no  promise  need  be  alleged  in  the  complaint. 
It  will  be  sufficient  to  state  such  facts  as  show  a  legal  liability 
for  the  debt.    • 

Positively.']  The  allegations  in  pleadings  ought  to  be  directly 
and  positively  made,  and  when  all  the  material  facts  are  thus 
stated,  there  will  be  a  distinct  and  direct  issue  to  try.  The  Code 
expressly  requires  that  the  complaint  and  answer  shall  state  the 
facts  in  a  plain  and  direct  manner.  Code,  §  64,  subs.  3,  4. 

Hypothetical  allegations.]  The  parties  are  required  to  make  plain 
and  direct- allegations,  as  we  have  just  seen.    But  it  is  a  part  of  ; 
the  system  that  the  pleadings  shall  be  true.    It  was  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  to  provide  such  rules  of  pleadings  as  would 
enable  and  also  require  parties  to  state  nothing  but  the  truth. 

The  result  of  this  rule  in  practice  is,  to  compel  a  party  either 
to  admit  or  to  deny  the  allegations  of  a  preceding  pleading.  A 
defendant,  theref(^e,  must  either  deny  the  material  allegations 
in  the  complaint,  or  a  part  of  them,  or  he  must  admit  their  truth 
either  expressly  or  by  implication  by  not  denying  them.  If  he 
denies  all  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  that  will  put  them  all 
in  issue.  If  he  denies  a  portion  of  the  allegations,  and  is  silent 
as  to  the  others,  or  if  he  expressly  admits  the  truth  of  a  portion 
of  them,  the  result  will  be  that  the  facts  which  are  denied  will  be 
in  issue,  while  the  remainder  of  them  will  be  admitted  as  true. 

The  importance  of  this  rule  is  greatest  in  those  cases  in  which 
the  defendant  sets  up  an  affirmative  defense  in  his  answer.  If 
there  is  no  denial  interposed,  the  complaint  will  stand  admitted, 
and  the  whole  defense  will  rest  upon  the  answer  of  new  matter. 
In  such  cases,  the  answer  cannot  say,  hypothetically,  that  if  the 
facts  stated  in  the  complaint  are  true,  that  he  then  has  a  defense 
such  as  the  answer  sets  up.  Such  an  answer  would  neither  be  a 
denial  nor  an  admission  of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  and 
it  is  therefore  bad  pleading.  Dovan  v.  Dinsmore,  33  Barb.,  87 ; 
McMurray  v.  Gifford,  5  How.  Pr.,  14 ;  Boyce  v.  Brown,  7  Barb., 
80;  Conger  v.  Johnston,  2  Denio,  96.    But  see  McCormick  v. 
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Pichering,  4  Oomst.,  277.  Such  an  answer  may  be  demurred  to, 
because  the  plaintiif  does  not  know  what  is  intended,  since  it 
neither  denies  nor  confesses  and  avoids  the  complaint.  Code,  § 
64,  sub.  6.  The  answer  may,  however,  refer  to  the  cause  of 
action  in  the  complaint  by  calling  it  the  "  alleged  "  or  the  "  sup- 
posed "  cause  of  action,  because  that  assumes  that  there  is  a 
cause  of  action  alleged  which  requires  an  answer  by  way  of 
defense. 

Duplicity.]  One  of  the  advaintages  of  the  Code  is,  that  it  re- 
duces the  system  of  pleadings  to  a  plain,  simple  and  brief  state- 
ment of  the  facts  in  the  case,  without  any  unnecessary  repetitions. 
Each  separate  cause  of  action  ought,  therefore,  to  be  stated  in  a 
separate  count  in  the  complaint. 

If  several  distinct  and  independent  causes  of  action  are 
blended  together  in  a  single  count,  confusion  may  naturally  be 
expected  to  result.  But  if  each  distinct  cause  of  action  is  sepa- 
rately stated,  the  court  and  the  opposite  party  can  readily  see 
what  is  to  be  answered.  And,  besides  this,  it  will  facilitate  a 
defense  by  requiring  the  defendant  to  answer  each  cause  of 
action  separately,  when  the  defense  is  any  thing  more  than  a 
mere  denial. 

There  is  no  particular  mode  by  which  counts  or  causes  of 
action  arc  to  be  separated  and  distinguished  from  each  other  in 
a  complaint  in  a  justice's  court.  Any  mode  which  apprises  the 
defendant  of  what  is  intended  is  sufficient.  Hall  v.  McKechnie, 
22  Barb.,  244,  247;  Code,  §  64,  sub.  5. 

After  a  single  cause  of  action  is  stated,  a  convenient  method 
would  be  to  allege,  that  the  plaintiff  for  a  further  and  other  cause 
of  action,  says,  &c.    Each  separate  cause  of  action  may  thus  be 
pointed  out,  and  the  allegations  will  then  be  seen  to  relate  to  a 
new  and  different  cause  of  action  instead  of  being  a  portion  of 
the  allegations  pertaining  to  the  previous  cause  of  action.    But 
there  are  other  objections  than  that  of  stating  several  causes  of 
action  together  In  a  single  count.    It  is  sometimes  the  case  that 
a  plaintiff  sets  out  a  single  cause  of  action  In  several  different 
counts.    This  Is  in  direct  violation  of  the  letter  and  the  Intention 
of  the  Code.    Liberal  rules  have  been  provided  In  relation  to 
variances  between  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence,  and  also  for 
amendments  in  those  cases  in  which  justice  will  be  promoted  by 
granting  them.  Code,  §  64,  subs.  10,  11.    There  is  no  need, 
therefore,  for  more  than  a  single  statement  of  any  cause  of 
action.    In  actions  In  the  supreme  court,  if  several  unnecessary 
counts   are  thus   added,   they  will   be  struck  out  on  motion. 
Churchill  v.  Churchill,  9  How.  Pr.,  552 ;  Dunning  v.  Thomas,  11 
How.  Pr.,  281 ;  Stoclcbridge  Iron  Co.  v.  Mellen,  5  How.  Pr.,  439 ; 
Dickens  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  B.  B.,  13  How.  Pr.,  228. 

A  justice's  court  possesses  the  same  power  to  protect  itself  and 
the  defendant  from  any  violation  of  the  rules  of  pleading.  Vol.  I, 
37,  §  1.  The  proper  method  would  be  for  the  justice  on  motion 
of  the  defendant,  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  elect  which  count  he 
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will  proceed  upon  and  then  to  strike  out  the  others.  But,  it  must 
be  remembered,  that  if  there  are  several  distinct  causes  of  action, 
the  plaintiff  not  only  may  but  he  ought  to  set  them  out  in  sepa- 
rate counts. 

Certainty  as  to  time,  place,  quantity,  and  value.'\  The  time 
when  any  material  traversed  fact  occurred  ought  to  be  stated. 
Gillet  V.  Fairchild,  4  Denio,  80.  But,  if  time  is  not  essential  in 
the  particular  instance,  a  demurrer  will  not  lie  for  an  omission  to 
state  it.  People  v.  Byder,  2  Kern.,  434.  And  page  439,  where  the 
court  said,  "In  contemplation  of  the  Code,  is  the  time  generally 
when  a  fact  happened,  a  fact?  If  the  time  when  a  fact  happened 
is  material  to  constitute  the  cause  of  action,  it  should  undoubt- 
edly be  stated.  The  fact  without  the  time  would  be  insufficient 
to  constitute  the  cause  of  action ;  but,  if  the  time  is  immaterial, 
I  do  not  think  a  demurrer  will  lie  for  omitting  to  state  it."  When 
a  complaint  or  answer  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  to  enable  the 
opposite  party  to  understand  it,  because  of  an  omission  to  state 
the  time,  a  demurrer  is  expressly  given  by  the  Code,  as  to  cases 
in  justices'  courts.  Code,  f  64,  subs.  6,  7. 

The  same  rules  apply  to  allegations  as  to  place.  And  when 
the  place  is  a  material  fact  in  the  case,  it  ought  always  to  be 
truly  alleged.  In  many  actions  the  place  where  an  act  was  done 
may  be  material  as  a  jurisdictional  question,  and  in  others  it  may 
be  material  in  order  that  a  cause  of  action  shall  appear  to  exist. 
A  demurrer  will  lie  for  an  omission  to  state  the  place  where  an 
act  was  done,  if  that  is  material  to  the  cause  of  action.  Code, 
§  64,  sub.  6  ;^  Qillet  v.  Fairchild,  4  Denio,  80. 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  pleading,  that  if  the  matters  alleged  are 
local  in  their  nature,  the  truth  of  the  venue  is  material  and  of  the 
substance  of  the  issue.  Yerm,ilya  v.  Beatty,  6  Barb.,  429  ;  Bight- 
myer  v.  Raymond,  12  Wend.,  51 ;  Morgan  v.  Lyon,  12  Wend.,  265. 

Where  a  party  seeks,  in  the  courts  of  this  state,  to  enforce  a 
contract,  which,  by  its  laws  is  forbidden  and  declared  void,  he 
must  aver  and  prove  whereit  was  made,  and  that  by  the  laws  of 
that  place  it  was  authorized  and  valid.  Thatcher  v.  Mo-rris,  1 
Kern.,  437.  Where  one  party  agrees  to  sell  and  deliver  goods  at 
a  particular  place,  and  the  other  agrees  to  receive  and  pay  for 
them,  an  averment  by  the  purchaser,  of  a  readiness  and  willing- 
ness to  receive  and  pay  at  that  place,  in  case  he  sues  for  a  non- 
delivery, is  indispensably  necessary  to  a  good  complaint.  Olarli 
v.  Bales,  20  Barb.,  42,  65.  When  time  and  place  are  not  material 
facts,  in  constituting  a  cause  of  action,  and  they  are  not  neces- 
sary for  the  purpose  of  making  the  pleading  intelligible,  a 
demurrer  will  not  lie  for  omitting  to  state  them. 

The  quantity  or  number  of  articles  involved  in  the  actiou 
ought  generally  to  be  alleged  when  that  allegation  is  important. 

But  a  party  may  always  obtain  a  bill  of  particulars,  if  he 
demands  it  iu  the  manner  prescribed  by  law.  Code,  %  64,  sub.  14. 

As  a.  general  rule  the  value  of  articles  or  services  are  not 
material  allegations. 
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If  a  cause  of  action  is  stated,  the  value  relates  merely  to  the 
amount  of  damages,  not  to  the  right  of  recovery.  And,  an 
omission  to  deny  the  value  of  property,  is  not  an  admission  of 
the  value  alleged  in  the  complaint ;  but  the  value  must  be  proved 
at  the  trial.  Connoss  v.  Mdr,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  314 ;  Hackett  v, 
Bichards,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  13 ;  Woodruff  v.  Cook,  25  Barb.,  510. 
In  replevin  the  rule  is  otherwise.  Vol.  I,  880. 

Facts  necessarily  implied  need  not  ie  stated.]  Those  facts  or  con- 
clusions which  are  necessarily  implied  from  the  facts  which  are 
stated,  need  not  be  alleged  in  the  pleadings.    There  are  numerous 
cases  which  illustrate  this  rule,  and  a  few  of  them  will  be  given 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  application  of  the  principle.    In 
all  those  actions  which  are  founded  on  contract,  and  in  which  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  arises  by  implication  of  law,  or,  as  it  is 
sometimes  expressed,  from  an  implied  promise,  there  need  not  be 
any  allegation  of  a  promise  to  pay  unless  a  promise  was  actually 
made.    And  even  then,  the  promise  does  not  add  anything  to 
the  validity  of  the  demand,  or  to  the  liability  of  the  defendant, 
because  if  he  is  already  liable  to  pay,  any  number  of  promises 
could  not  do  more  than  make  a  liability,  and  that  already  exists. 
In  all  such  cases  of  implied  promises,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
allege  a  promise  to  pay,  but  the  complaint  should  state  the  facts 
which  show  such  liability,  and  it  will  then  be  a  conclusion  of  law 
from  those  facts,  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to  pay.  Cropsey  v. 
Sweeney,  27  Barb.,  310.    Such  conclusions  of  law  are  not  to  be 
alleged  in  the  pleadings.  See  ante,  295,  Conclusions  of  law,  &c. 

In  a  complaint  which  states  a  cause  of  action  for  a  breach  of  a 
written  contract,  and  the  contract  purports  to  be  made  "for  value 
received,"  which  contract  is  set  out  in  the  complaint,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  complaint  to  allege  that  there  was  a  considera- 
tion, nor  to  allege  what  the  consideration  was,  and  in  such  a  case, 
if  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  contract  became  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff  by  purchase,  that  will  be  suflScient  without  stat- 
ing when,  from  whom,  or  upon  what  consideration  the  pur- 
chase was  made.  Prindle  v.  Carutliers,  1  E.  P.  Smith,  425.  But 
enough  must  appear  to  show  that  there  was  a  consideration. 
Spear  v.  Downing,  22  How.  Pr.,  30.  An  allegation  of  purchase 
necessarily  implies  that  in  some  legal  manner  the  plaintiff 
acquired  the  title  to  the  property. 

All  such  matters  as  are  impliedly  averred  may  be  traversed  by 
the  defendant,  and  a  general  denial  puts  them  all  in  issue.  PrindU 
V.  Carutliers,  1  E.  P.  Smith,  429;  Bellingery.  Craigue,  31  Barb.,  534. 
An  allegation  that  the  defendant  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  is 
sufficient,  without  stating  that  the  acceptance  is  in  writing, 
although  the  law  requires  it  to  be  in  writing.  Bank  of  Lowville  v. 
JEdwards,  11  How.  Pr.,  216. 

In  a  complaint  by  the  payee  of  a  promissory  note  against  the 
maker,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
parted  with  the  note,  or  that  he  is  the  holder.  A  co^iplaint  which 
shows  that  the  defendant  made  the  note  payable  to  the  plaintiff 
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and  delivered  to  Mm-,  and  tliat  it  has  not  been  paid  is  suflScient 
on  demurrer.  Mblo  v.  Harrison,  7  Abb.,  447;  and  see  KeteUas  v 
Myers,  5  E.  P.  Smith,  231. 

In  an  action  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  defendant  made  his  promis- 
sory note,  &c.  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  note  was 
delivered,  because  that  is  implied  in  the  term  made  his  note,  &c. 
Chappelly.  Bissell,  10  How.  Pr.,  274;  Peets  v.  Bratt,  6  Barb.,  662; 
KeteUas  v.  Myers,  5  E.  P.  Smith,  232,  per  Allen,  J. ;  Burrall  v. 
J)e  Groot,  5  Duer,  379. 

There  is  a  numerous  class  of  cases  under  the  statute  of  frauds, 
which  requires  certain  agreements  to  be  in  writing  in  order  to 
make  them  valid.  But  in  all  such  cases  it  will  be  sufficient 
to  state  the  agreement  or  promise  without  alleging  that  it  was 
in  writing.  As  a  rule  of  evidence,  it  will  be  necessary  to  prove 
a  valid  written  agreement  or  promise,  if  issue  is  taken  upon  it, 
but  as  a  rule  of  pleading,  there  need  be  no  allegation  that  the 
agreement  or  promise  is  written.  The  averment  that  an  agree- 
ment, &c.,  was  made,  necessarily  implies  that  it  was  a  valid  one, 
and  such  as  the  common  law  or  the  statute  requires.  Stern  v. 
Drinker,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  401;  Horner  v.  Wood,  15  Barb.,  371; 
Livingston  v.  Smith,  14  How.  Pr.,  490,  492;  Hilliard  v.  Austin, 
17  Barb.,  141. 

When  a  plaintiff  sues  upon  a  claim  which  has  been  assigned  to 
him,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  claim  was  duly  assigned, 
without  stating  the  manner  in  which  it  was  done.  Fowler  v.  N 
Y.  Ind.  Ins.  Co.,  23  Barb.,  143;  and  see  Brown  v.  Bicliardson,  1 
Bosw.,  402.  liTo  consideration  need  be  alleged  for  the  assignment. 
Richardson  v.  Mead,  27  Barb.,  178. 

An  allegation  "that  the  property,  after  being  in  the  possession 
of  the  plaintiff,  came  into  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  who, 
although  requested  so  to  do,  has  not  delivered  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  tvrongfully  detains  the  said  goods,"  is  sufficient  to 
show  a  conversion.  Sheldon  v.  Hoy,  11  How.  Pr.,  12,  16.  The 
conversion  is  a  legal  inference  and  ought  not  to  be  stated,  though 
the  statement  would  do  no  harm. 

Judicial  notice.']  Those  things  of  which  the  court  take  judicial 
notice  need  not  be  alleged  in  a  pleading.  It  is  not  necessary  or 
proper  to  state  what  the  common  law  is  in  relation  to  the  case, 
for  it  is  the  business  of  the  court  to  know  and  administer  the 
law.  Shaw  v.  Tobias,  3  Oomst.,  188,  190. 

So  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to  or  allege  a  public  statute, 
under  which  an  action  is  brought,  unless  the  action  is  for  the 
recovery  of  a  penalty  given  by  statute,  when  a  proper  reference 
must  be  made.  Shaw  v.  Tobias,  3  Oomst.,  188,  190 ;  Brown  v, 
Harmon,  21  Barb.,  508  ;  Methodist  Up.  Church  v.  Pickett,  5  E.  P. 
Smith,  482,  486 ;  People  v.  Herkimer,  4  Oow.,  345 ;  Brawn  y.  Sco- 
fleld,  8  Barb.,  239,  241 ;  Carris  v.  Ingalls,  12  Wend.,  70,  72 ; 
Bayard  v.  Smith,  17  Wend.,  88;  Goelet  v.  Cowdrey,  1  Duer,  132, 
139.    Private  statutes  must  be  pleaded,  1  Bla.  Com.,  85 ;  Staph. 
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Plead.,  347  ;  so  of  the  by-laws  of  a  municipal  corporation,  HarTcer 
V.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  17  Wend.,  199,  and  this  rule  includes  the 
by-laws  of  every  incorporated  city  or  village.  Ih.  The  laws  of 
other  states  must  be  pleaded.  Holmes  v.  Broughton,  10  Wend.,  75  ; 
so  of  the  laws  of  foreign  countries,  Monroe  v.  Douglass,  1  Seld., 
447.  The  public  divisions  of  the  state  need  not  be  pleaded, 
because  the  courts  take  judicial  notice  of  them.  Chapman  v. 
Wilier,  6  Hill,  475 ;  People  v.  Breese,  7  Cow.,  429 ;  Branson  v. 
Gleason,  7  Barb.,  472  ;  so  of  the  days  of  the  week,  as  of  Sunday, 
Mechanics',  &g..  Bank  v.  G-ibson,  7  Wend.,  460.  There  is  a  large 
number  of  things,  besides  these  which  have  been  named,  of 
which  the  courts  take  judicial  notice ;  and  it  is  a  general  rule 
that  a  party  need  not  allege  in  pleading  any  of  those  facts  of 
which  the  courts  take  such  notice. 

Negativing  defense.']  It  is  sufficient  for  a  plaintiff  to  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  ;  and  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  complaint  to  negative  such  facts  as  would  constitute  a 
defense,  if  well  pleaded  and  proved  in  evidence  by  the  defendant. 
It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  for  the  complaint  to  allege  that  the 
cause  of  action  accrued  before  it  was  commenced ;  that  is  a  ground 
of  answer,  or  of  nonsuit  at  the  trial ;  but  the  omission  to  allege 
it  is  not  a  ground  of  demurrer  to  the  complaint.  Smith  v.  Holmes, 
5  E.  P.  Smith,  271. 

A  policy  of  insurance  against  fire,  upon  which  the  action  was 
brought,  contained  this  clause :  "  Camphene,  spirit  gas,  or  other 
burning  fluid,  when  used  as  a  light,  subjects  the  goods,  &c.,  &c., 
to  an  additional  premium  of  ten  cents  per  $100,  and  premium 
for  such  use  must  be  indorsed  in  writing  upon  the  policy."  The 
complaint  did  not  aver  that  camphene,  &c.,  was  not  used  as  a 
light,  or,  if  used,  tiiat  the  premium  was  indorsed  upon  the  policy  ; 
and  it  was  held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  negative  in  the  com- 
plaint a  breach  of  this  provision  ;  its  observance  not  being  neces- 
sary to  be  proved  on  the  trial  as  one  of  the  facts  constituting  the 
cause  of  action ;  and  that  if  broken,  the  breach  was  a  matter  of 
defense,  which,  as  such,  should  have  been  stated  in  the  answer. 
Hunt  V.  Hudson  River  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  2  Duer,  481.  An  action 
was  brought  against  a  canal  commissioner  for  a  neglect  of  his 
duties  as  such  officer,  in  not  repairing  the  banks  of  the  canal,  in 
consequence  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  damaged,  &c.  It  was 
held  that  the  complaint  need  not  allege  that  the  defendant  had 
funds  for  that  purpose,  because  that  ought  to  be  alleged  as  a 
defense.  Griffith  v.  Follett,  20  Barb.,  620 ;  and  see  Adsit  v.  Brady, 
4  Hill,  631. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  author- 
ized to  render  a  judgment  for  a  sum  greater  than  the  ordinary 
jurisdiction.  Code,  §  53,  sub.  6,  7. 

In  an  action,  in  such  cases,  all  that  the  plaintiff  need  allege  or 
prove  is,  that  there  is  a  valid  cause  of  action.  He  need  not  allege 
or  prove  any  facts  which  ought  to  be  pleaded  as  a  defense.  Hum- 
phrey  v.  Persons,  23  Barb.,  313,  314.    So,  in  actions  upon  claims, 
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which  are  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  complaint 
need  not  allege  a  new  promise  nor  a  part  payment ;  that  is  a 
matter  of  defense,  and  must  be  set  up  in  the  answer.  Code,  §  74 ; 
Clarh  V.  Atkinson,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  112;  J^sselstyne  v.  Weeks,  2 
Kern.,  635. 

When  the  facts  which  constitute  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action 
are  supposed  to  be  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  but 
not  of  the  plaintiff,  less  particularity  of  statement  is  required  in 
the  complaint  than  would  otherwise  be  necessary.  Tan  Rensselaer 
V.  Jones,  2  Barb.,  643. 

In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty  for  a  violation  of  a 
statute,  if  there  is  a  proviso  in  it  which  excuses  certain  persons 
from  the  penalty,  the  complaint  need  not  negative  that  fact  as  to 
the  defendant.  He  must  plead  it  to  avail  himself  of  the  defense. 
Sheldon  v.  Clark,  1  Johns.,  513 ;  Bennet  v.  Hurd,  3  Johns.,  438 ; 
Hart  V.  Cleis,  8  Johns.,  41. 

But  when  the  exceptions  in  a  statute  are  contained  in  the 
enacting  clause,  and  not  in  a  proviso,  the  complaint  in  an  action 
for  a  violation  of  the  statute  must  negative  the  exceptions. 
Trustees,  &c.,  v.  Utica,  &c.,  B.  B.,  6  Barb.,  313. 

Surplusage.']  Surplusage  consists  of  useless  and  immaterial 
statements,  in  addition  to  those  which  are  necessary  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action,  or  a  ground  of  defense. 

If  the  pleading  is  legally  suflBcient  without  such  surplusage, 
the  insertion  of  such  useless  and  immaterial  matter  will  not 
vitiate  the  pleading.  Nellis  v.  DeForest,  16  Barb.,  61,  66 ;  Thomas 
V.  Boosa,  7  Johns.,  461 ;  Chapman  v.  Smith,  13  Johns.,  80. 

In  courts  of  record,  matters  which  are  clearly  surplusage,  will 
be  struck  out  on  motion.  Stone  v.  De  Puga,  4  Sandf.,  681 ;  Lee  v. 
Mias,  3  Sandf.,  736 ;  Code,  ■§  160. 

There  are  instances  in  which  a  pleading  maybe  so  framed  as 
to  cause  an  unnecessary  allegation  to  be  a  subject  of  much  incon- 
venience. 

In  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  personal  property,  or  for  an 
injury  to  it,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  state  such  facts  as  show  a 
cause  of  action.  But,  if  the  plaintiff  in  such  an  action  should 
allege  that  a  trespass  was  committed  on  certain  real  estate,  which 
is  described,  and  also  that  the  conversion  or  injury  of  the  personal 
property  was  done  at  the  same  time  and  place,  and  as  a  part 
of  the  trespass  upon  the  real  estate,  he  will  be  bound  to  prove  all 
the  allegations.  In  actions  for  torts  it  is  generally  suflBcient  to 
prove  a  portion  of  the  allegations,  if  they  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  and  any  unnecessary  allegations  need  not  be  proved. 
But,  where  the  cause  of  action  is  alleged  to  be  a  trespass  to 
lands,  and  the  injury  to  personal  property  is  an  incident  or 
matter  of  aggravation,  the  trespass  to  the  real  estate  must  be 
proved  or  the  whole  action  will  fail.  Frost  v.  Duncan,  19  Barb., 
560 ;  Schermerhorn  v.  Buell,  4  Denio,  422,  424 ;  Howe  v.  Willson, 
1  Denio,  181 ;  Houghtaling  v.  Houghtaling,  5  Barb.,  379. 

Repugnant,  inconsistent,  &c.'\  All  pleadings  ought  to  be  true ; 
Wait  11—39 
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but  if  they  are  repugnant  or  inconsistent  they  cannot  possibly  be 
true  as  to  all  the  allegations.  And  they  would  be  liable  to  a 
demurrer,  because  they  would  not  be  suificiently  explicit  for  the 
opposite  party  to  understand  them.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  6. 

If  a  single,  separate,  affirmative  defense  in  an  answer  should 
deny  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  and  should  also  plead  a 
tender,  these  would  be  inconsistent  defenses.  Livingston  v.  Har- 
rison, 2  E.  D.  Smith,  197. , 

But  a  defendant  may  plead  a  general  denial,  and  then  set  up 
a  separate  and  affirmative  defense,  because  both  answers  may  be 
true.  A  person  may  not  owe  an  other  anything,  even  if  such 
a  claim  is  made,  and  yet  he  may  tender  something  for  the  pur- 
pose of  avoiding  costs  in  case  an  unjust  claim  is  proved  against 
him. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  personal  property,  the 
defendant  may  answer  by  a  general  denial,  and  may  also  set  up 
as  a  separate  defense  such  facts  as  constitute  a  justification. 
Haclcley  v.  Ogmun,  10  How.  Pr.,  44;  Stiles  v.  ComstocJc,  9  How. 
Pr.,  48 ;  Mott  v.  Burnett,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  50. 

How  facts  ought  to  he  stated.']  It  has  been  seen,  ante,  298,  that 
the  pleadings  ought  not  to  state  the  evidence  of  the  facts,  nor 
the  conclusions  of  law  which  arise  upon  them.  The  true  rule  is, 
for  the  pleader  to  allege  the  facts  according  to  their  logical  and 
legal  etfect.  That  was  the  rule  before  the  Code.  Bayley  v. 
Onondaga,  &c.,  Co.,  6  Hill,  476 ;  Scott  v.  Leiber,  2  Wend.,  479 ;  Gran- 
nis  V.  Clarlc,  8  Cow.,  36.  But,  in  stating  a  written  agreement,  it 
was  also  proper  under  the  former  practice  to  set  out  the  paper 
itself  and  leave  the  court  to  construe  it  according  to  its  legal 
effect.    See  cases  just  cited. 

These  principles  of  pleading  have  not  been  changed  by  the 
Code,  for  it  has  been  held  in  numerous  cases,  that  it  was  suffi- 
cient to  state  a  contract  according  to  its  legal  effect,  whether  the 
contract  was  verbal  or.  written.  In  an  action  against  a  principal, 
for  a  fraud  committed  by  his  ageut,  the  complaint  alleged  that 
the  frauds  were  committed  by  the  principal ;  but  no  reference 
was  made  to  the  acts  of  the  agent,  and  the  court  of  appeals  held 
this  to  be  correct.  Bennett  v.  Judson,  7  E.  P.  Smith,  238,  240 ; 
Sherman  v.  N.  Y.  Central  B.  E.,  22  Barb.,  239.  The  principle  of 
thfe  decision  is,  that  the  act  of  an  agent  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  is  the  act  of  his  principal,  and  therefore,  it  ought  to  be 
alleged  according  to  its  legal  effect.  The  same  principle  was 
applied'  in  the  following  cases:  B<yyce  v.  Brown,  7  Barb.,  80; 
Pattison  v.  Taylor,  8  Barb.,  250  ;  Dollner  v.  Gihson,  3  Code  Eep., 
153  ;  Steivart  v.  Travis,  10  How.  Pr.,  148,  153 ;  Cady  v.  Allen,  22 
Barb.,  388,  395.  The  same  rule  applies  to  cases  under  the  statute 
of  frauds,  for  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  contract  was 
in  writing,  nor  to  state  those  other  acts  which  make  such  a  con- 
tract binding.  See  ante,  302,  "Facts  necessarily  implied."  Living- 
ston V.  Smith,  14  How.  Pr.,  490,  492.  So  in  relation  to  sales, 
or  assignments,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  goods  were  sold,  or 
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that  a  chose  in  action  was  assigned,  without  stating  the  particular 
acts  which  constitute  the  sale  or  assignment.  Ante,  302,  "  Facts 
necessarily  implied."  But  it  has  also  been  held  that  there  is  no 
harm  in  stating  these  facts  just  as  they  were,  as,  for  instance,  it 
may  be  alleged  that  a  contract  was  made  by  an  agent  duly  author- 
ized, &c.  Ives  V.  Ilnmjjiireys,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  196,  201 ;  St.  John 
V.  Griffith,  1  Abb.,  39  ;  or,  a  written  contract  may  be  set  out  in 
the  complaint.  Fairhanlcs  v.  Bloomfield,  2  Duer,  349 ;  or,  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  the  complaint  may  state  how 
the  defendant  received  the  money.  Lienan  v.  Lincoln,  2  Duer, 
670.  But  when  a  party  elects  to  state  the  facts  of  the  case, 
instead  of  their  legal  eifect,  he  must  be  careful  to  avoid  the  state- 
ment of  mere  evidence,  or  of  legal  conclusions.  Ante,  296,  298. 

In  declaring  upon  written  agreements,  it  is  always  easier  to  set 
out  the  contract  itself,  and  then  make  such  additional  allegations 
as  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  And,  when  the  cause  of  action 
or  defense  is  founded  upon  an  account,  or  an  instrument  for  the 
payment  of  money  only,  it  is  sufiQeient  to  deliver  it  to  the  court, 
and  state  that  there  is  a  specified  sum  due,  &c.  Code,  %  64,  sub.  9. 

Recitals^  When  a  written  instrument  is  sued  upon,  and  a  copy 
of  it  is  set  out  in  the  complaint,  or  when  a  written  instrument  is 
set  out  in  an  answer,  the  recitals  in  the  instrument  set  out  will 
constitute  a  part  of  the  allegations  in  the  pleading.  But,  if  the 
instrument  set  out  does  not  show  a  cause  of  action  or  defense 
upon  its  face,  as  for  instance,  if  it  does  not  show  any  considera- 
tion, there  must  be  allegations  to  show  a  consideration.  Spear  v. 
Downing,  22  How.  Pr.,  30.  If  the  instrument  shows  a  considera- 
tion, then  a  recital  of  its  contents  is  a  pleading  of  facts.  Prindle 
V.  Caruthers,  1  E.  P.  Smith,  425  ;  Slack  v.  Heath,  1  Abb.,  331 ; 
Spear  v.  Downing,  22  How.  Pr.,  30 ;  and  see  Code,  §  64,  sub.  9  ; 
Keteltas  v.  Myers,  5  E.  P.  Smith,  231 ;  Farron  v.  Shenvood,  3  E. 
P.  Smith,  227. 

Facts  not  denied  are  admitted.']  It  is  a  rule  of  very  extensive 
application,  that  any  material  fact  in  a  pleading  which  is  not 
denied  in  a  subsequent  pleading  is  admitted.  And  this  principle 
was  well  settled  before  the  Gode.  Raymond  v.  Wheeler,  9  Cow., 
296,  302;  Jack  v.  Martin,  12.  Wend.,  311 ;  S.  C,  14  Wend.,  507. 
This  rule  is  expressly  applied  to  courts  of  record  by  the  Code, 
§  168.  And  it  is  equally  applicable  to  justices'  courts.  Walrod  v. 
Bennett,  6  Barb.,  145.  But,  in  a  justices'  court,  the  rule  cannot 
be  applied  except  in  those  cases  in  which  allegations  in  the 
complaint  are  not  denied  in  the  answer. 

There  is  no  reply  in  these  courts,  and  therefore  no  denial  can 
be  made  of  those  matters  of  defense  which  are  stated  in  the 
answer.  Every  material  allegation  in  an  answer  is  considered 
as  denied,  and  besides  that  all  new  matter  by  way  of  avoidance 
of  the  answer  is  admissible  without  any  reply.  Hodges  v.  Hunt, 
22  Barb.,  150.  But  even  in  relation  to  the  complaint,  the  rule 
is,  that  if  there  is  a  general  denial  of  the  facts  in  the  complaint, 
or  a  special  denial  of  a  portion  of  them,  any  answer  which  sets 
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up  new  matter  will  not  admit  the  facts  so  put  in  issue  by  the 
previous  denial.  Stvift  v.  Kingsley,  24  Barb.,  541 ;  Troy,  &c.,  B. 
B.  V.  Kerr,  17  Barb.,  581.      • 

The  rule  itself  has  no  apijlication  except  as  to  material  allega- 
tions which  are  necessary  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  an 
omission  to  deny  immaterial  allegations,  or  mere  matters  in  aggra- 
vation, or  mere  conclusions  of  law,  is  not  an  admission  of  them. 

An  admission  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  may  be  made 
by  expressly  admitting  their  truth,  or  they  may  be  admitted  by 
implication.    If  an  answer  is  interposed,  and  there  is  no  denial 
of  any  of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  then  the  whole  com- 
plaint is  admitted  by  implication.    If  a  part  of  the  allegations 
are  denied,  and  there  is  no  denial  as  to  a  part  of  them,  then  those 
allegations  which  are  not  denied  are  admitted  by  implication.    If 
the  defendant  does  not  appear  and  answer  in  the  action,  there  is 
not  any  implied  admission,  and  the  plaintiff  must  prove  his  case 
in  the  same  manner  as  though  a  general  denial  had  been  inter- 
posed. Code,  '^  64,  snb.  8 ;  PerMhs  v.  Stebbins,  29  Barb.,  523 ; 
8^vift  V.  Falconer,  2  Sandf.,  640  ;   Carter  v.  Dallimore,  2  Sandf., 
222  ;  Jones  v.  Pridliam,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  155 ;  Howard  v.  Brown,  2 
E.  D.  Smith,  247.    If  the  defendant  appears  and  joins  issue,  but 
does  not  appear  at  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  must  still  prove  his 
case.  Alburtis  v.  McCready,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  39.     But  that  must 
relate  to  a  case  in  which  the  answer  put  in  issue  the  facts  alleged 
in  the  complaint.    If  the  defendant  should  ai)pear  and  answer  in 
an  action,  and  his  answer  should  not  deny  any  allegation  in  the 
complaint,  but  should  set  up  an  affirmative  defense  to  the  cause 
of  action  alleged  in  the  complaint,  the  plaintiff  would  not  be 
bound  to  prove  a  cause  of  action,  whether  the  action  were  tried 
at  the  joining  of  issue  or  at  an  adjourned  day.  Bennison  v.  Car- 
nahan,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  144,  146  ;  Walrod  v.  Bennett,  6  Barb.,  144  ; 
Bridge  v.  Pay  son,  5  Sandf.,  210.    But  there  may  be  cases  in 
which  such  an  admission  may  not  admit  any  thing  more  than 
that  there  is  a  cause  of  action  for  nominal  damages.    And  if  that 
is  all  that  is  admitted,  then  the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  amount 
of  damages  in  the  same  manner  as  though  a  general  denial  had 
been  interposed. 

Facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings  cannot  be  disproved  by  evi- 
dence. They  are  to  be  taken  as  true  for  the  purposes  of  the 
action.  Bridge  v.  Payson,  5  Sandf.,  210 ;  Walrod  v.  Bennett,  6 
Barb.,  145. 

What  allegations  are  material  will  be  next  discussed. 

What  are  material  allegations.]  A  material  allegation  is  one 
which  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  facts  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  relies  to  recover  a  judgment;  or  one  which  is  neces- 
sary to  constitute  a  part  of  the  matters  of  defense.  It  is  an 
allegation  which  it  is  material  to  establish  on  the  trial,  either  by 
evidence  or  by  some  rule  of  law  which  stands  for  proof  in  rela- 
tion to  such  allegation.  Fry  v.  Bennett,  5  Sandf.,  54;  Newman  v. 
OttQ^  4  Sandf.,  668.    A  test  of  materiality  is,  to  strike  out  the 
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allegation  which  is  deemed  superfluous,  and,  if  a  good  cause  of 
action  or  ground  of  defense  is  still  stated,  then  tfle  allegation  is 
not  material ;  but  if  there  is  no  cause  of  action  or  ground  of 
defense  stated  without  the  allegation,  then  it  is  material.  Mayor, 
&G.,  of  Albany  v.  Cunliff,  2  Oomst.,  170,  171,  Oadt,  J. ;  Oeclxs  v. 
Coolt,  3  Duer,  161,  165. 

Allegations  may  be  material  in  one  point  of  view  and  imma- 
terial in  an  other.  Special  damages  and  matters  in  aggravation 
may  be  material  to  be  alleged  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  proof 
of  them  at  the  trial,  but  they  are  not  material  for  the  purpose  of 
constituting  a  cause  of  action;  and,  therefore,  an  omission  to 
deny  them  is  not  an  admission  of  their  truth.  And  besides  that, 
such  allegations  are  not  traversable,  because  no  issue  can  be 
formed  upon  such  allegations  alone.  An  affirmative  defense 
which  does  not  deny  any  allegation  in  such  a  complaint,  merely 
admits  a  case  for  nominal  damages.  Gilbert  v.  Bounds,  14  How. 
Pr.,  46,  49,  50;  Moloney  v.  Dotvs,  15  How.  Pr.,  265;  Bates  v. 
Loomis,  5  Wend.,  134;  Boot  v.  Foster,  9  How.  Pr.,  37. 

Facts  not  alleged  cannot  be  proved.']  This  rule  does  not  possess 
the  same  importance  in  relation  to  variances  that  it  did  under 
the  former  practice  when  a  variance  was  fatal,  and  when  amend- 
ments could  not  be  made  as  they  now  may.  But,  as  the  rule 
now  stands,  a  plaintiff  cannot  declare  for  one  cause  of  action 
and  prove  a  different  one  under  an  objection  of  the  defendant. 
For  instance,  the  plaintiff  cannot  complain  upon  contract  and 
prove  and  recover  for  a  tort.  Waldhein  v.  Siclcel,  1  Hilt.,  45. 
And  when  a  case  has  been  tried  as  one  sounding  in  tort,  the 
pleadings  cannot  be  changed  on  an  appeal  to  an  action  on  con- 
tract. Andreivs  v.  Bond,  16  Barb.,  633;  but  see  Doughty  v. 
Crozier,  9  Abb.,  411.  And  when  special  damages  are  sought  to 
be  recovered,  they  ought  to  be  alleged,  in  order  to  admit  i^roof 
of  them.  Vanderslice  v.  Neivton,  4  Oomst.,  130;  Low  v.  Archer, 
2  Kern.,  277,  282;  Moloney  v.  Bows,  15  How.  Pr.,  265. 

But  there  is  one  point  of  view  in  which  this  rule  is  of  far 
greater  importance  than  any  it  ever  had  under  the  old  rule. 

Every  affirmative  defense  whatever  must  now  be  set  up  in  the 
'  answer,  or  no  evidence  will  be  admissible  to  prove  it. 

A  general  denial  will  permit  the  defendant  to  disprove  any  alle- 
gation in  the  complaint,  if  it  is  a  material  one,  or  it  will  permit 
the  defendant  to  disprove  such  facts  as  the  plaintiff  may  prove 
to  establish  his  cause  of  action.  But  every  defense  which  is 
founded  upon  the  assumption  that  the  complaint  states  a  cause 
of  action,  but  to  which  there  is  a  valid  defense,  even  if  the  com- 
plaint is  true,  must  be  set  out  in  the  answer.  For  instance,  in  an 
action  upon  a  promissory  note,  the  defendant  may  have  made 
the  note,  but  he  has  paid  it ;  now  payment  must  be  set  up  in  the 
answer,  or  it  cannot  be  proved ;  and  so  of  every  affirmative 
defense.  See  Denial,  and  what  defenses  may  be  proved  under  it. 
Vol.  I,  879  to  884. 

Bat,  in  justices'  courts,  if  the  parties  set  out  a  cause  of  action 
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or  defense  ever  so  defectively,  and  no  demurrer  is  interposed  to 
it,  the  justice'must  permit  any  evidence  which  is  proper  to  x)rove 
snch  cause  of  action  or  defense,  in  the  same  manner  as  though 
tlie  cause  of  action  or  defense  were  properly  stated.  White  v. 
Spencer,  4  Kern.,  247  ;  Chapman  v.  Carolin,  3  Bosw.,  456  ;  Young 
V.  Bummell,  5  Hill,  GO  ;  see  Variance.  And  if  the  pleadings  are 
ever  so  defective,  or  if  a  defense  not  set  up  in  the  ansAver  is 
proved  without  objection,  the  judgment  will  be  valid,  and  not 
reversed  on  an  appeal.  Tifft  v.  Tifft,  4  Denio,  175  ;  Hall  v.  Mc- 
Kechnie,  22  Barb.,  245  ;  Neff  v.  Clute,  12  Barb.,  466  ;  Bell  v.  Davis, 
8  Barb.,  210  ;  Young  v.  Bummell,  5  Hill,  60. 

Matters  in  aggravation,  &c.]  When  an  action  can  be  main- 
tained, and  the  circumstances  attending  it  are  of  an  aggravated 
character,  such  circumstances  may  be  alleged,  so  as  to  authorize 
evidence  in  relation  to  the  measure  or  amount  of  damages.  Moot 
V.  Foster,  9  How.  Pr.,  37 ;  Gilbert  v.  Bounds,  14  How.  Pr.,  46,  50  ; 
Breiver  v.  Temple,  15  How.  Pr.,  286 ;  Bates  v.  Loomis,  5  Wend., 
104.  And  the  same  rule  applies  to  special  damages.  See  Com- 
plaint, Special  damages,  and  also  the  next  subject  which  follows. 

Special  damages.']  General  damages  are  such  as  necessarily 
result  from  the  injury  complained  of,  and  may  be  recovered 
without  a  special  averment  in  the  complaint.  But  such  damages 
as  are  the  natural  but  not  the  necessary  result  of  the  injury,  are 
special,  and  must  be  stated  in  the  complaint  to  i)revent  a  surprise 
upon 'the  defendant.  Vanderslice  v.  Newton,  4  Oomst.,  130,  133; 
Bow  V.  Archer,  2  Kern.,  277,  282;  Armstrong  v.  Percy,  5  Wend., 
535;  Moloney  v.  Boivs,  15  How.  Pr.,  265;  Briggs  v.  VanderMlt, 
19  Barb.,  222;  Bogert  v.  Burkhalter,  2  Barb.,  525.  A  justice 
may  permit  an  amendment  at  the  trial,  by  inserting  a  claim  for 
special  damages,  when  no  injury  will  result  to  the  defendant; 
and  substantial  justice  will  be  promoted;  and  upon  such  terms 
as  may  be  just.  Miller  v.  Garling,  12  How.  Pr.,  203 ;  Code,  ^  64, 
sub.  11. 

Scienter,  &c.]  There  are  instances  when  knowledge  upon  the 
part  of  the  defendant  will  make  him  liable  for  his  acts  or  repre- 
sentations, when,  without  such  knowledge,  he  would  not  be 
liable.  And  knowledge  and  intent  are  frequently  important  in 
their  influence  upon  the  amount  of  damages.  Whenever  know- 
ledge by  the  defendant  is  essential  to  a  cause  of  action,  such 
knowledge  must  be  alleged  in  the  complaint.  The  cases  in  which 
this  principle  is  applicable,  are  those  which  relate  to  mischief 
done  by  domestic  animals,  representations  as  to  the  solvency  of 
third  persons,  and  the  like.  The  cases  will  be  noticed  in  appro- 
priate places.  See  Vol.  I,  846  to  853. 

Duly,  &c.]  There  are  frequent  instances  in  which  it  is  alleged 
that  some  act  was  duly  done.  When  the  question  arises  upon 
undisputed  facts,  it  is  a  matter  of  law;  and  when  the  question  is, 
whether  the  act  was  properly  done  in  fact,  then  it  is  a  question 
of  fact. 

The  general  rule  Is,  that  such  facts  should  be  stated  in  the 
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pleading  as  will  show  that  the  alleged  act  was  duly  performed. 
It  has  been  held,  that  it  was  a  proper  allegation  to  allege  that  a 
chose  iu  action  was  duly  assigned.  Fowler  v.  iV".  T.  Ind.  Ins.  Co., 
23  Barb.,  143.  So  an  allegation  that  a  bill  of  exchange  was  duly 
protested,  has  been  held  sufficient.  Woodbury  v.  Saclcrider,  2 
Abb.,  402;  bat  see  contra.  Price  v.  McClave,  G  Duer,  544,  548, 
549.  In  an  action  by  a  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corporation,  such, 
for  instance,  as  fire  insurance  companies,  on  premium  notes,  it  is 
not  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff  was  duly  appointed  re- 
ceiver, &c.  He  must  allege  the  facts  which  show  a  valid  and 
legal  appointment.  White  v.  Joy,  3  Kern.,  83,  91 ;  Gillet  v.  Fair- 
cMld,  4  Denio,  80 ;  and  cases. 

Profert,  &c.]  The  system  of  making  a  formal  profert  of  papers, 
by  stating  in  the  pleadings,  that  they  are  so  oflered,  is  not  now 
the  practice,  even  in  courts  of  record.  Supervisors,  &c.,  v.  White, 
30  Barb.,  72;  Mayor,  Sec,  v.  Boody,  4  Abb.,  128;  Welles  v.  Web- 
ster, 9  How.  Pr.,  251.  In  justices'  courts,  the  justice  is  authorized, 
on  the  request  of  either  party,  to  require  the  other  to  exhibit  his 
account  or  demand  to  the  party  who  asks  for  its  production. 
Code,  §  64,  sub.  14. 

Construction  of  pleadings.^  The  construction  which  is  put  upon 
pleadings  depends  materially  upon  the  time  when,  and  the 
manner  in  which,  the  question  is  presented.  If,  at  the  joining  of 
issue,  either  party  demurs  to  a  pleading  of  the  other,  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  contain  sufficient  facts  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  or  a  ground  of  defense,  the  justice  must  decide 
this  issue.  And  in  such  a  case,  his  decision  is  not  a  mere  discre- 
tionary one.  He  must  decide  it  according  to  the  rules  of  law. 
And  if  the  pleading  demurred  to  is  not  legally  sufficient,  he  must 
sustain  the  demurrer  and  order  the  opposite  party  to  amend  such 
defective  pleading. 

If  a  pleading  is  of  doubtful  construction,  and  a  demurrer  is 
interposed  to  it,  the  justice  should  sustain  the  demurrer  and  order 
it  to  be  amended,  because  the  object  of  pleading  is  to  frame  an 
issue  upon  pleadings  which  both  of  the  parties  and  the  court  can 
clearly  understand.  And  in  deciding  upon  the  sufficiency  of  a 
pleading  which  is  demurred  to,  the  justice  ought  always  to  give 
it  a  reasonable  construction,  with  a  view  to  substantial  justice 
between  the  parties.  Allen  v.  Patterson,  3  Seld.,  476,  480.  The 
cases  upon  this  question  will  be  fully  considered  when  treating 
of  demurrers.  If  no  objection  is  made  by  way  of  demurrer  to 
the  pleadings,  they  must  be  construed  liberally,  and  a  party 
ought  to  be  permitted  to  give  evidence  of  any  cause  of  action  or 
defense  which  he  has  pleaded  in  any  manner,  however  defectively 
or  informally.  Boss  v.  Hamilton,  3  Barb.,  609;  Willard  v.  Bridge, 
4  Barb.,  361^  365 ;  White  v.  Spencer,  4  Kern.,  247 ;  seeante,  309, 310, 
"Pacts  not  alleged,  &c."  If  no  objection  is  taken  to  the  plead- 
ings in  the  justice's  court,  none  can  be  made  on  an  appeal.  See 
ante,  309,  "Facts  not  alleged,  &c." 
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SECTION  II. 

COMPLAINTS. 

We  have  already  discussed  some  of  the  general  rules  of  plead- 
ings, which  are  equally  applicable  to  either  complaint  or  answer. 

It  is  now  proposed  to  explain  with  more  particularity  those 
rules  which  apply  to  each  of  them  separately;  and  this  will 
include  complaints,  answers  and  demurrers,  which  are  the  only 
pleadings  permitted  in  justices'  courts.  The  first  pleading  in  a 
cause  is  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff.  And  in  this  he  is  required 
to  state  those  facts,  or  to  make  those  allegations  which  he  claims 
will  constitute  his  right  of  action  when  those  facts  are  admitted 
by  a  demurrer  or  answer,  or  when  established  by  proof  at  the 
trial. 

There  are  some  formal  parts  of  a  complaint  which  are  to  be 
observed  in  drawing  a  written  complaint,  when  the  party  draws 
such  a  one  ;  or  in  those  cases  in  which  the  justice  takes  down 
the  substance  of  the  allegations  of  the  plaintiff. 

Every  complaint  ought  to  state  the  name  of  the  court,  the 
name  of  the  justice,  the  names  of  the  parties,  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  the  right  or  character  in  which  the  parties  sue  ;  and  the 
name  of  the  county  and  town  in  which  the  action  is  brought. 

The  formal  part  of  the  commencement  of  a  complaint  may  be 
framed  thus : 

JUSTIC:E'S  court— Fulton  Countt,  ss: 

John  Doe  ) 

agst  V  Before  John  Fkothingham,  Esq. 

Richard  Roe.  I 


Number  of  parties.']  There  are  some  rules  in  relation  to  this 
formal  part  of  the  complaint,  which  are  worthy  of  a  more  par- 
ticular notice  than  merely  to  give  their  form,  because  the  com- 
plaint must  correspond  with  the  process  in  certain  particulars. 

The  complaint  must  correspond  with  the  process,  whether  it  be 
a  summons,  a  warrant,  or  an  attachment,  in  the  number  of  par- 
ties to  the  action,  whether  plaintiffs  or  defendants. 

If  two  persons  are  named  as  plaintiffs  in  the  process,  they  must 
also  be  both  named  in  the  complaint  as  plaintiffs,  and  so  in  rela- 
tion to  defendants.  But  if  the  parties  join  issue  voluntarily, 
without  any  objection,  the  proceedings  will  be  regular  as  to  those 
who  so  join  issue,  and  the  case  may  be  treated  as  one  in  which  a 
voluntary  issue  is  joined  by  the  parties  without  process.  Vol.  I, 
38,  §  9. 

But  if  objection  is  made  by  the  defendant,  the  justice  ought 
to  require  the  complaint  to  correspond  with  the  process  as  to  the 
names  and  the  number  of  parties  named  in  such  process. 

Names  of  parties.']  The  names  of  all  the  parties  ought  to  be 
stated  in  the  title  of  the  complaint.      Though,  if  they  are  not 
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all  stated  in  the  title,  but  are  all  stated  correctly  in  tlie  body  of 

the  complaint,  that  will  be  sufficient.  HiU  v.  Thacter,  3  How. 

Pr.,  407  ;  S.  C,  2  Code  Rep.,  3. 

.   The  name  of  each  of  the  parties  ought  to  be  stated  in  full, 

except  middle  names,  which  may  be  represented  by  the  initial 

letters. 

In  an  action  by  a  firm  of  partners,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  state 
the  names  of  the  firm  as  "Dunn  &  Davis,"  when  the  names 
of  the  partners  are  James  Dunn  and  George  P.  Davis.  Their 
names  ought  to  be  stated  in  full.  So  if  there  are  several  part- 
ners, and  a  portion  of  them  are  named,  but  there  is  the  addition 
of  "  &  Co."  to  the  names,  this  is  not  sufficient,  for  the  names 
ought  to  be  all  stated  in  full.  Bentley  v.  Smith,  3  Oaines,  170.  If 
the  name  of  a  defendant  is  not  correctly  stated,  he  may  set  that 
up  in  his  answer  as  matter  in  abatement.  Mann  v.  Carley,  4 
Cow.,  148. 

When  the  name  of  a  defendant  is  not  known  to  a  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  may  be  sued  by  a  fictitious  name  in  a  summons  or 
warrant,  but  not  by  attachment,  and  if  an  answer  in  abatement 
is  interposed  by  the  defendant,  the  justice  must  amend  the  pro- 
ceedings to  correspond  with  the  truth,  and  then  proceed  as 
though  the  proper  name  had  been  properly  inserted  at  first.  Vol. 
I,  74,  §  207. 

Character  or  right  in  which  action  is  brought.']  When  the  action 
is  brought  in  the  name  of  a  person  who  sues  in  a  representative 
capacity,  the  complaint  ought  to  show  that  fact. 

There  are  numerous  cases  in  which  actions  may  be  brought  in 
justices'  courts,  by  plaintiffs  in  a  representative  capacity,  such  as 
administrator,  executor,  assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors,  trustee 
of  an  express  trust,  receiver  or  public  officer,  of  town  or  county. 
In  all  these  cases,  and  in  others  of  a  similar  character,  the  com- 
plaint must  show  clearly  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  sue,  and 
that  he  does  sue  in  such  capacity. 

Assignee  for  henefitof  creditors.']  When  a  plaintiff  sues  as  assignee 
of  an  insolvent  debtor,  the  complaint  ought  to  state  such  facts 
as  will  show  that  he  is  such  assignee,  and  how  he  became  such. 
It  will  not  be  sufficient  to  name  him  as  assignee  in  the  title  of  the 
action,  but  the  body  of  the  complaint  must  show  clearly,  by  pro- 
per allegations,  that  he  is  assignee,  and  that  he  sues  as  such.  A 
trustee  must  sue  as  such  to  avoid  a  personal  liability  for  costs. 
And  when  he  sues  in  his  own  right  and  is  defeated,  he  is  liable 
for  costs.  Murray  v.  Hendrichson,  6  Abb.,  96 ;  S.  C,  1  Bosw.,  635. 
Bnt  if  he  sues  as  assignee,  and  acts  in  good  faith,  he  is  not 
chargeable  personally  with  the  costs  in  case  of  defeat.  Cunning- 
ham V.  McGregor,  12  How,  Pr.,  305. 

Administrator  or  executor.]  When  the  plaintiff  sues  as  admin- 
istrator or  executor,  he  must  show,  in  the  body  of  the  complaint, 
by  proper  allegations,  that  he  sues  as  such,  and  not  in  his  indi- 
vidual capacity.  The  proper  allegations  will  be  stated  in  the 
form  of  complaint  given  in  this  work. 
Wait  11—40 
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Complaiiithy  infant  and  next  friend.']  When  an  infant  is  plain- 
tiff and  a  next  friend  has  been  appointed,  the  complaint  ought 
to  show  in  the  bodj'  of  it,  that  the  plaintiff"  is  an  infant,  and 
that  the  next  friend  was  properly  appointed  to  prosecute  the 
action.  See  the  form  of  complaint  by  infant,  for  the  proper 
allegations. 

Heceivers.']  In  actions  by  receivers  the  complaint  must  show  that 
they  were  legally  appointed  as  ^uch.  The  proper  averments  will 
be  found  in  the  precedent  of  complaint. 

Fuhlic  officers.]  The  same  rule  applies  to  public  oflScers,  which 
has  been  shown  to  apply  to  receivers,  executors,  &c.  The  com- 
plaint must  show  authority  to  sue.  See  Form  of  complaint. 

General  rules.]  There  are  so  many  cases  in  which  plaintiffs 
may  sue  in  a  representative  capacity,  in  a  justice's  court,  that  it 
will  not  be  convenient  to  enumerate  them  all.  And  the  same 
rule  is  applicable  to  all  such  cases,  and  that  is,  that  the  complaint 
must  clearly  show  in  the  body  of  it  that  the  party  is  entitled  to 
sue,  and  that  there  is  a  cause  of  action.  In  every  instance,  the 
complaint  ought  to  agree  with  the  process  as  to  the  character  in 
which  the  plaintiff  sues,  and  when  it  does  not,  the  justice  must 
set  aside  the  complaint  on  motion,  if  that  is  made  before  issue  is 
joined.  Tuttle  v.  Smith,  14  How.  Pr.,  395 ;  S.  C,  6  Abb.,  330;  Allen 
V.  Allen,  14  How.  Pr.,  248 ;  Blancliard  v.  Strait,  8  How.,  83.  But 
if  no  objection  is  made  until  after  issue  joined,  it  will  then  be  too 
late,  and  the  issue  must  be  tried  as  one  which  was  voluntarily 
joined,  as  though  no  process  had  been  issued. 

Cause  of  action  stated  in  the  process.]  The  complaint  need  not  cor- 
respond with  the  process  as  to  the  cause  of  action.  The  object 
of  the  process  is  to  bring  the  party  into  court,  and  thus  give  the 
justice  jurisdiction.  And  when  that  is  done,  the  complaint  will 
inform  the  defendant  of  the  cause  of  action  which  is  alleged 
against  him ;  therefore,  a  variance  between  the  cause  of  action 
stated  in  the  complaint,  and  that  stated  in  the  process  will  be 
entirely  immaterial.  Delancy  y.  Nagle,  16  Barb.,  96;  Cornell  v. 
Bennett,  11  Barb,  657 ;  Parle  v.  Hitchcoclc,  in  note,  11  Barb.,  657 ; 
Ante,  46. 

Within  jurisdiction.]  In  all  inferior  courts  the  complaint  must 
keep  withiu  the  limits  of  the  court,  either  as  to  amount  of  recov- 
ery, Bellinger  v.  Ford,  14  Barb.,  250,  or  as  to  subject  matter  of  the 
action.  Ante,  15,  Jurisdiction.  In  Bellinger  v.  Ford,  14  Barb.,  250, 
and  in  Gould  v.  Gluss,  19  Barb.,  179,  it  is  said  that  a  complaint 
cannot  be  amended  on  appeal  under  §  173  of  the  Code,  because 
that  does  not  relate  to  justices'  courts.  But  if  that  section  does 
not  relate  to  these  courts,  there  is  an  other  section  which  gives 
express  authority  to  amend  pleadings  in  justices'  courts  on  an 
appeal.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  11.  This  section  of  the  Code  was  entirely 
overlooked  in  both  of  the  cases  cited.  A  complaint  may  be 
amended  in  a  jurisdictional  matter  as  well  as  any  other.  Woolley 
v.   Wilber,  4  Denio,  570;  Bull  v.  ColtoHy  22  Barb.,  94. 

If  the  cause   of  action  proved,  and  the  judgment  actually 
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rendered  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the  pleadings 
ought  to  be  amended,  or  the  defect  disregarded,  whenever  the  ques- 
tion arises  on  an  appeal. 

Contract,  complaint  on.]  We  will  now  proceed  to  notice  what 
facts  ought  to  be  stated  in  the  body  of  the  complaint,  in  an 
action  arising  upon  contract.  If  the  cause  of  action  is  local,  the 
complaint  ought  to  show  afldrmatively  that  the  action  is  brought 
in  the  proper  county  or  town.  Termilya  v.  Beatty,  6  Barb.,  429 ; 
and  see  ante,  310,  "  Certainty  of  time  and  place." 

If  the  cause  of  action  is  a  transitory  one,  and  it  is  illegal  by 
the  laws  of  this  state,  though  it  was  legal  where  the  contract  was 
made,  the  complaint  must  show  where  it  was  made,  and  what 
the  law  was  there,  so  as  to  show  it  legal  here.  Thatcher  v. 
Morris,  1  Kern.,  437.  A  complaint  need  not  be  dated,  nor 
need  it  show  affirmatively,  that  the  debt  for  which  the  action  is 
brought,  was  due  before  the  suit  was  commenced.  Maynard  v. 
Talcott,  11  Barb.,  569;  8mith  v.  Holmes,  5  E.  P.  Smith,  271. 
If  the  complaint  shows  on  its  face,  that  the  action  was  com- 
menced before  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  it  will  be  defective, 
and  may  be  demurred  to.  Cheetham  v.  Lewis,  3  Johns.,  42.  The 
right  of  action  must  be  complete  at  the  time  when  the  action  is 
commenced ;  and,  if  it  is  not,  though  it  becomes  perfect  before  the 
trial,  that  will  not  be  of  any  avail,  and  no  amendment  of  the 
pleadings  will  aid  the  matter.  McCoUough  v.  Colby,  4Bosw.,  603; 
Hare  v.  Van  Deusen,  32  Barb.,  92,  99.  The  nature  of  the  action  is 
determined  by  the  facts  which  are  alleged,  and  not  by  the  name 
which  the  plaintiff  may  choose  to  give  to  the  action.  Comes  v. 
Harris,  1  Comst.,  223;  Burdich  v.  Worrall,  4  Barb.,  596. 

Complaint,  when  to  he  special.]  When  an  action  is  brought  for 
the  breach  of  any  executory  agreement,  whether  verbal  or  writ- 
ten, sealed  or  unsealed,  or  upon  a  justice's  judgment,  the 
complaint  must  set  out  the  facts  which  constitute  the  cause  of 
action ;  or,  in  other  words,  the  cause  of  action  must  be  specially 
declared  on  in  the  complaint.  The  exceptions  to  this  rule  are 
those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  may  recover  his  demand  under 
the  common  counts;  and  those  cases  in  which  an  account  is 
claimed,  or  some  instrument  is  sued  on  which  is  for  the  payment 
of  money  only.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  9.  In  all  cases  in  which  dama- 
ges are  claimed  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  in  consequence  of  a 
neglect  or  refusal  to  perform  it,  the  complaint  must  be  special, 
and  must  state  all  the  facts  which  are  necessary  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action ;  unless  it  is  an  instrument  for  the  payment  of 
money  only,  as  has  been  just  explained. 

It  will  be  found  in  practice,  that  there  is  a  very  large  class  of 
cases  in  which  the  complaint  must  be  special,  because  the  cause 
of  action  is  not  upon  an  account,  nor  upon  an  instrument  for  the 
payment  of  money  only.  And  it  is  for  this  reason,  that  a  know- 
ledge of  some  of  the  principal  rules  of  pleading  is  essential  to 
justices  and  to  all  persons  who  practice  in  justices'  courts.  One 
great  advantage  will  be  obtained  by  those  who  know  how  to 
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allege  a  cause  of  action  properly,  viz. :  they  will  know  accurately 
what  facts  it  is  important  to  prove  to  make  a  case.  And  this  is 
a  very  great  advantage,  whether  one  is  prosecuting,  or  is  defend- 
ing a  cause. 

Inducement.']  There  are  many  cases  in  which  it  is  important  to 
make  some  statements,  by  way  of  explanation  or  introduction 
to  the  main  cause  of  action.  Any  such  statements  are  called 
the  inducement.  In  an  action  against  a  carrier  for  the  non-deliv- 
ery of  goods,  delivered  to  him  for  carriage,  it  is  proper  to  state 
that  he  was  a  common  carrier,  &c.,  by  way  of  inducement,  and 
then  to  allege  the  delivery  of  the  goods  to  him,  as  such  carrier,  &c. 

Matters  stated  by  way  of  inducement  must  be  such  as  are 
important  to  show  a  cause  of  action,  when  taken  in  connection 
with  all  the  other  facts  stated.  In  some  instances,  it  is  important 
to  state  that  the  plaintifi"  is  an  officer,  or  that  he  is  acting  in  some 
representative  capacity,  or  some  similar  fact,  and  such  allegations 
will  be  proper  in  all  cases,  and  in  some  cases  indispensable  to 
the  statement  of  a  cause  of  action. 

Plaintiff's  interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  action.]  Every 
action  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest, 
with  few  exceptions.  Ante,  264  to  267.  And,  therefore,  the  complaint 
ought  in  all  cases  to  show  that  he  has  the  real  interest  in  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action,  if  he  sues  in  his  own  individual  right. 
And  when  he  sues  for  the  benefit  of  an  other  person,  the  com- 
plaint must  state  such  facts  as  show  his  right  to  maintain  an 
action.  See  Executor,  Eeceiver,  Assignee,  &c.,  ante,  313,  314. 

Consideration.]  In  every  action  founded  upon  contract,  the 
complaint  must  show  affirmatively  that  there  was  a  sufficient 
legal  consideration  for  the  promise  or  agreement  of  the  defendant, 
or  it  will  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
Suppose,  for  instance,  that  the  complaint  should  allege  that  on  a 
certain  day,  at  a  specified  place,  the  defendant  was  a  carpenter, 
and  that  he  then  and  there  promised  to  build  a  house  for  the 
plaintiff  by  a  specified  time,  which  the  defendant  had  not  done. 
It  is  very  evident  that  such  a  complaint  is  defective,  because  it 
does  not  show  any  consideration  whatever  for  the  promise  of  the 
defendant,  and,  therefore,  he  was  under  no  legal  obligation  to 
perform  his  promise.  Such  a  complaint  would  be  liable  to  a 
demurrer  under  the  Code,  <^  64,  sub.  6. 

When  an  action  is  brought  upon  an  instrument  in  writing, 
which  does  not  show  any  consideration,  such  allegations  must  be 
made  in  the  complaint  as  will  show  that  there  was  in  fact  a  suffi- 
cient consideration.  And  this  is  the  rule,  even  when  the  instru- 
ment purports  to  be  for  the  payment  of  money  only.  Spear  v. 
Downing,  22  How.  Pr.,  30.  If  the  instrument  recites  a  considera- 
tion, as  for  instance,  "for  value  received,"  that  will  be  sufficient 
to  show  a  consideration  for  the  pron)ise  of  the  defendant.  Prindle 
V.  Caruthers,  1  E.  P.  Smith,  425 ;  Miller  v.  Coolc,  9 ;  E.  P.  Smith, 
495,  8.  0.  22  How.  Pr.,  66.  The  nature  of  considerations  will  be 
fully  explained  elsewhere.  Vol.  I,  86-111. 
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Promise  hy  the  defendmit]  In  every  actiou  which  is  founded 
upon  an  actual  and  express  promise  of  the  defendant,  such  pro- 
mise or  agreement  must  be  alleged  in  the  complaint.  If  the 
agreement  is  in  writing,  a  copy  of  it  may  be  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint, which  will  show  precisely  what  was  promised,  and  the 
court  can  then  decide  upon  the  legal  effect  of  such  promise  or 
agreement.  Prindle  v.  Cariithers,  1 E.  P.  Smith,  425.  If  the  right 
of  action  is  not  founded  upon  an  express  promise,  but  is  founded 
upon  an  implied  promise,  or  one  which  arises  by  implication  of 
law,  the  proniise  need  not  be  alleged,  but  it  will  be  sufficient  to 
allege  such  facts  as  will  show  a  legal  liability  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  and  the  court  will  adjudge  a  liability  as  a  matter  of 
law.  Cropsy  v.  Sweeney,  27  Barb.,  310;  Farron  v.  Sherwood,  3 
E.  P.  Smith,  227.  If  the  promise  is  one  which  the  statute  requires 
to  be  in  writing  in  order  to  be  binding,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
allege  in  the  complaint  that  such  promise  is  in  writing.  Ante,  303. 

The  agreement  or  promise  ought  to  be  truly  and  accurately 
stated,  although  under  the  liberal  rules  which  now  exist  in  rela- 
tion to  variances,  it  is  not  as  important  now  to  be  as  particular 
in  that  respect  as  it  was  under  the  old  practice.  It  is  always 
sufficient  to  state  enough  of  the  contract  to  show  the  defendant's 
liability.  When  the  contract  is  in  the  alternative,  it  must  be  set 
forth  and  the  alternative  shown.  Stone  v.  Enowlton,  3  "Wend.,  374; 
Hatch  V.  Adams,  8  Oow.,  35.  But  a  variance  is  amendable.  Code, 
§  64,  sub.  11. 

Profert.']  In  general  it  is  not  necessary  in  a  pleading  to  set  out 
a  copy  of  an  instrument  sued  on,  nor  to  offer  a  copy  of  it.  But 
it  is  generally  the  most  convenient  mode  of  pleading  to  set  out 
a  copy  of  such  paper.  And  if  it  is  not  set  out  in  the  pleadings 
at  the  joining  of  issue,  the  justice,  on  the  request  of  the  oppo- 
site party,  may  require  a  copy  of  it  to  be  furnished  to  him  by 
the  party  pleading  it.  Code,  §  64,  sub.  14.  But  when  one  sues 
as  executor,  he  need  not  offer  to  produce  his  letters  testamentary, 
&c.  If  he  alleges  in  due  form  that  he  is  executor,  &c.,  and  issue 
is  taken  upon  it,  he  will  have  to  prove  his  authority  at  the  trial. 
It  is  a  matter  of  allegation  in  the  pleadings,  and  proof  at  the 
trial.  Bright  v.  Currie,  5  Sandf.,  433 ;  Supervisors,  &c.  v.  White, 
30  Barb.,  72.  And  in  all  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  sues  in  a 
representative  capacity,  he  does  not  make  a  profert  of  his  autho- 
rity. He  may  properly  allege  that  be  has  it,  and  then,  if  the 
allegation  is  put  in  issue,  it  will  be  a  matter  of  proof  at  the  trial. 
It  will  be  remembered,  however,  that  when  an  instrument  is 
sued  on  as  a  cause  of  action,  the  opposite  party  has  a  right  to 
see  it  and  take  a  copy,  and  the  justice  must  order  it  to  be  given, 
if  demanded  at  the  joining  of  issue.  Code,  '^  64,  sub.  14. 

Averments  of  performance  by  plaintiff.']  When  it  appears  by  the 
terras  of  the  contract  or  agreement  which  is  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint, that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  do  some  act  before  the 
defendant  was  required  to  perform  the  contract,  &c.,  the  com- 
plaint must  allege  that  the  plaintiff  has  performed  all  such  acts 
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on  his  own  part.  And  it  is  not  enough  to  merely  allege  the  fact 
by  way  of  allegation  of  a  conclusion  of  law,  nor  by_way  of  mere 
evidence,  but  the  facts  showing  performance  by  the  plaintiff 
must  be  distinctly  alleged.  Hatch  v.  Peet,  23  Barb.,  575;  Smith 
V.  Brown,  17  Barb.,  431. 

When  the  plaintiff  has  not  performed  such  conditions  pre- 
cedent, but  he  has  a  legal  excuse  for  the  non-performance,  he 
must  allege  the  facts  which  show  such  excuse,  instead  of  alleging 
performance.  KeUey  v.  U^pton,  5  Duer,  336,  342 ;  Smith  v.  Brown, 
17  Barb.,  431;  Biderr.  Pond,  18  Barb.,  179.  Sickness  or  death 
is  a  suflficient  excuse  for  the  non-performance  of  personal  ser- 
vices. Faliy  V.  North,  19  Barb.,  341 ;  WoJfe  v.  Howes,  24  Barb., 
174,  666;  S.  C,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  197.  So,  where  performance 
becomes  impossible  by  the  act  of  the  law,  that  is  an  excuse. 
Jones  V.  Judd,  4  Comst.,  411. 

Bequest,  notice,  demand,  &c.]  It  is  frequentlj'  the  case  that  the 
plaintiff  is  required  to  make  some  request,  give  some  notice,  or 
make  some  demand  of  the  defendant,  before  a  right  of  action 
becomes  perfect.  In  all  cases  in  which  such  request,  &c.,  is 
necessary  to  perfect  the  right  of  action,  the  complaint  must 
allege  that  such  request,  &c.,  was  made,  and  such  facts  must  be 
alleged  as  will  show  that  it  was  properly  done.  There  are  also 
numerous  cases  in  which  no  demand,  &c.,  is  necessary  before 
an  action  is  brought,  and  in  such  cases  no  demand,  &c.,  need  be 
alleged  in  the  complaint. 

Breach  of  the  agreement,  &c.]  In  every  action  founded  upon 
contract,  whether  written  or  unwritten,  sealed  or  unsealed,  the 
main  ground  of  the  action  is  that  the  defendant  has  broken  the 
contract.  This  is  true  of  the  most  ordinary  cases,  such  as  accounts, 
promissory  notes,  and  the  like.  The  breach  of  the  contract,  in 
such  cases,  is  the  non-payment  of  the  debt.  And  in  all  cases  of 
special  contracts,  there  is  some  non-performance  alleged,  or  some 
act  done  which  the  defendant  agreed  not  to  do.  In  short,  the 
basis  of  all  actions  upon  contracts  rests  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  agreement.  And  every 
complaint  will  be  defective  if  it  does  not,  in  some  manner,  show 
that  there  has  been  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  the  defendant. 
And,  even  under  the  common  counts,  it  is  alleged  that  the  money 
due  to  the  plaintiff  is  unpaid. 

When  the  action  is  founded  upon  a  special  agreement,  the  facts 
which  show  a  breach  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  must  be  stated 
fully ;  and  a  mere  allegation  that  the  defendant  has  broken  the 
contract  will  not  do,  but  the  particular  manner  in  which  it  is 
broken  must  be  stated,  so  that  the  court  and  the  defendant  can 
see  in  what  respect  it  is  claimed  that  the  contract  has  been 
violated.  When  the  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  money  under 
the  common  counts,  and  no  demand  is  necessary  before  suit 
brought,  it  will  be  sutBcient  to  allege  the  breach  in  general  terms, 
such  as  that  the  money  is  due,  unpaid,  &c.  , 

Damages.]  Nearly  all  the  actions  which  are  brought  in  a  justice's 
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court,  are  instituted  for  the  recovery  of  damages,  either  for  the 
breach  of  some  contract,  express  or  implied,  or  tor  some  injury 
wrongfully  done.  The  complaint  must  allege  such  damages  as 
the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover.  It  is  usual  to  claim  costs,  though 
this  is  not  necessary,  as  they  follow  the  judgment  as  a  matter  of 
course.  Damages  are  general,  or  special.  General  damages  may 
be  claimed  by  a  general  allegation  of  damages ;  but  special 
damages  must  be  stated  with  particularity.  See  ante,  310.  "Spe- 
cial damages,"  and  ante,  309,  "  Facts  not  alleged,"  &c. 

Conclusion  of  complaint.']  The  conclusion  of  the  complaint 
shows  what  judgment  the  plaintiff  demands.  It  may  be  for  the 
recovery  of  damages,  or  it  may  be  for  the  recovery  of  specific 
personal  property,  with  damages,  &c.  In  every  case  the  com- 
plaint ought  to  show  clearly  what  judgment  the  plaintiff  demands. 
And  it  must  in  all  cases  show  that  the  judgment  demanded,  is 
one  which  the  justice  has  jurisdiction  to  render.  Bellinger  v.  Ford, 
14  Barb.,  250  ;  Gould  v.  Glass,  19  Barb.,  179  ;  ante,  314,  "  Within 
jurisdiction."  But  a  defect  in  this  respect  is  amendable.  Woolley 
V.  Wilier,  4  Denio,  570;  Bull  v.  Colton,  22  Barb.,  94;  Code, 
§  64,  sub.  11. 

Several  counts.]  "When  the  plaintiff  has  several  different  causes 
of  action  arising  upon  contract,  and  they  are  not  recoverable 
under  the  common  counts,  but  require  a  special  count  for  that 
purpose,  each  separate  cause  of  action  ought  to  be  separately 
stated  in  the  complaint.  And  the  plaintiff  may  insert  as  many 
separate  counts  as  he  has  separate  causes  of  action  which  require 
to  be  stated  in  special  counts.  Bach  of  these  causes  of  action 
must  be  separately  stated,  and  the  commencement  of  each  new 
cause  of  action,  or  count,  may  commence  thus :  "  And  for  a 
further  and  separate  cause  of  action,"  &c.  It  is  a  very  conven- 
ient method  to  number  the  causes  of  action,  when  there  are 
several  of  them,  as  this  will  facilitate  a  reference  to  each  cause  of 
action,  when  the  defendant  is  answering  them.  And,  besides 
that,  it  will  tend  to  render  the  issues  themselves  plain  and 
familiar  to  the  parties,  to  the  court,  and  to  the  jury  if  one  is  called. 
See  ante,  300,  "  Duplicity,"  where  the  subject  is  discussed  in 
relation  to  several  counts  for  the  same  cause  of  action. 

Common  counts.]  There  has  been  some  difference  of  opinion 
upon  the  question,  whether  the  Code  did  not  abolish  the  common 
counts,  and  require  every  cause  of  action  to  be  stated  specially. 
But  it  is  now  entirely  settled  that  the  mode  of  declaring  upon 
the  common  counts  is  as  proper  now  as  it  was  before  the  Code. 
Farron  v.  Slienvood,  3  E.  P.  Smith,  227 ;  Allen  v.  Patterson,  3 
Seld.,  476 ;  Cudlipp  v.  Whipple,  4  Duer,  610 ;  Graham  v.  Cam,man, 
5  Duer,  697 ;  Merivin  v.  Hamilton,  6  Duer,  245,  253.  But  in 
framing  such  counts  they  are  drawn  more  fully  and  particularly 
than  some  of  the  old  forms  of  the  common  counts.  The  forms 
which  will  be  hereafter  given  will  show  what  it  is  necessary  to 
aJlege  in  them  under  the  practice  introduced  by  the  Code.  The 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  under  the  common  counts  in  such  cases 


320  COMPLAINTS. 

as  those  in  which  a  special  count  is  necessary  ;  as  for  instance,  in 
those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  damages  for 
the  breach  of  an  agreement  other  than  for  the  payment  of  money. 
See  ante,  315,  "  Complaint  when  to  be  special." 

The  Code  has  not  changed  the  former  rule  of  pleading,  that  a 
party  who  has  fully  performed  a  special  contract  on  his  part,  may 
count  upon  the  implied  assumpsit  of  the  other  party  to  pay  him 
the  stipulated  price,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  declare  specially 
on  the  agreement.  Farron  v.  Sherwood,  3  B.  P.  Smith,  227.  But 
the  kind  of  special  contracts  which  will  authorize  a  recovery 
upon  the  common  counts,  must  be  of  that  nature,  that  when  the 
plaintiff  has  fully  performed  the  contract  on  his  part,  the  defend- 
ant has  nothing  to  do  on  his  part  but  to  pay  a  sum  of  money. 
For  instance,  a  contract  may  be  a  special  one  for  the  building  of 
a  house,  and  the  furnishing  of  the  materials,  and  if  the  builder 
has  fully  performed  the  contract  on  his  part,  he  need  not  set  out 
the  contract  specially,  but  may  recover  the  money  due  to  him 
on  the  common  counts,  if  they  are  properly  framed.  Farron  v. 
Sherwood,  3  E.  P.  Smith,  227 ;  Clark  v.  FairchiU,  22  Wend., 
576,  583.  But  the  principal  convenience  of  these  common  counts 
is  found  in  those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  for 
labor  done,  professional  service  rendered,  or  for  goods,  wares  and 
chattels  sold,  for  money  lent,  &c.,  &c.  And,  in  all  such  cases, 
where  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  upon  either,  an  express  or 
an  implied  agreement,  these  counts  will  generally  be  proper. 

The  use  of  this  form  of  pleading  is.  recommended  by  its  obvious 
convenience.  And  if  the  defendant  desires  particular  information 
of  the  items  of  the  claim  or  demand  against  him,  he  may  demand 
a  bill  of  particulars. 

Bill  of  particulars.]  The  Code,  §  64,  sub.  14,  has  greatly  en- 
larged the  powers  of  justices  of  the  peace  in  relation  to  ordinary 
bills  of  particulars  to  be  furnished  by  either  of  the  parties  to 
the  other.    Compare  Vol.  I,  49,  ^  69,  and  Code,  §  64,  sub.  14. 

"  The  court  may,  at  the  joining  of  issue,  require  either  party  at 
the  request  of  the  other,  at  that  or  some  other  specified  time,  to 
exhibit  his  account  on  demand,  or  state  the  nature  thereof  as  far 
forth  as  may  be  in  his  power,  and  in  case  of  his  default,  preclude 
him  from  giving  evidence  of  such  parts  thereof  as  shall  not  have 
been  so  exhibited  or  stated."  Code,  §  64,  sub.  14. 

By  the  very  terms  of  the  Code  this  demand  must  be  made  at 
the  joining  of  issue.  But  there  is  an  other  provision  of  the  sta- 
tute which  confers  power  on  the  justice  to  order  particulars  to  be 
furnished,  although  not  demanded  at  the  joining  of  issue.  "  No 
adjournment  shall  be  allowed  in  any  case  to  a  party  applying 
therefor,  who  shall  have  seen  the  account  or  demand  of  the  op- 
posite party,  unless  such  applicant,  if  required,  shall  exhibit  his 
account  or  demand,  or  state  the  nature  thereof,  as  far  forth  as 
may  be  in  his  power,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice."  Vol.  I, 
49,  §  69.  « 

Under  this  section,  a  defendant  may,  at  any  time  when  he  asks 
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for  an  adjournmetit,  be  required  to  furnish  particulars.  It  will 
not  apply  to  the  plaintiff,  except  at  the  joining  of  issue,  as  be 
cannot  have  more  than  one  adjournment.  But,  in  api)lying  these 
sections  to  practice  in  cases  before  justices  they  ought  to  con- 
strue them  liberally,  so  as  to  advance  the  object  which  the  legis- 
lature had  in  view.  When  the  pleadings  are  general,  as  they  are 
under  the  common  counts,  the  only  information  which  either 
party  can  have  of  the  claims  made  by  the  other  must  be  derived 
from  such  an  exhibition  of  the  other's  demand ;  or  it  must  be 
derived  from  the  knowledge  which  they  each  have  of  the  past 
transactions  between  them.  But  there  are  many  instances  where 
such  knowledge  would  be  of  little  value  to  a  party  in  preparing 
his  cause  for  trial.  If  either  of  the  parties  has  purchased  or 
taken  an  assignment  of  an  account  or  demand  which  exists 
against  the  other,  the  party  against  whom  it  is  presented  for  the 
first  time  at  the  trial,  may  be  greatly  surprised,  and  gross  injus^ 
tice  may  be  done  to  him  if  he  is  not  permitted  to  meet  the  claim 
by  evidence,  which  he  cannot  possibly  have  procured  to  be  present 
at  the  trial,  to  meet  such  a  demand. 

But  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  require  either  party  to 
exhibit  his  claim  unless  it  is  demanded  by  the  other ;  and,  if  there 
is  an  omission  to  make  such  request,  it  is  the  neglect  of  the  party 
himself,  who  must  abide  by  the  consequences. 

The  statute  says  the  claim  or  demand  must  be  exhibited,  or  the 
nature  of  it  must  be  stated,  &c.  The  object  of  permitting  each 
party  to  demand  such  information  was,  that  it  might  be  useful  to 
him  in  preparing  for  trial.  The  People  v.  Monroe,  0.  P.,  4  Wend., 
200 ;  Bowman  v.  JEarle,  3  Duer,  694.  And,  for  that  reason,  the 
justice  ought  to  require  each  party,  if  a  proper  request  is  made, 
at  the  proper  time,  to  furnish  the  other  with  a  written  copy  of 
the  items  of  his  demand ;  or  at  any  rate  he  ought  to  require  him 
to  furnish  the  original,  so  that  the  party  applying  may  copy  it 
for  himself,  if  he  desires  to  do  so. 

If  neither  party  is  prepared  to  do  this  at  the  time  of  joining 
issue,  or  if  one  of  the  parties  is  not  prepared  at  that  time,  the 
justice  is  authorized  to  specify  some  other  time  when  the  account, 
&c.,  shall  be  exhibited.  And,  there  are  few  things  in  practice, 
in  which  the  justice  may  render  himself  more  instrumental  in 
advancing  the  cause  of  truth  and  justice,  than  in  requiring  a  full 
compliance  with  the  spirit  of  this  section.  When  the  accounts, 
&c.,  are  not  exhibited  at  the  joining  of  issue,  and  the  justice 
specifies  an  other  time  for  the  purpose,  that  time  should  be  such 
as  to  give  either  party  ample  time  to  secure  his  evidence  before 
the  trial,  to  meet  the  claim  so  exhibited,  &c. 

The  party  who  is  required  to  exhibit  his  demands,  ought  to  be 
careful  to  furnish  all  the  items  of  it,  for  the  penalty  which  is 
annexed  to  a  neglect  or  refusal  to  do  so,  is  to  be  debarred  at  the 
trial  from  proving  any  of  the  items  which  were  not  so  exhibited 
or  stated. 

The  statute  is  not  imperative  that  the  evidence  shall  be  excluded 
Wait  11—41 
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in  case  of  a  default  in  exhibiting  a  claim.  The  court  may  pre- 
clude him,  is  the  language  of  the  statute.  If  a  party  by  mistake 
should  omit  to  furnish  all  the  items  the  justice  may  permit  an 
amendment  of  the  items,  just  as  he  would  do  in  relation  to  a 
pleading,  because  the  particulars  are  nothing  more  than  a  com- 
plete specification  of  the  claims  of  the  party.  If  an  amendment 
is  allowed,  it  ought  to  be  on  the  same  terms  as  the  amendment  of 
a  pleading.  Code,  "^  64,  sub.  11,  15. 

If  either  of  the  parties  willfully  refuses  to  exhibit  his  account, 
&c.,  as  required  by  the  justice,  the  justice  ought  to  exclude 
evidence  in  support  of  the  accounts,  or  items  thereof,  which  were 
not  exhibited.  But,  if  such  party  has  any  reasonable  excuse  for 
not  exhibiting  such  account  or  demand,  the  justice  may  permit 
him  to  do  it  at  any  time  before  the  trial,  or  during  the  trial,  on 
such  terms  as  shall  be  just.  But  if  an  adjournment  will  be 
necessary  for  the  other  party  in  consequence,  an  adjournment 
ought  to  be  made  the  condition  of  granting  the  favor.  And, 
besides  that,  such  costs  ought  to  be  imposed  as  will  be  necessarily 
incurred  by  the  opposite  party,  such  as  the  witnesses'  fees  for 
those  witnesses  who  are  present  at  the  time  when  such  amend- 
ment is  permitted. 

When  au  account  is  sued  on,  or  when  it  is  a  subject  of  set-off, 
the  parties  ought  to  furnish  the  items  in  detail,  specifying  the 
date,  the  price  and  the  amounts,  as  near  as  may  be  done,  or  as  it 
is  in  the  original  account.  Humphrey  v.  Cottleyou,  4  Cow.,  54.  If 
the  bill  is  defective,  the  justice  may  order  it  to  be  made  more 
definite;  Kellogg,  Sec,  v.  Paine,  Sec,  8  How.  Pr.,  329;  McKinney 
\.  McKinney,  Sec,  12  How.  Pr.,  22.  Neither  party  is  bound  to  do 
more  than  to  furnish  the  items  which  he  claims  against  the  other. 
He  is  not  required  to  state  any  credits,  or  set-offs,  in  favor  of  the 
other  party.  Williams  v.  Sliaw,  4  Abb.,  209  ;  Hyclcman  v.  Haiglit, 
15  Johns,,  222.  A  variance  between  the  items  lurnished  and  the 
proof  ought  to  be  disregarded,  if  no  injury  is  done  to  the  opposite 
party.  Seaman  v.  Low,  4  Bosw.,  345;  Brown  v.  WHliami,  4 
Wend.,  360.  The  question  of  variance  ought  to  be  disposed  of 
like  a  variance  between  pleadings  and  evidence,  and  an  amend- 
ment should  be  granted  in  like  cases  as  in  pleadings. 

More  space  has  been  devoted  to  this  subject  than  would  be 
djone  if  this  power  of  the  justice  had  not  been  materially  enlarged, 
so  that  it  is  nearly  the  same  as  that  possessed  by  courts  of  record 
in  similar  cases.  And  since  the  question  will  frequently  arise  with 
parties,  what  they  ought  to  do  in  such  cases,  there  has  been  thus 
much  said  upon  the  subject. 

Complaints  in  actions  for  torts^  The  general  rules  in  relation  to 
the  formal  parts  of  a  complaint  in  an  action  for  a  tort,  is  the 
same  as  in  an  action  upon  contracts,  as  to  title.  See  ante,  312, 
Number  of  parties ;  ante,  312,  Names  of  parties ;  anU,  313,  Char- 
acters, &c.,  of  parties ;  ante,  314,  General  rules,  &c. ;  ante,  314, 
Action  named  in  process;  ante,  314,  Jurisdiction.  In  actions 
for  wrongs,  there  are  some  matters  in  which  the  complaint  will 
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differ  in  its  details  from  that  of  a  complaint  in  an  action  upon 
contract.  And  the  general  rules  which  ought  to  be  observed  in 
framing  complaints  in  actions  for  torts,  will  be  now  noticed. 

Actions  for  torts  may  affect  personal  rights,  as  when  a  person 
"wrongfully  persuades  a  servant  to  leave  his  employer,  or  when  a 
fraud  is  perpetrated.  They  may  also  relate  to  injuries  to  personal 
property,  or  they  may  relate  to  real  estate  and  to  injuries  done  to 
it.  And,  therefore,  the  first  thing  which  the  body  of  the  complaint 
ought  to  show,  is,  that  there  are  such  rights,  or  property,  which 
may  be  affected.  The  manner  in  which  allegations  ought  to  be 
made  will  be  shown  in  the  precedents  of  complaints  in  such  actions. 

Plaintiff ' s  interest  in  thing  injured.']  The  complaint  must  allege 
those  facts  which  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  such  an  interest  in 
the  thing  injured,  as  will  authorize  an  action  in  his  favor  for  the 
injury  done.  A  mortgagee  of  personal  property  has  an  interest 
in  the  property  so  mortgaged,  but  in  an  action  for  a  conversion  of 
the  property,  he  must  allege  such  facts  as  show  that  he  is  a  mort- 
gagee. Merely  saying  that  he  has  a  mortgage  is  not  sufficient ; 
such  facts  must  be  stated  as  will  authorize  the  coiirt  to  decide 
whether  the  instrument  is  a  mortgage.  Fairbanlcs  v.  Bloomfield,  2 
Duer,  349 ;  and  see  Tuthill  v.  Wheeler,  6  Barb.,  362.  A  constable 
who  has  an  execution,  by  virtue  of  which  he  has  levied  upon 
personal  property,  has  such  an  interest  as  will  authorize  an  action 
against  a  wrongdoer  who  takes  the  property,  but  the  complaint 
must  show  his  right  to  the  property.  And  whenever  the  lilaintiff 
claims  an  interest  in  the  property,  or  right  of  action  in  any  man- 
ner except  in  his  own  individual  right,  the  complaint  must  state 
such  facts  as  will  authorize  an  action.  There  are  instances  in 
which  the  plaintiff  may  merely  allege  that  the  defendant  wrong- 
fully took  the  ijroperty  out  of  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
he  need  not  allege  how  his  interest  in  it  arose,  even  when  he 
claims  as  bailee,  or  as  an  officer  having  a  levy  upon  it,  &c.  The 
precedents  given  will  show  the  necessary  allegations.  When  the 
action  is  for  an  injury  to  personal  property,  or  for  a  conversion  of 
it,  if  the  plaintiff'  sues  as  owner,  he  will  show  that  fact  by  proper 
allegations  in  the  complaint.  Injuries  to  real  estate  are  generally 
charged  to  be  injuries  to  the  possession,  which  is  all  the  right  a 
plaintiff"  need  have  to  maintain  trespass. 

Motives,  intent  or  negligence  of  the  defendant.]  The  general  rule 
is,  that  when  a  person  does  an  unlawful  act  to  the  injury  of  an 
other,  he  must  respond  in  damages,  although  he  did  not  have  any 
wrongful  or  unlawful  intent  in  doing  the  act.  For  this  reason, 
it  is  not  necessary,  in  ordinary  cases,  to  allege  a  wrongful  intent 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

If  a  justice  is  sued  for  making  a  false  return  on  an  appeal,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  that  his  motives  were  corrupt. 
Houghton  v.  Swarthout,  1  Denio,  589.  So,  where  the  defendant 
injures  the  plaintiff  by  blasting  rocks  on  the  defendant's  land, 
and  the  fragments  fly  upon  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  injure  his 
buildings,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  aver  negligence  on  the  part 
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of  the  defendant.  Ray  v.  Colioes  Co.,  2  Oomst.,  159;  Tremain  v. 
Colioes  Co.,  2  Comst.,  163. 

In  such  cases  of  unlawful  acts,  an  action  will  lie,  although  no 
improper  motive  existed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  See  the 
last  three  cases  cited,  and  Yandenhurgh  v.  Truax,  4  Denio,  464. 
But  there  are  cases  in  which  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  manner 
and  the  intent  with  which  the  act  was  done,  as  where  a  constable 
acts  in  an  oppressive  and  unlawful  manner  in  executing  an  execu- 
tion, and  in  such  cases,  the  complaint  must  allege  those  facts 
which  show  his  acts  to  be  unlawful.  Rogers  v.  Brewster,  6  Johns., 
125;  McDonald  v.  Neilson,  2  Oow.,  182. 

In  some  cases  the  motive  with  which  an  act  was  done  may  be 
material  on  the  question  of  damages,  and  in  those  cases,  an  alle- 
gation of  the  motives,  and  of  the  circumstances  in  aggravation 
of  the  action  may  be  properly  alleged.  Gilbert  v.  Bounds,  14 
HoAV.  Pr.,  46,  49,  50;  Mohny  v.  Boies,  15  How.  Pr.,  265;  Bates 
v.  Loomis,  5  Wend.,  134;  Boot  v.  Foster,  9  How.  Pr.,  37i  In 
common  practice,  nearly  all  complaints  for  trespasses  to  lands,  for 
conversions  of  personal  property,  or  for  injuries  to  it,  or  for  detain- 
ing it,  allege  that  the  acts  were  wrongfully  or  unlawfully  done. 
But  an  act  may  be  unlawful,  or  legally  wrongful,  when  the 
defendant  is  not  guilty  of  any  intentional  wrong,  so  far  as  his 
motives  are  concerned.  That  points  out  the  precise  distinction 
shown  by  the  cases  cited  upon  this  subject,  since  there  may  be 
an  unlawful  act  without  any  actual  wrongful  intent  or  motive. 
And  in  all  complaints  where  an  unlawful  or  wrongful  act  is 
charged,  the  legal  effect  of  the  allegation  is  to  show  that  the 
act  was  not  legal,  although  the  motives  may  have  been  ever  so 
proper  in  the  given  case,  unless  it  is  in  those  cases  where  the 
motive  is  the  ground  of  action,  or  it  relates  to  the  measure  of 
damages. 

There  is  one  class  of  cases  which  may  deserve  notice  here,  and 
that  is  infancy.  If  an  infant  intentionally  injures  property,  he  is 
liable  for  the  tort,  when  he  could  not  be  made  liable  otherwise. 
Fish  V.  Ferris,  5  Duer,  49 ;  Camplell  v.  Stalces,  2  Wend.,  137. 
In  such  cases,  the  wrongful  intent  must  be  alleged  as  well  as  the 
fact  of  infancy. 

Statement  of  wrongful  acts  of  defendant.']  Every  complaint  in 
an  action  for  a  tort  must  state  such  facts  as  will  show  clearly 
and  atfirmatively  that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  are  wrongful  and 
unlawful  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  a  legal  remedy  in  con- 
sequence of  them. 

A  complaint  must  set  forth  facts  by  which  the  court  can  see 
that  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  a  legal  injury,  or  it  is  bad  on 
demurrer.  A  general  averment  that  the  acts  of  the  defendant 
are  contrary  to  the  statute,  without  setting  forth  in  what  manner, 
is  not  sufficient.  Smith  v.  Lochwood,  13  Barb.,  209. 

In  an  action  for  negligence,  a  statement  in  the  complaint,  that 
by  means  of  a  contract  which  is  set  forth,  it  became  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  to  perform  certain  acts,  is  not  sufficient  unless 
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the  facts  necessary  to  show  the  duty  are  stated.  City  of  Buffalo 
V.  Holloway,  3  Seld.,  493. 

When  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury 
sustained  in  consequence  of  falling  into  a  vault  which  was  in- 
securely covered,  if  it  is  sought  to  make  the  defendants  liable  on 
other  grounds  than  those  of  negligence,  in  not  constructing  the 
cover  of  the  vault  properly,  or  in  not  keeping  it  in  a  proper  con- 
dition ;  such  as  that  the  area  is  within  a  public  street,  or  that  a 
duty  imposed  by  some  municipal  ordinance  has  been  violated, 
those  grounds  should  be  stated  in  the  complaint,  so  that  issue 
can  be  taken  upon  them,  and  the  defendants  may  come  prepared 
to  try  them.  Congreve  v.  Morgan,  4  Duer,  439. 

In  actions  for  injuries  resulting  from  a  fraud,  the  complaint 
must  allege  the  facts  which  show  that  a  fraud  has  been  committed, 
a  mere  allegation  that  the  defendant  has  committed  a  fraud  is 
entirely  insufficient.  McMurray  v.  Gifford,  5  How.  Pr.,  14. 

In  an  action  for  false  and  fraudulent  representations,  the  com- 
plaint must  state  what  the  representations  were,  so  that  the  court 
may  judge  whether  they  were  sufficient  to  mislead  ;  otherwise 
the  plaintiff  does  not  show  a  cause  of  action ;  and  it  ought  also 
to  state  that  they  were  made  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud 
the  plaintiff.  Wells  v.  Jewett,  11  How.  Pr.,  242;  Addingtonv. 
Allen,  11  Wend.,  374,  386  ;  Zabrislde  v.  Smith,  3  Kern.,  322,  330. 

In  actions  for  injuries  to  real  property,  or  for  injuries  to  per- 
sonal property,  or  for  a  conversion  of  it,  the  complaint  ought  to 
allege  what  injurious  acts  were  done ;  and  the  allegations  ought 
to  be  so  particular  and  specific  that  the  court  can  adjudge  as  a 
matter  of  law  that  a  cause  of  action  exists. 

The  particular  manner  of  stating  the  facts  may  be  seen  in  the 
precedents. 

When  there  are  several  defendants,  the  complaint  must  show 
a  cause  of  action  against  all  of  them. 

Corporations  are  liable  for  torts  in  the  same  manner  that 
individuals  are,  but  the  complaint  must  state  facts  which  show 
that  the  injurious  acts  were  done  by  their  legal  agents  or  officers, 
and  that  they  were  acting  within  the  scope  of  their  duties,  or 
within  such  instructions  as  the  corporation  has  given  them,  and 
also  it  must  appear  what  the  injurious  acts  were.  Howell  v.  City 
of  Buffalo,  1  E.  P.  Smith,  512 ;  Mayor,  &g.  of  N.  Y.  v.  Bailey, 
2  Denio,  433. 

Time  and  place.]  The  same  rules  are  applicable  in  complaints 
for  torts,  as  are  observed  in  actions  on  contracts.  See  ante,  301. 

Scienter.']  The  subject  has  been  already  discussed  in  relation 
to  motives  or  intention.  Ante,  323,  324. 

But  there  is  also  a  class  of  cases,  in  which  knowledge  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  in  relation  to  certain  things  will  render 
him  liable  to  an  action,  when,  without  such  knowledge  on  his 
part,  no  action  could  be  maintained  against  him. 

If  a  domestic  animal  is  accustomed  to  do  mischief  to  other 
animals,  or  to  persons,  and  the  defendant  has  knowledge  of  that 
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fact,  he  will  be  liable  for  such  injuries  as  the  animal  may  do, 
although  be  did  not  desire  the  injury  to  be  done,  and  even  although 
he  had  no  knowledge  that  the  mischief  would  be  done.  But  the 
complaint  must  allege  that  the  defendant  hnew  that  such  domestic 
animal  was  accustomed  to  do  such  mischief.  Fairchild  v.  Bentley, 
30  Barb.,  147  ;  Lyke  v.  Van  Leuven,  4  Denio,  127  ;  Bucldey  v. 
Leonard,  4  Denio,  500 ;    Wheeler  v.  Brant,  23  Barb.,  324. 

In  those  cases  in  which  knowledge  is  not  necessary  to  create  a 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  need  not  be  alleged  in 
the  complaint,  as,  for  instance,  when  a  dog  Mils  or  wounds  sheep, 
because  the  statute  makes  the  owner  liable  for  such  injuries 
whether  he  knew  of  their  mischievous  propensities  or  not.  2  E.  S. 
975,  §  9,  5th  ed. ;  Fish  v.  SJait,  21  Barb.,  333. 

But,  if  the  action  is  merely  for  chasing  and  worrying  sheep, 
then  knowledge  must  be  alleged.  Auchmuty  v.  Ham,  1  Denio., 
495. 

There  is  an  other  class  of  cases  in  which  the  owner  of  domestic 
animals  is  liable  for  such  injuries  as  they  may  do  to  other  ani- 
mals, or  to  persons,  although  the  owner  did  not  know  of  th.eir 
mischievous  propensities ;  and  those  cases  are,  when  the  animal 
of  the  defendant  is  trespassing  upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  does  the  mischief  there.  In  such  cases  knowledge  need  not 
be  alleged  or  proved.  Tan  Leuven  v.  Lyke,  1  Oomst.,  515;  DuncMe 
V.  Kocker,  11  Barb.,  387. 

When  knowledge  is  made  the  ground  of  proving  a  fraud,  or  of 
increasing  damages,  it  is  generally  synonymous  with  motive, 
intent,  &c.,  which  words  have  been  explained.  Ante,  323.  And 
see  "Damages,"  in  complaints  for  torts.  It  must  be  recollected, 
too,  that  knowledge  is  always  an  essential  element  of  a  fraud, 
and  in  such  actions  it  must  always  be  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

Demand.']  In  actions  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of 
personal  property,  or  in  actions  for  a  conversion  of  such  pro- 
perty, it  is  sometimes  essential  to  a  right  of  action,  that  some 
demand  should  be  made  of  the  defendant  before  an  action  is 
brought  against  him. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  when  one  person  wrongfully  and 
unlawfully  takes  or  converts  the  property  of  an  other  to  his  own 
use,  an  action  will  lie  against  such  wrongdoer  without  any  pre- 
vious demand.  Farrington  v.  Payne,  15  Johns.,  431;  Ladd  v. 
Moore,  3  Sandf ,  589;  Tallman  v.  Turcic,  26  Barb.,  167;  Tompkins 
v.  Haile,  3  Wend.,  406.  But  when  property  has  lawfully  come 
into  the  possession  of  a  person,  and  he  has  not  converted  it,  a 
demand  must  be  made  before  he  is  liable  to  an  action.  Mall  v. 
MoUnson,  2  Oomst,  293,  295. 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  demand  is  indispensable  to 
the  maintaining  of  the  action,  and  such  demand  must  be  proved 
at  the  trial,  and  yet  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  a  demand  in  the 
complaint.  A  demand  and  refusal  to  deliver  property  is  evidence 
upon  which  a  conversion  may  be  found ;  but  it  is  not  proper  to 
plead  mere  matters  of  evidence.  Ante,  298.    In  complaints  for 
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converting  personal  property,  it  is  the  usual  practice,  therefore, 
to  allege  a  wrongful  and  unlawful  conversion,  and  then  to  prove 
the  demand  at  the  trial,  if  such  proof  is  necessary.  An  allega- 
tion of  a  demand  and  a  refusal  in  addition  to  an  allegation  of  a 
wrongful,  &c.,  conversion,  would  be  useless,  but  it  would  not 
vitiate  the  pleading,  since  it  would  be  mere  surplusage.  See 
ante,  305. 

Penalties.]  In  actions  to  recover  penalties  which  are  given  by 
statute,  it  is  sufficient  to  declare  in  the  brief  form  prescribed 
by  the  Revised  Statutes.  3  R.  S.,  633,  §§  1,  2,  3,  5th  ed. ;  3  R.  S., 
784,  §  13,  5th  ed.  The  Code  has  not  changed  the  rule  of  plead- 
ing in  such  cases.  Code,  §  471;  People  v.  Bennett,  5  Abb.,  384; 
S.  C,  affirmed,  6  Abb.,  343;  Hallw.  McKechnie,  22  Barb.  244. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  no  reference  need  be  made  to  the 
statute.  Ante,  303.  But,  in  actions  for  penalties,  it  is  the  general 
practice  to  refer  to  the  chapter  and  section  of  the  statute  which 
gives  the  penalty.  Hall  v.  McKeclinie,  22  Barb.,  244;  People  v. 
Brooks,  4  Denio,  469 ;  O'Maley  v.  Reese,  6  Barb.,  658.  In  suits 
to  recover  penalties,  where  no  general  form  of  declaring  is  given, 
the  plaintiff  must  set  forth  the  particular  acts  and  omissions 
which  constitute  the  cause  of  action.  People  v.  Brooks,  4  Denio,  469. 

Public  statutes  need  not  be  recited,  ante,  303;  and  the  most 
that  can  be  required  in  actions  for  penalties,  is  that  a  correct 
reference  shall  be  made  to  the  section  and  chapter  of  the  statute. 
People  V.  Brooks,  4  Denio,  469 ;  O'Maley  v.  Reese,  6  Barb.,  658. 
As  to  negativing  defense,  see  ante,  304,  305. 

Assignment  of  demand  or  right  of  action.]  There  are  several 
instances  in  which  a  right  of  action  for  a  tort  is  assignable.  Mc- 
Kee  V.  Jvdd,  2  Kern.,  622 ;  Waldron  v.  Willard,  3  E.  P.  Smith, 
466.  What  causes  of  action  are  assignable,  and  the  manner  of 
making  the  assignment,  has  been  elsewhere  explained.  Vol.  I, 
94  to  96.  When  the  action  is  brought  for  a  tort  upon  an 
assigned  demand,  the  complaint  must  first  show  a  cause  of  action 
in  favor  of  the  assignor,  in  the  usual  form,  and  it  must  then  show 
that  such  cause  of  action  has  been  assigned  to  the  plaintiff". 

Damages.]  The  damages,  whether  general  or  special,  must  be 
claimed  and  alleged  in  the  same  manner  as  iu  actions  upon  con- 
tracts. Ante,  310. 

Conclusion.]  The  conclusion  of  the  complaint  is  the  same  as  in 
actions  upon  contracts  when  damages  are  claimed.  But  when 
the  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  personal  pro- 
perty, the  demand  of  judgment  is  different,  as  will  be  seen  by 
looking  at  the  precedent  of  a  complaint  in   such  an  action. 

SECTION  III. 

ANSWERS. 

When  a  defendant  appears  in  court  in  obedience  to  process 
which  has  been  duly  issued,  served  and  returned,  his  first  ques- 
tion to  determine  is,  whether  he  will  defend  the  cause.  He 
should,  therefore,  wait  until  the  plaintiff  delivers  his  complaint 
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to  the  justice,  so  that  he  may  see  what  cause  of  action  is  alleged 
against  him.  If  the  cause  of  action  is  one  in  which  the  justice  is 
a  material  witness  for  the  defense,  he  must  take  the  proper  steps 
for  discontinuing  the  action.  How  this  is  done  is  explained  else- 
where. Ante,  237.  Again,  if  the  defendant  wishes  to  show  title 
to  real  estate  in  his  defense,  he  must  take  such  steps  as  the  law 
requires.  See  Answer  of  Title,  &c.,  ante,  245.  As  to  other  pre- 
liminaries before  appearance  and  answer,  see  ante,  1  to  4,  and 
ante,  153,  77  to  80. 

If  the  defendant  concludes  to  defend  the  action,  he  must  either 
demur  to  the  complaint  or  answer  it,  because  the  law  requires 
that  an  issue  of  fact  or  of  law  shall  be  joined.  See  ante,  294,  A 
demurrer  raises  a  question  of  law  which  must  in  all  cases  be  de- 
cided by  the  court  as  a  matter  of  law. 

Any  answer,  whether  it  is  a  mere  denial,  or  an  answer  setting 
up  an  affirmative  defense  of  new  matter,  will  in  all  cases  make  an 
issue  of  fact  which  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  or  by  the  justice  in 
the  place  of  a  jury,  upon  such  evidence  as  may  be  introduced 
at  the  trial. 

There  is  no  reply  nor  any  subsequent  pleadings  permitted  in 
justices'  courts,  so  that  all  issues  of  fact  will  be  joined  on  com- 
plaint and  answer,  so  far  as  pleadings  are  put  in  for  that  purpose. 
But,  although  no  reply  is  allowed,  the  law  has  adopted  a  rule 
which  supplies  the  place  of  a  reply.  If  the  answer  sets  up  any 
new  matter  which  would  need  to  be  denied  if  a  reply  were 
allowed,  such  matter  is  deemed  to  be  denied.  And  not  only 
that,  the  plaintiff  may  give  in  evidence  any  new  matter  by  way 
of  avoiding  the  new  matter  set  up  in  the  answer.  Hodges  v.  Hunt, 
22  Barb.,  150.  And,  as  a  general  rule,  it  may  be  further  stated, 
that  any  matters  which  cannot  be  set  up  in  the  pleadings  for 
want  of  a  reply,  &c.,  may  be  deemed  at  issue  either  by  way  of 
denial  or  confession  and  avoidance,  and  that  evidence  ought  to  be 
admitted  upon  all  such  issues,  precisely  as  though  they  were  set 
up  in  pleadings. 

The  only  pleadings  which  are  permitted  in  justices'  courts,  be- 
sides complaints  and  answers,  are  demurrers.  Either  party  may, 
in  a  proper  case,  demur  to  a  pleading  of  the  other. 

Some  general  rules  which  relate  to  all  answers  will  now  be 
noticed,  and  the  particular  matters  which  are  important  to 
answers  of  each  class,  will  be  discussed  under  each  precedent. 

Most  of  the  general  rules  of  i)leading  which  have  been  stated, 
ante,  292,  are  as  applicable  to  answers  as  to  comi)laints.  In  ' 
every  affirmative  defense  the  answer  must  state  facts,  ante,  294, 
and  not  conclusions  of  law,  ante,  294,  nor  mere  matters  of  evi- 
dence, ante,  298,  nor  need  it  state  mere  legal  presumptions.  Ante, 
298.  It  must  not  state  fictions  but  truth,  ante,  299,  must  be 
positive.  Ante,  299.  It  must  not  be  hypothetical,  ante,  299,  nor 
must  pleadings  be  double,  although  a  party  may  state  as  many 
defenses  as  he  has,  if  he  states  them  separately,  and  no  pleading 
will  be  double,  if  it  does  not  state  any  facts  but  such  as  are 
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necessary  to  constitute  a  single  separate  answer.  Patclier  v. 
Sprague,  2  Johns.,  462;  McClure  v.  Erwin,  3  Oow.,  313,  320; 
Tuclier  v.  Ladd,  7  Oow.,  450 ;  ante,  300.  It  must  be  certain  as  to 
time  and  place  in  relation  to  material  facts.  Ante,  301.  Facts 
necessarily  implied  need  not  be  stated,  ante,  302,  nor  matters 
of  which  the  court  takes  judicial  notice.  Ante,  303. 

An  answer  need  not  negative  such  matters  as  are  properly  a 
subject  of  reply.  Ante,  328.  Surplusage  will  not  vitiate.  Ante, 
305.  Bach  separate  answer  must  be  consistent  with  itself, 
ante,  305 ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  separate  answers  shall  all 
be  consistent  with  each  other.  Ante,  306. 

Facts  ought  to  be  stated  in  an  answer  in  the  same  manner  that 
they  are  alleged  in  the  complaint,  so  far  as  the  mode  of  alleging 
facts  is  concerned.  Ante,  294.  Eecitals  have  the  same  effect  in 
answers  that  they  do  in  complaints.  Ante,  307.  Facts  not  denied 
are  admitted.  See  ante,  307.  But  that  rule  relates  to  material 
allegations  of  facts,  and  not  to  allegations  of  conclusions  of  law, 
nor  of  evidence,  &c.  Ante,  308. 

Facts  not  alleged  cannot  be  proved.  Ante,  309.  This  is  a 
most  important  rule  in  its  effects  upon  the  rights  of  defendants. 
K"early,  if  not  quite  every  defense  must  be  specially  set  up  in  the 
answer,  unless  the  defense  consists  of  a  mere  denial  of  the  truth 
of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint.  Ante,  309.  Under  the  pre- 
cedent of  a  general  denial,  the  rule  will  be  fully  explained,  so 
that  it  will  be  evident  what  defenses  may  be  introduced  nnder  a 
denial,  and  what  defenses  must  be  specially  set  up  in  the  answer. 
Vol.  I,  879  to  886. 

Matters  in  aggravation,  special  damages  and  scienter,  are  all 
put  in  issue  by  a  general  denial.  See  ante,  310. 

Every  cause  of  action  in  the  complaint  must  be  put  in  issue, 
or  it  will  be  admitted;  and  if  there  are  several  counts  in  the 
complaint,  each  one  must  be  put  in  issue,  or  it  will  be  admitted. 
If  there  is  a  single  count  in  the  complaint,  and  a  single  cause  of 
action  stated  in  it,  there  cannot  be  a  demurrer  to  a  part  of  it  and 
an  answer  to  the  residue.  Ingrdham  v.  Baldwin,  12  Barb.,  9;  8. 
C,  affirmed,  5  Seld,,  45.  But,  if  there  are  several  counts  and 
several  causes  of  action,  a  demurrer  may  be  interposed  to  one 
and  an  answer  to  an  other,  &c.  -  The  answer  must  be  adapted  to 
the  nature  of  the  action.  If  the  complaint  is  for  a  tort,  a  set-off 
cannot  be  pleaded  in  the  answer.  Pattison  v.  Richards,  22  Barb., 
143.  IS'or  can  torts  be  set  off  against  torts.  Murden  v.  Priment, 
1  Hilt.,  75;  Pattison  v.  Richards,  22  Barb.,  143.  And  if  the 
action  is  upon  contract,  a  separate  independent  tort  cannot  be 
set  up  as  a  recoupment  or  otherwise.  Piser  v.  Stearns,  1  Hilt.,  86. 
Each  separate  answer  must  be  a  sufficient  defense  of  itself;  and, 
if  it  is  defective,  it  is  demurrable. 


Wait  11—42 


330  DEMURRER. 


SECTION  IV. 

DEMURRER. 

What  a  demurrer  is.]  A  demurrer  is  an  exception  or  objection, 
by  one  of  the  parties  to  an  action,  to  some  pleading  of  the  oppo- 
site party,  on  the  ground  of  its  legal  insufficiency  to  sustain  the 
action,  or  to  constitute  a  defense.  In  such  cases  the  objecting 
party  is  said  to  rest  or  abide  upon  the  question  made,  and  to 
submit  it  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  whether  such  objection  or 
exception  is  well  taken.  A  demurrer  raises  a  question  of  law 
which  must,  in  all  cases,  be  decided  by  the  justice,  and  not  by  a 

jury- 

In  actions  in  justices'  courts  it  is  indispensable  that  a  demurrer 
should  be  interposed  if  either  party  wishes  to  raise  any  question 
as  to  the  form  or  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleading  of  the  opposite 
party.  Neff  v.  Cliite,  12  Barb.,  466 ;  Hall  v.  McKechnie,  22  Barb., 
244 ;  Mayor,  &c.,  of  N.  Y.  v.  Mason,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  142. 

If  either  party  wishes  to  object  to  a  pleading  of  his  adversary 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  sufficiently  explicit,  or  that  it  does 
not  state  a  cause  of  action  or  ground  of  defense,  he  must  raise 
such  objection  by  demurrer,  and  if  he  omits  to  do  so,  the  objec- 
tion will  be  waived.  76.  And  if  the  parties  go  to  trial  on 
extremely  defective  pleadings,  the  judgment  will  not  be  reversed 
on  account  of  their  insufficiency,  provided  a  good  cause  of  action, 
or  a  sufficient  ground  of  defense  is  proved  by  the  evidence.  Ih. 
But  if  a  complaint  does  not  set  forth  a  cause  of  action,  and  on 
the  trial  there  is  not  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  a  cause  of  action, 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  will  be  reversed  even 
though  the  defendant  took  issue  upon  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint instead  of  demurring.  Tifft  v.  Tifft,  4  Denio,  175,  178  ; 
SUphenson  v.  Hall,  14  Barb.,  228,  229. 

One  of  the  rules  relating  to  a  demurrer  is  that  it  operates  as 
an  admission  of  the  truth  of  all  the  material  allegations  which 
are  contained  in  the  pleading  demurred  to.  The  meaning  and 
the  extent  of  the  rule,  however,  is  this,  it  admits  their  truth  for 
the  purposes  of  obtaining  the  decision  or  judgment  of  the  court 
upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleading  under  consideration.  But 
the  admission  does  not  extend  beyond  that,  for  if  an  issue  of  fact 
is  subsequently  joined  upon  the  pleading  demurred  to,  the  admis- 
sion by  way  of  demurrer  will  not  have  any  effect  upon  the  trial 
of  such  issue  of  fact. 

An  other  rule  is,  that  the  court,  on  rendering  judgment  on  a 
demurrer,  will  examine  the  whole  record,  and  render  judgment 
against  the  party  who  committed  the  first  fault  in  pleading. 
Allium,  &c..  Canal  Co.  v.  Leitch,  4  Denio,  65 ;  Idpe  v.  Becker, 
1  Denio,  568 ;  Schivab  v.  Furniss,  4  Sandf.,  704 ;  Ayres  v.  Covill, 
18  Barb.,  260.  And,  therefore,  if  the  plaintiff  demurs  to  a  defen- 
dant's answer,  the  defendant  may  attack  the  complaint,  and  if  it 
is  insufficient,  judgment  will  be  given  against  the  plaintiff",  who 
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"will  be  required  to  amend  it  by  stating  a  sufficient  cause  of  action. 
And  when  tliat  is  done  the  defendant  will  be  required  to  answer 
anew  or  abide  by  his  former  answer  as  he  may  elect.  But,  after 
the  plaintiff  has  amended  his  complaint,  in  such  a  case,  he  may 
then  demur  again  to  the  answer  if  it  is  insufficient. 

Where  several  separate  affirmative  defenses  are  set  up  in  the 
answer,  and  the  plaintiff  demurs  to  one  of  them,  if  the  defendant 
attacks  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that  it  is  defective  in  sub- 
stance, the  plaintiff  cannot  supply  the  defects  in  such  complaint 
by  referring  to  or  claiming  the  advantage  of  admissions  contained 
in  the  other  separate  defenses  not  demurred  to.  Ayres  v.  Covill, 
18  Barb.,  260. 

In  ivhat  cases  a  demurrer  may  ie  interposed.']  The  Code  has 
provided  a  system  of  pleadings  which  must  be  observed  in 
justices'  courts.  Vol.  I,  10,  ■§  64. 

The  sixth  subdivision  of  this  section  declares  in  what  cases  a 
demurrer  may  be  interposed.  If  the  pleading  of  the  opposite 
party  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  to  enable  him  to  understand  it ; 
or  if  it  contains  no  cause  of  action  or  defense,  it  may  be  demurred 
to.  Rail  V.  McKechnie,  22  Barb.,  244 ;  Neff  v.  Clute,  12  Barb.,  466. 

But  in  every  case  the  defect  must  be  such  as  is  ai^parent  froui 
the  face  of  the  pleading  itself.  For  instance,  if  the  complaint 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action, 
even  if  all  that  are  stated  are  assumed  to  be  true,  there  will  be 
no  doubt  but  the  defect  is  apparent.  In  such  a  case,  the  omis- 
sions would  afford  a  ground  of  demurrer.  But  a  complaint  might 
also  be  so  framed  as  to  show  that  the  action  is  not  maintainable 
under  the  circumstances  disclosed.  If  the  facts  stated  in  the 
complaint  show  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  A.  and  B.,  jointly, 
and  the  action  is  brought  by  B.  alone,  this  will  be  a  ground  of 
demurrer,  and  the  defect  will  appear  upon  the  complaint  itself, 
provided  it  also  appears  that  A.  is  still  living.  So,  too,  if  the 
complaint  shows  a  joint  cause  of  action  against  two  defendants, 
and  but  one  of  them  is  sued,  this  will  furnish  grounds  of  demurrer, 
provided  it  appears  that  the  defendant  not  sued  was  living  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action.  But,  if  that  fact  does 
not  api)ear,  the  objection  must  be  taken  by  answer  in  abatement, 
and  cannot  be  taken  by  demurrer.  Brainard  v.  Jones,  11  How., 
569 ;  Scofield  v.  Van  Sycle,  23  How.,  97. 

Where  a  joint  action  is  brought  against  two  defendants,  and 
there  is  a  good  cause  of  action  set  out  against  one  of  them,  but 
the  other  party  is  improperly  joined  as  a  defendant,  a  joint  de- 
murrer will  not  lie  in  favor  of  both  of  the  defendants.  People  v. 
Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  28  Barb.,  240 ;  Phillips  v.  Hagadon,  12  How., 
17 ;  JEldridge  v.  Bell,  Id.  547.  So,  too,  the  misjoinder  of  too 
many  defendants  does  not  afford  any  ground  for  a  separate  de- 
murrer by  the  party  who  is  properly  sued,  and  against  whom  a 
good  cause  of  action  is  alleged.  N.  Y.  and  New  Haven  B.  B.  v. 
Sclmyler,  3  E.  P.  Smith,  592  ;  Pinckney  v.  Wallace,  1  Abb.,  82  ; 
Broumson  v.  Gifford,  8  How.,  389.    But  where  a  defendant  is 
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improperly  joined  as  a  defendant,  and  no  cause  of  action  is  stated 
as  against  him,  he  may  interpose  a  separate  demurrer  which  will 
be  sustained.  Chapman  v.  West,  3  E.  P.  Smith,  125 ;  Eldridge  v. 
Bell,  12  How.,  547.  And  if  two  defendants  are  sued  jointly  for 
two  separate  causes  of  action,  where  the  complaint  shows  a  cause 
of  action  against  each  separately,  a  joint  demurrer  by  both  de- 
fendants will  be  sustained.  Hess  v.  Buffalo,  &g..  It.  R.,  29  Barb., 
391. 

An  answer  which  sets  up  new  matter  byway  of  confession  and 
ayoidauce  may  be  demurred  to,  and  the  demurrer  will  be  sus- 
tained provided  it  is  well  taken.  But  where  the  defense  is  not 
aflSrmative,  and  it  consists  of  mere  denials,  whether  general  or 
special,  no  demurrer  will  lie.  Limd  v.  Seamaii's  Bank,  37  Barb., 
129;  23  How.,  258;  Bice  v.  O'Connor,  10  Abb.,  362;  Ketcham  v. 
Zerega,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  553 ;  Smith  v.  Greenin,  2  Sandf.,  702.  So, 
too,  a  demurrer  cannot  be  interposed  to  a  part  of  a  single 
separate  defense.  Cobb  v.  Frazee,  4  How.,  413.  And  where  an 
answer  is  amended  during  a  trial  in  a  court  of  record,  no  demurrer 
can  then  be  interposed,  since  the  objection  to  the  amendment  Is 
of  itself  sufficient  to  raise  the  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  its 
allowance.  Therasson  v.  Peterson,  22  How.,  98. 

The  time  for  interposing  a  demurrer  is  at  the  joining  of  issue 
in  the  action.  If  the  complaint  is  defective  it  ought  to  be  then 
demurred  to  if  the  defendant  desires  to  raise  the  question.  And 
if  he  omits  to  demur  then,  but  joins  issue  upon  the  merits  upon  a 
question  of  fact,  the  right  to  demur  to  the  complaint  is  gone. 
And  the  same  rule  applies  to  an  answer,  which  must  be  demurred 
to  at  the  time  when  it  is  interposed,  or  the  right  to  do  so  will  be 
waived. 

There  may  be  a  demurrer  to  one  of  several  causes  of  action  or 
defense,  although  no  demurrer  is  allowed  to  a  part  of  a  single 
cause  of  action  or  defense.  And  for  that  reason  there  may  be 
issues  both  of  law  and  of  fact  joined  in  the  same  action. 

If  two  separate  causes  of  action  are  set  out  in  the  complaint, 
the  defendant  may  demur  to  one  of  them,  and  join  issue  upon 
the  other  upon  a  matter  of  fact.  So,  too,  one  of  several  separate 
defenses  may  be  demurred  to,  and  the  others  will  be  deemed  to 
be  at  issue  upon  matters  of  fact.  But  a  party  is  not  permitted 
to  demur  and  also  to  answer  to  the  same  matter.  Munn  v.  Bar- 
nmn,  1  Abb.,  281. 

Decision  or  judgment  on  the  demurrer.']  As  a  general  rule,  the 
judgment  on  a  demurrer  ought  to  be  given  at  the  joining  of 
issue,  so  that  there  may  be  an  immediate  amendment  of  any 
defective  pleading,  and  so  that  the  cause  may  be  at  issue  upon 
questions  of  fact  before  any  adjournment  is  made. 

There  is  no  legal  objection,  perhaps,  to  an  adjournment  for  the 
decision  of  a  question  of  law,  and  yet  it  does  not  fall  within 
the  general  scope  of  adjournments  which  are  usually  granted 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  evidence.  The  correct  practice  will 
be  to  decide  a  demurrer  promptly  after  it  is  interposed  and  argued 
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if  argument  is  made.  This  mode  of  practice  will  avoid  any 
necessity  for  adjournments,  except  in  those  cases  in  which  it  is 
important  to  obtain  evidence  for  the  trial  of  issues  of  fact.  Where 
there  are  issues  both  of  law  and  of  fact,  the  issues  of  law  ought 
first  to  be  disposed  of.  Wright  v.  Williams,  2  Wend.,  632 ;  Pitts- 
town  V.  Plattshurgh,  15  Johns.,  398.  And  this  is  especially  true 
in  those  cases  where  the  demurrer  will  dispose  of  the  entire  cause 
of  action.  Booth  v.  Smith,  ^  Wend.,  107 ;  Shaw  v.  Raymond,  2 
Oow.,  512.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  issues  of  fact  were  first  tried, 
but  the  final  judgment  on  the  demurrer  were  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  he  would  recover  costs  against  the  plaintiff'  on  the 
whole  record.  Ih.  But  there  is  no  provision  for  two  separate  trials 
of  issues  in  a  justice's  court,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  done  in 
the  mode  already  pointed  out,  of  trying  the  demurrer  imme- 
diately at  the  joining  of  issue,  and  then  requiring  the  joinder  of 
an  issue  of  fact  when  that  is  proper.  • 

Where  there  is  an  issue  of  law  which  disposes  of  the  entire 
right  of  action,  or  the  whole  ground  of  defense,  there  will  be  no 
occasion  to  try  any  other  issues  joined  upon  the  facts.  Love  v. 
Humphrey,  9  Wend.,  500;  Jacic  v.  Mai-tin,  14  Wend.,  507;  BacTcus 
V.  Richardson,  5  Johns.,  476. 

Under  the  former  system  of  pleadings,  the  court  sometimes  had 
a  discretion  to  exercise  whether  the  judgment  on  a  demurrer 
should  be  final,  or  whether  it  might  be  withdrawn,  or  whether  a 
defective  pleading  might  be  amended.  But  under  the  Code,  the 
rule  is  imperative  that  the  judgment  shall  be  that  the  defective 
pleading  be  amended.  Vol,  I,  10,  §  64,  sub.  7.  And  whenever 
the  justice  decides  that  a  pleading  which  has  been  demurred  to  is 
defective,  he  must  order  an  amendment  of  such  i)leading,  and  if 
he  gives  final  judgment  instead  of  ordering  an  amendment,  his 
judgment  will  be  reversed  on  an  appeal.  Hilliard  v.  Austin,  17 
Barb.,  141;  Turck  v.  Richmond,  13  Barb.,  533;  Glasse  v.  Keulsen, 
3  Abb.,  100;  Smith  v.  Mitten,  13  How.,  326;  Stern  v.  Drinker,  2 
E.  D.  Smith,  402. 

Where  an  amendment  is  ordered,  the  justice  has  no  authority 
to  select  what  the  amendment  shall  be.  And  where  an  answer 
of  title  to  land  had  been  interposed  and  held  defective  on  de- 
murrer, it  was  held  that  the  justice  had  no  right  to  decide  that 
the  answer  should  not  be  so  amended  as  to  present  the  question  of 
title  again  in  the  amended  answer.  Smith  v.  Mitten,  13  How.,  326. 
A  general  demurrer  is  sufficient  to  reach  every  defect  that  exists 
in  a  pleading  in  a  justice's  court.  Stern  v.  Drinker,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  402. 

Where  the  defendant  demurs  to  a  complaint,  and  the  juetice 
overrules  the  demurrer,  and  the  defendant  then  answers  and  joins 
an  issue  of  fact,  which  is  tried,  the  decision  of  the  justice  on  the 
demurrer  cannot  be  reviewed  upon  an  appeal.  Irvine  v.  Forbes, 
11  Barb.,  587;  Peck  v.  Cowing,  1  Denio,  222;  Jones  v.  Thompson, 
6  Hill,  621. 

If  the  demurrer  is  well  taken,  and  the  justice  improperly  over- 
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rules  it,  tlie  party  demurring,  may,  if  he  chooses,  refuse  to  amend 
or  join  any  other  issue,  and  if  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  him 
in  the  action,  he  may,  on  appeal,  review  the  decision  of  the  jus- 
tice on  the  demurrer,  and  if  it  is  erroneous  it  will  be  reversed. 
Jones  V.  Thompson,  6  Hill,  621 ;  Keteltas  v.  Myers,  5  E.  P.  Smith, 
231 ;  Allen  v.  Patterson,  3  Seld.,  476.  Thus  much  has  been  said 
in  relation  to  demurrers,  because  the  subject  is  one  of  growing 
importance  in  justices'  courts.  The  jurisdiction  is  such,  that  quite 
important  questions  are  tried  in  these  courts,  and  the  parties 
ought  to  know  both  their  rights  and  their  duties  in  relation  to  the 
manner  of  litigating  the  cause.  But  the  question  has  an  impor- 
tance far  greater  than  any  which  relates  to  the  trial  in  the  justice's 
court,  for  as  the  law  now  stands,  nearly  every  cause  of  importance 
may  be  retried  in  the  county  courts,  and  on  a  trial  there,  the 
court  is  bound  to  try  those  issues  which  the  parties  joined  before 
the  Justice.  And  there  is  no  power  of  amending,  by  allowing  the 
insertion  of  a  new  cause  of  action,  or  of  a  new  ground  of  defense. 
Savage  v.  Code,  17  Abb.,  403.    But  see  Fost,  874. 

It  is  for  the  interest  of  the  parties,  therefore,  to  insist  upon 
correct  pleading  in  the  first  instance,  for  there  will  be  several 
advantages  arising  from  it.  In  the  first  place,  the  parties  will 
know  precisely  what  issues  are  to  be  tried,  which  is  indispensable 
to  a  full  and  fair  trial.  Again,  an  omission  to  demur  to  a  de- 
fective pleading,  waives  all  objection  to  it  afterwards  on  the  trial 
or  upon  an  appeal.  And  finally,  if  the  pleadings  are  left  defective 
until  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court,  important  rights  may  be 
lost  from  the  want  of  power  to  supply  the  defect.  The  form  of  a 
demurrer  and  of  a  judgment  thereon,  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent 
place  in  this  work. 

CHAPTER  XVII. 

ADJOUENMBNTS. 

The  statutes  relating  to  adjournments  have  already  been  given 
in  full.  Vol.  1, 47  to  49.  There  are  few  questions  which  can  arise  in 
relation  to  adjournments  that  are  not  fully  answered  by  some  of 
the  sections  referred  to.  And  a  careful  examination  of  their 
provisions  is  generally  indispensable  whenever  a  doubt  exists  as 
to  the  correct  practice  in  a  given  case.  There  are  also  numerous 
decisions  which  have  been  made  by  the  courts  upon  this  branch 
of  the  practice,  and  the  more  important  of  them  will  be  noticed 
while  examining  this  subject. 

The  granting  or  the  refusing  of  an  adjournment  is  generally  a 
matter  of  some  importance  to  the  parties,  and  for  that  reason 
a  justice  ought  to  exercise  great  care  in  the  discharge  of  this 
duty.  The  object  of  pleadings,  is  to  apprise  each  party  of  what 
the  other  claims.  Ante,  292,  &c.  And  after  joining  issue,  the  law 
gives  to  both  or  either  of  the  parties,  an  adjournment  for  the 
purpose  of  preparing  for  the  trial  of  the  issues.  A  full  and  a  fair 
trial  is  what  the  law  intends  to  give  to  all  litigant  parties.    After 
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issue  joined,  an  adjournment  is  so  much  a  matter  of  course, 
that  disputes  seldom  arise  in  relation  to  it.  It  occasionally  hap- 
pens, however,  that  one  of  the  parties  is  prepared  with  his 
evidence,  and  desires  to  proceed  to  the  trial  on  the  return  day  of 
the  process.  But  this  is  not  of  itself  any  reason  for  requiring  the 
opposite  party  to  proceed  with  the  trial  without  his  evidence. 

The  law  gives  one  adjournment  to  each  party  for  the  express 
purpose  of  collecting  and  arranging  the  evidence  which  is  to  be 
adduced  at  the  trial.  Neither  party  is  presumed  to  know  what 
his  adversary  claims  until  the  pleadings  are  put  in  ;  and,  there- 
fore, neither  party  is  expected  to  be  ready  for  trial  on  the  return 
day  of  the  process. 

If  both  parties  are  prepared  and  desire  to  proceed  with  the 
trial  on  that  day,  there  is  no  legal  reason  why  the  cause  should 
not  be  then  tried.  Though  there  are  sometimes  reasons  why  the 
justice  cannot  conveniently  bear  the  cause  at  that  time,  and  he 
may  adjourn  the  trial  on  his  own  motion,  as  we  shall  see  in  a 
subsequent  place.  Whenever  a  motion  is  made  to  postpone  the 
trial  of  a  cause,  the  first  question  is,  whether  the  application  is 
made  for  the  promotion  of  justice.  An  adjournment  is  not  given 
for  the  purpose  of  delaying  the  prosecution  of  a  just  demand, 
and,  therefore,  the  application  ought  to  be  one  which  is  made  in 
good  faith  by  the  party  applying.  But  it  is  not  to  be  understood 
that  the  justice  is  to  inquire  as  to  the  mere  equities  which  exist 
between  the  litigant  parties.  If  the  plaintiff  has  a  legal  right  of 
action,  the  law  gives  him  a  right  to  as  full  and  fair  a  hearing  in 
a  technical  or  a  hard  action,  as  it  does  in  the  most  equitable  one. 
So,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the  defense  is  a  legal  one,  but  it  is 
not  favored  by  the  courts,  as,  for  instance,  when  the  defendant 
relies  upon  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  of  usury,  or  other 
similar  cases,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  same  right  to  jjre- 
pare  for  the  trial  of  these  issues,  as  he  would  be  were  the  defense 
a  favored  one. 

The  principle  is  this,  whenever  the  law  gives  a  right  of  action, 
or  secures  a  ground  of  defense,  it  also  confers  all  the  powers  and 
facilities  which  are  requisite  to  enforce  the  right  of  action,  or  to 
secure  the  ground  of  defense.  The  object  of  a  trial,  is  to  deter- 
mine the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  in  relation  to  the  matters 
involved  in  the  issue  made;  and  the  justice  should  carefully 
guard  the  rights  of  both  parties,  so  that  there  shall  be  a  full,  fair 
and  impartial  trial. 

On  whose  motion ;  on  motion  of  the  jmtice.l  There  are  cases  in 
which  a  justice  may  adjourn  the  cause  either  with  or  without  the 
consent  of  the  parties.  This  right,  however,  cannot  be  exercised 
by  him  at  any  other  time  than  on  the  return  of  a  summons  or 
an  attachment,  or  on  the  joining  of  issue  without  process;  and 
such  adjournment  cannot  be  for  a  time  exceeding  eight  days. 
Ante,  47,  §^  57,  58.  But  a  justice  has  no  right  to.  adjourn  a 
cause  on  his  own  motion  in  an  action  commenced  by  warrant. 
lb.    In  those  cases  in  which  a  justice  may  adjourn  a  cause  on 
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his  own  motion,  the  power  is  one  which  is  in  terms  confided  to 
the  discretion  of  the  justice.  Vol.  I,  47,  ^  57.  In  the  exercise  of 
this  discretion  the  justice  may  sometimes  find  it  useful  to  secure 
his  own  interests  and  convenience  as  to  the  time  of  hearing  the 
cause.  But  the  power  conferred,  is  not  an  arbitrary  one  which  is 
to  be  used  regardless  of  the  rights,  interests  or  convenience  of  the 
parties.  When  a  plain  case  is  made  for  a  first  adjournment, 
the  justice  is  bound  to  grant  it  as  a  matter  of  right.  But  occa- 
sionally the  proof  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  an  adjournment 
may  be  defective,  and,  if  the  justice  is  satisfied  that  justice  will 
be  promoted  by  an  adjournment,  this  section  places  it  within  his 
power  to  adjourn  the  cause  for  a  time  not  exceeding  eight  days. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  decision  of  the  justice  in  granting  an 
adjournment  in  such  cases  is  final.  Kittle  v.  Balcer,  9  Johns.,  354; 
Nellis  V.  McCairn,  35  Barb..  115.  But  in  one  case  where  it 
appeared  that  a  child  of  the  defendant  was  dangerously  sick, 
which  was  sworn  to  by  the  defendant's  father,  who  requested  an 
adjournment  on  the  return  day  of  the  summons,  which  was 
denied  and  a  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff'  on  the 
same  day,  this  judgment  was  reversed  because  the  justice  refused 
the  adjournment.  Rose  v.  Stuyvesant,  8  Johns.,  426.  The  justice 
must  act  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  and  not  on  motion  of 
either  of  the  parties,  or  the  right  will  be  considered  as  waived, 
and  the  adjournment  irregular.  In  one  case  where  issue  was 
joined  on  the  return  day  of  a  summons,  and  the  defendant  asked 
for  an  adjournment,  but  the  plaintiff"  objected  to  granting  it,  and 
demanded  proof  and  bail.  The  defendant  refused  to  make  oath 
or  to  give  bail,  and  the  justice  decided  that  he  was  entitled  to  an 
adjournment  without  either  proof  or  bail,  and  granted  the  motion 
for  an  adjournment  on  the  motion  of  the  defendant  without  proof 
or  bail,  and  not  on  motion  of  the  justice.  This  decision  was  held 
to  be  erroneous  because  the  justice  did  not  act  upon  the  discre- 
tion conferred  upon  him,  and  if  he  acted  upon  the  motion  of  the 
defendant,  the  proof  and  security  demanded  by  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  been  required.  Peck  v.  Andrews,  32  Barb.,  445. 

A  justice  is  limited  strictly  as  to  the  time  when  he  may  exer- 
cise this  discretion,  and  if  he  adjourns  the  cause  at  any  time 
except  that  specified  by  the  statute,  the  adjournment  will  be 
irregular.  AberJiall  v.  Eoach,  11  How.,  95;  Gamage  v.  Law,  2 
Johns.,  192. 

If  the  first  adjournment  is  by  consent  of  the  parties,  that  will 
not  authorize  the  justice  to  adjourn  the  second  time  on  his  own 
motion.  Eilmore  v.  Sudam,  7  Johns.,  530.  But  if  the  plaintiff 
consents  in  such  a  case,  and  the  defendant  does  not  object,  it  will 
be  deemed  an  adjournment  by  the  consent  of  the  parties.  li. 

On  motion  of  the  plaintiff.']  A  plaintiff  is  presumed  to  be  pos- 
sessed of  evidence,  sufficient  to  maintain  his  action,  since  it 
would  be  most  unreasonable  for  him  to  commence  an  action, 
wigiout  any  evidence  to  support  it.  The  law  gives  a  plaintiff,  a 
right  to  one  adjournment,  if  the  application  is  made  at  the  return 


ADJOURNMENT.  337 

of  a;  summons,  or  an  attachment,  or  upon  the  joining  of  issue, 
without  process.  Yol.  I,  47,  §  59.  But  if  the  defendant  is  ready 
for  trial,  at  the  joining  of  issue,  he  may  require  the  plaintiff  or 
his  attorney,  to  make  oath,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  safely  pro- 
ceed to  trial,  for  the  want  of  some  material  testimony  or  witness. 
lb.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  one  adjourn- 
ment, at  the  time  of  joining  issue,  provided  he  complies  with  this 
statute.  Ih.  Nellis  v.  ilfcCairn,  35  Barb.,  115.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  plaintiff  should  state  in  terms,  that  the  absent  witness  is 
material,  if  he  states  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial  without 
him.  Or  at  any  rate  if  that  statement  is  material,  the  objection 
will  be  waived  if  the  opposite  party  does  not  object,  on  that 
account  nor  examine  the  plaintiff  on  that  point. 

A  plaintiff  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  have  more  than  one 
adjournment  on  his  own  motion.  The  exceptions  to  this  rule 
will  be  noticed  hereafter.  The  rule  which  denies  the  plaintiff  a 
right  of  adjournment  at  any  other  time  than  the  one  mentioned, 
is  enforced  quite  strictly  by  the  courts. 

It  is  not  important  on  whose  motion  the  first  adjournment  is 
granted,  for,  whether  it  is  done  by  mutual  consent,  on  the  motion 
of  the  plaintiff,  or  on  motion  of  the  defendant,  neither  contin- 
gency will  authorize  a  further  adjournment  in  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff. 

The  practice  under  the  old  statutes,  and  under  those  now  in 
force,  is  the  same.  Where  issue  was  joined  on  the  return  of  pro- 
cess, and  the  cause  was  adjourned  for  trial,  and  the  plaintiffs  appear- 
ed, but  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  oh  the  adjourned  day;  and 
the  plaintiffs  stated  to  the  justice,  that  they  and  the  defendant  had 
agreed  to  adjourn  the  cause  until  the  defendant  should  be  further 
notified,  and  that  they  had  notified  the  defendant  fojr  a  day, 
which  was  specified.  The  plaintiffs  also  made  oath,  that  they 
could  not  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  cause,  for  the  want  of 
a  material  witness,  who  resided  at  a  distance.  The  justice  then 
adjourned  the  cause  to  the  day  specified,  at  which  time  the  plain- 
tiffs appeared,  but  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and  the  plaintiffs 
recovered  judgment,  which  was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  the 
justice  had  no  authority  to  adjourn  the  cause  a  second  time,  on 
the  motion  of  the  plaintiffs.  Proudfit  v.  Henman,  8  Johns.,  391. 

So  where  issue  was  joined,  on  the  return  day  of  a  summons, 
and  the  cause  was  adjourned  by  consent,  and  on  the  adjourned 
day,  the  parties  appeared,  and  the  plaintiff  asked  for  a  further 
adjournment,  and  made  oath  that  a  material  witness  had  been 
subpoenaed,  but  that  he  did  not  attend.  The  defendant  objected 
to  a  farther  adjournmeht,  but  the  justice  granted  it  for  six  days; 
at  the  expiration  of  that  time,  the  defendant  did  not  appear, 
but  the  plaintiff  did,  and  he  then  proceeded,  and  took  a  judgment 
against  the  defiendant,  which  was  reversed  for  erroneously  grant- 
ing this  adjournment.  Payne  v.  Wheeler,  15  Johns.,  492,  and  see 
Bailey  v.  Delaplaine,  1  Sandf.,  11 ;  Sorton  v.  Auchvioody,  7  Wend., 
200.  K  the  defendant  expressly  eoasents,  the  justice  may  grant 
Waix  11—43 
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any  number  of  adjournmehts  to  a  plaintiff.  So  if  a  defendant 
is  present,  when  a  second  or  further  adjournment  is  asked  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  no  objection  is  made,  such  silence  will  be 
construed  into  an  acquiescence,  that  the  adjournment  may  be 
made.  Kilmore  v.  Sudam,  7  Johns.,  529. 

On  motion  of  the  defendant.']  Applications  for  the  postponement 
of  a  cause  are  most  frequently  made  by  the  defendant.  And  this 
is  almost  invariably  the  case  after  a  first  adjournment.  The 
statute  provides  that  an  adjournment  may  be  had  by  a  defendant 
at  the  joining  of  issue  upon  certain  specified  conditions.  And  it 
also  provides  for  a  further  adjournment  by  a  defendant  upon  his 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  such  statute. 

The  cases  in  which  adjournments  may  be  had  in  cases  com- 
menced by  warrant,  will  be  noticed  in  a  subsequent  place.  In 
ordinary  cases,  when  a  defendant  makes  a  first  application  to 
postpone  a  cause,  he  will  be  merely  required  to  make  his  applica- 
tion at  the  time  of  joining  issue,  to  make  oath  if  required  by  the 
plaintiff  or  the  justice,  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial  for 
the  want  of  some  material  testimony  or  witness,  which  he  must 
specify;  and  further,  he  must  give  proper  security  if  that  is 
required  by  the  plaintiff.  Vol.  II,  48,  §  64. 

When  the  application  is  made  at  the  joining  of  issue,  the 
defendant  need  not  show  that  he  has  used  diligence  to  procure 
his  witnesses  or  his  evidence,  nor  need  he  disclose  what  he  expects 
to  prove  by  his  absent  witnesses.  The  first  adjournment  on  motion 
of  the  defendant,  may  be  for  any  time  not  exeeding  ninety  days. 
In  determining  the  length  of  time  for  which  the  cause  should  be 
postponed,  the  justice  must  exercise  his  best  judgment  upon  all 
the  circumstances  which  are  disclosed  upon  the  application.  If 
the  parties  live  at  a  very  great  distance  from  the  justice,  so  that 
it  is  not  convenient  for  them  to  attend  frequently,  and  it  is  pro- 
bable that  the  desired  witness  cannot  be  procured  on  a  short 
adjournment,  it  will  be  advisable  to  adjourn  to  such  time,  not 
exceeding  ninety  days,  as  will  render  it  probable  that  the  attend- 
ance of  the  witness  may  be  secured  at  the  time  to  which  the  cause 
is  postponed.  It  ought,  however,  to  be  a  case  in  which  a  witness  is 
clearly  a  material  one,  and  in  which  his  attendance  cannot  be 
procured  at  an  earlier  day,  to  induce  a  justice  to  delay  the  trial 
so  long,  especially  if  the  plaintiff  is  unwilling  to  assent  to  the 
arrangement.  So  much  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  justice  in 
relation  to  the  length  of  time  for  which  a  cause  may  be  adjourned 
within  the  statutory  limits,  that  no  general  rules  can  be  given 
which  will  be  applicable  to  every  particular  case.  This  discretion 
has  been  given  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  a  justice  to 
protect  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  to  see  that  justice  is  done  to 
all  concerned. 

There  are  two  classes  of  cases  which  will  frequently  come  up 
for  adjudication.  One  of  them  is  when  a  defendant  has  no  sub- 
stantial or  meritorious  defense,  and  he  desires  to  postpone  the 
cause  for  the  mere  purpose  of  delay.    This  the  law  disapproveSt 
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and  no  justice  ought  to  tolerate  justice  to  be  delayed  or  frustrated 
by  any  such  improper  practice.  Bat  he  ought  to  be  equally 
careful  to  comply  Avith  the  statute,  and  to  grant  an  adjournment 
when  it  is  a  legal  right,  and  in  every  case  in  which  he  has  autho- 
rity to  do  so,  if  he  is  clearly  satisfied  by  competent  proof  that 
justice  will  be  promoted  by  granting  the  applicaticin.  The  other 
class  of  cases  is  when  a  plaintiff  is  prepared  for  trial,  but  the 
defendant  is  not,  and  the  plaintiff  desires  to  press  the  cause  on 
to  trial.  A  plaintiff  may  have  several  reasons  for  taking  this 
course.  He  may  consider  his  claim  a  just  one,  and  the  defense 
an  unjust  or  unfounded  one,  or  he  may  have  witnesses  in  attend- 
ance whose  evidence  is  important  to  him,  and  whom  he  will  not 
be  able  to  produce  at  a  subsequent  time,  or  he  may  wish  to  avoid 
the  expense  and  delay  of  severfijl  adjournments.  But  it  is  some- 
times the  case,  that  a  plaintiff  desires  to  obtain  an  uufair  and  an 
unjust  advantage  over  a  defendant  who  has  a  full  and  merito- 
rious defense  upon  the  merits,  if  his  evidence  is  attainable,  but 
whose  witnesses  cannot  be  procured  without  an  adjournment. 
Such  reasons  and  motives  will  prompt  a  plaintiff  who  is  prepared 
for  trial  to  press  the  cause  on  to  trial  as  against  his  opponent  who 
is  unprepared. 

The  justice,  however,  must  look  at  both  sides  of  the  question, 
and  so  dispose  of  the  matter  as  to  secure  the  just  rights  of  all  the 
parties  so  far  as  that  can  be  done.  A  plaintiff  uiay  urge  an 
unjust  claim  as  earnestly  as  a  just  one.  And  if  the  defendant 
has  a  legal  defense  to  an  unjust  demand,  he  ought  to  have  every 
reasonable  facility  for  establishing  his  defense.  So  there  are  also 
unjust  defenses  which  are  improperly  interposed.  The  law  per- 
mits a  defendant  to  raise  such  issues  as  he  chooses,  if  the  grounds 
of  defense  are  such  that  if  true  they  would  be  a  legal  bar  to 
the  plaintiff's  right  of  action,  or  if  they  would  abate  an  action 
in  the  form,  or  at  the  time  at  which  it  was  brought.  The  truth  or 
the  falsity  of  a  defense,  is  a  matter  to  be  established  at  the  trial. 
And  it  is  not  generally  the  case,  that  a  justice  can  determine 
what  the  merits  of  the  action  or  defense  are,  upon  a  mere  motion 
to  adjourn  the  cause  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  to  try  that 
precise  question.  It  is  true,  that  the  circumstances  which  trans- 
pire on  the  application  for  a  postponement,  sometimes  indicate 
the  probabilities  of  the  result  of  the  trial,  if  the  cause  was  tried 
upon  such  evidence  as  may  then  be  disclosed.  But  it  is  rarely 
the  case  that  a  defendant  is  willing,  or  that  he  is  legally  bound, 
to  disclose  all  the  evidence  upon  which  he  relies  for  establishing 
bis  defense.  And  all  that  a  defendant  need  establish,  is  that  he 
has  material  evidence  which  is  necessary  to  his  defense,  unless 
the  application  is  made  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  joining  of 
issue,  when  other  facts  must  be  shown. 

Second  or  further  adjourummt^  Some  of  the  remarks  which 
have  just  been  made  are  equally  applicable  to  a  second  or  further 
adjournment.  The  statute  provides  that  a,  defendant  may  have 
any  number  of  adjournments  which  may  be  necessary  to  enabl^e 
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him  to  establish  his  defense,  provided  that  such  adjournments  do 
not  in  the  aggregate  exceed  ninety  days  from  the  joining  of  issue 
in  the  action.  Vol.,  II,  48,  49,  >§§  64,  65,  68. 

But  such  adjournments  on  the  motion  of  the  defendant  are 
not  to  be  granted  as  a  matter  of  course.  The  statute  has  require- 
ments and  conditions  which  must  be  complied  with  before  an 
adjournment  can  be  demanded  as  a  legal  right.  A  first  adjourn- 
ment is  presumed  to  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  parties  to  prepare 
fully  for  the  trial.  But  this  presumption  does  not  always  accord 
with  the  facts.  If  the  pi aintili' fails  to  secure  his  evidence  at  the 
adjourned  day  he  must  go  to  trial  at  a  disadvantage,  or  must  dis- 
continue his  action,  since  he  cannot  have  a  second  or  further 
adjournment.  Ante,  337.  With  the  defendant  the  case  is  other- 
wise. If  he  gives  such  security  as  the  law  requires,  and  proves  by 
his  own  oath,  or  otherwise,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  that  he 
cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial  for  want  of  some  material  testimony 
or  witness,  which  evidence  or  witness  he  has  been  unable  to 
obtain,  after  due  diligence  for  that  purpose,  he  is  entitled  to  a 
further  adjoin'nment.  Vol.  II,  48,  §  65. 

There  is  one  material  difference  between  an  application  by  a 
defendant  for  a  first  adjournment,  or  an  application  for  a  furtlier 
or  subsequent  one.  On  a  first  application  at  the  joining  of  issue, 
no  diligence  in  procuring  witnesses  or  evidence  need  be  shown, 
since  the  law  does  not  require  any  effort  to  be  made  to  procure 
witnesses  until  the  cause  is  at  issue,  so  that  each  party  may  know 
what  evidence  will  be  material  at  the  trial.  But,  on  a  second  or 
further  application,  at  a  time  when  the  cause  was  set  down  for 
trial,  a  defendant  must  prove  more  than  the  mere  fact  that  he 
has  material  evidence  or  witnesses  which  are  absent.  The  statute 
in  terms  requires  him  to  prove  that  he  has  used  due  diligence  in 
procuring  such  evidence  or  witness.  Vol.  II,  48,  §  65.  If  he  has 
material  evidence  or  witnesses,  but  he  takes  no  steps  to  procure 
their  appearance  at  the  trial,  it  is  his  own  folly,  and  he  must 
abide  by  the  consequences  which  result  from  such  negligence. 
A  party  may  neglect  to  use  due  diligence  because  he  is  ignorant 
of  the  statutory  requirements.  But,  this  is  not  a  legal  answer  to 
the  objection  that  there  has  been  a  neglect  to  comply  with  the 
law.  The  law  requires  every  man  to  know  what  its  requirements 
are,  or  to  submit  to  the  inconveniences  which  ignorance  of  its 
provisions  imposes. 

The  statute,  however,  is  not  imperative,  for  if  the  justice  is 
satisfied  that  the  defendant  has  acted  in  good  faith  in  procuring 
his  evidence  and  witnesses,  and  that  he  has  used  such  diligence 
as  was  reasonable,  a  further  adjournment  may  be  granted,  espe- 
cially if  the  promotion  of  justice  will  thereby  be  facilitated.  But, 
as  a  general  rule,  convenience  and  justice  require  that  a  defen- 
dant shall  fully  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

Unless  diligence  were  required,  an  unscrupulous  defendant 
would  have  a  great  advantage  over  a  plaintiff,  who  can  have  but 
one  adjournment,  and  must  then  be  ready  to  try  the  cause  at 
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the  adjourned  day.  A  plaintiff  must,  therefore,  always  be  pre- 
pared for  trial,  at  any  adjourned  day,  whether  the  cause  was 
adjourned  on  his  motion,  by  consent  of  parties,  or  on  motion  of 
the  defendant.  A  knowledge  of  this  fact  may  induce  an  unscru- 
pulous defendant  to  adjourn  as  frequently  as  possible,  for  the 
purpose  of  subjecting  the  plaiutiflf  to  as  great  expense  as  possible ; 
and  if  at  any  time  he  should  appear  unprepared  for  trial,  then  to 
urge  the  case  for  trial  with  the  advantage  of  depriving  the  plain- 
tiff of  a  portion  of  his  evidence.  When  a  defendant  attempts  to 
practice  in  that  unfair  manner,  an  intelligent  justice  will  scarcely 
fail  to  discover  it',  and  apply  the  proper  corrective,  by  denying 
the  adjournment  thus  unfairly  sought.  But  a  justice  must  be 
careful  to  ascertain  that  the  application  is  an  unfair  one,  before 
he  assumes  to  act  upon  such  a  supposition,  because  if  a  defend- 
ant makes  a  clear  case  for  an  adjournment,  it  must  be  granted, 
if  the  other  requisites  of  the  statute  are  complied  with. 

It  sometimes  happens  that  a  justice  is  in  doubt  whether  the 
facts  proved  are  sufficient,  or  whether  the  application  for  an  ad- 
journment is  made  in  good  faith.  In  all  such  cases,  the  safer  rule 
will  be  to  grant  the  application,  because  the  inconvenience  of  a 
brief  delay  will  generally  be  the  principal  consequence  which 
will  result  from  granting  the  motion  ;  while  a  denial  of  the 
motion  might  deprive  a  defendant  of  important  evidence. 

When  the  case  is  one  on  which  the  decision  of  the  justice  is 
final,  whether  he  grants  or  refuses  an  adjournment,  on  the  ground 
that  the  decision  is  one  of  fact  upon  all  the  evidence,  it  is  fre- 
quently the  case  that  a  justice  may  impose  reasonable  terms 
upon  the  defendant  as  a  condition  of  granting  his  request. 

If  the  adjournment  of  the  cause  will  deprive  the  plaintiff  of 
evidence  or  witnesses  who  are  then  present  in  court,  but  who 
will  be  absent  at  the  adjourned  day,  the  justice  may  require  the 
defendant  to  stipulate  in  writing  that  the  plaintiff'  may  have  an 
adjournment  if  that  becomes  necessary  in  consequence  of  granting 
the  defendant's  application. 

Such  a  stipulation  is  valid,  and  it  is  binding  upon  the  party 
■who  gives  it,  and  it  ought  to  be  fully  enforced  by  the  court, 
whenever  a  case  arises  in  which  justice  requires  the  enforcement 
of  it.  In  one  case  the  parties  agreed  before  the  justice,  on  the 
return  day  of  a  warrant,  that  the  cause  might  be  adjourned  for 
three  days,  and  that  if  one  S.  Y.,  a  witness  whom  both  parties 
wanted,  should  not  attend  at  the  adjourned  day,  that  then  the 
justice  might  adjourn  for  such  reasonable  time  as  he  might  deem 
necessary,  in  order  to  procure  the  attendance  of  S.  Y.  On  the 
adjourned  day  S.  Y.  did  not  attend,  and  the  plaintiff  made  oath 
of  the  absence  of  S.  Y.,  and  asked  a  further  adjournment,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  his  attendance.  The  defendant  objected  to 
an  adjournment,  but  the  justice  granted  it  for  seven  days ;  at  this 
adjourned  day  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and  judgment  was 
rendered  against  him,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court. 
The  court  said  :  "  Here  was  a  valid  and  binding  agreement  be- 
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tween  tlie  parties,  whicli  neither  had  a  right  to  rescind  without 
the  consent  of  the  other.  By  this  they  had  authorized  the  justice 
to  adjourn.  It  is  to  be  presumed,  that  had  it  not  been  for  the 
agreement,  an  application  would  have  been  made  and  granted, 
on  the  return  of  the  warrant,  to  adjourn  for  a  longer  time  than 
three  days.  The  oath  of  the  plaiutiif  was  merely  to  satisfy  the 
justice  that  it  was  proper  to  exercise  the  power  given  by  the 
agreement."  Richardson  v.  Brown,  1  Oow.,  255. 

It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  when  a  defendant  makes 
a  clear  and  plain  case  for  an  adjournment  as  a  matter  of  right, 
no  such  stipulation  can  be  properly  required,  since  the  law  gives 
him  an  adjournment  in  that  event,  without  any  qualifications  or 
conditions  except  such  as  the  statute  imposes.  But,  in  those 
cases  in  which  a  clear  case  is  not  made  out,  the  justice  may  fre- 
quently impose  this  condition  in  a  manner  which  is  at  once  legal 
and  just  to  both  parties.  The  stipulation  need  not  be  reduced  to 
writing ;  but  it  will  be  advantageous  to  do  so,  since  in  that  case 
there  can  be  no  dispute  as  to  the  fact  of  the  agreement  or  as  to 
its  terms.     And  see  Staples  v.  Parlcer,  41  Barb.,  648. 

It  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

JUSTICE'S  COURT— Albany  County,  ss..- 


A.  B.,  Plainiif,        I  Before  E.  F.,  Esq.,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  of  the  town 
G.J).,Zfmdant.       I  of  New  Scotland. 


Whereas  I,  the  defendant  C.  D.,  have  this  day  made  application  for  an 
adjournment  of  this  cause  from  the  13th  day  of  December,  1864,  to  the  20th 
day  of  December,  1864,  at  10  o'clock  a.  m.,  at  the  office  of  the  said  Justice  E. 
F.,  in  the  town  of  New  Scotland.  Now,  in  consideration  that  the  said 
cause  shall  be  adjourned  on  my  motion  and  at  my  request  now  made,  I  do 
hereby  stipulate  and  agree  that  a  further  adjournment  shall  be  granted  to 
the  said  plaintiif,  for  such  time  as  to  said  justice  shall  seem  proper,  if  such 
adjournment  shall  be  necessary,  and  if  satisfactory  proof  of  such  necessity 
shall  be  made  before  the  said  Justice  E.  F.,  on  the  said  20th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1864.  C.  D.,  Defendavi. 

Dated  December,  13th,  1864. 

After  the  execution  of  this  agreement  it  should  be  left  with 
the  justice.  And  if,  on  the  adjourned  day,  the  plaintiff  is  not 
able  to  proceed  safely  with  the  trial,  after  due  diligence  to  have 
his  evidence  and  witnesses  there,  the  justice  ought  to  grant  a 
further  adjournment  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  due  proof  of  the  ab- 
sence of  material  evidence  or  witnesses,  and  of  due  diligence  in 
attempting  to  procure  them  at  the  trial.  The  agreement  or  stipu- 
lation need  not  be  in  the  precise  form  of  the  precedent  given  ;  it 
may  be  varied  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case,  and  in  a  proper  case  it  may  be  an  absolute  agreement  to 
adjourn  upon  the  happening  of  some  specified  event,  as,  for 
instance,  the  absence  or  illness  of  a  specified  witness.  This  being 
an  adjournment  by  the  consent  of  parties,  they  may  limit  -the 
time  of  adjourning  to  ninety  days,  or  they  may  extend  it  beyond 
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that  time,  if  they  so  agree.  Aud  the  agreement  ought  to  state 
whether  the  further  adjournment  is  to  be  for  a  specified  number 
of  days,  and  if  so,  that  number  ought  to  be  stated  ;  or  the  agree- 
ment may  leave  the  time  to  be  fixed  by  the  discretion  of  the 
justice. 

When  to  apply.]  When  the  justice  does  not  adjourn  the  cause  on 
his  own  motion  on  the  day  of  joining  issue,  it  must  be  adjourned 
by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties  or  on  motion  of  one  of  them. 
When  the  application  is  made  by  the  plaintiff,  it  must  be  made  at 
the  time  of  joining  issue,  and  not  afterwards,  unless  it  is  done  in 
pursuance  of  some  agreement  like  that  just  mentioned,  or  in  some 
other  special  case  not  included  in  this  general  rule  as  to  adjourn- 
ments. The  defendant,  however,  may  apply  at  any  time  within 
ninety  days  of  joining  issue,  provided  he  does  not  ask  to  exceed 
ninety  days  from  such  issue,  and  provided  he  makes  due  proof  of 
the  necessity  for  the  adjournment  and  gives  the  necessary  secur- 
ity. But  a  defendant  may  make  his  application  in  such  a  man- 
ner and  at  such  a  stage  of  the  proceedings  as  to  waive  his  rights 
which  he  might  have  claimed  in  a  proper  application. 

If  he  neglects  to  apply  for  an  adjournment  until  a  jury  is 
impanneled  and  sworn,  the  application  will  be  too  late,  and  the 
justice  will  not  have  authority  to  grant  the  motion.  Mattlieivs  v. 
Fiestel,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  90 ;  Pollock  v.  1:106,  Id.,  541 ;  Story  v. 
Bishop,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  423  ;  Aberhall  v.  Eoach,  11  How.,  95  ;  Fair- 
ianJcs  v.  Corlies,  1  Abb.  150  ;  S.  C,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  582  ;  Parmelee 
V.  Thompson,  7  Hill,  77 ;  Fmic  v.  Hall,  8  Johns.,  437.  So,  too,  an 
application  to  adjourn  comes  too  late  after  the  trial  has  com- 
menced before  the  justice  without  a  jury.  The  swearing  of  a 
witness  in  the  cause,  and  his  examination  partially  or  wholly,  is 
a  commencement  of  the  trial  in  such  a  case. 

If  a  witness  refuses  to  be  sworn,  or  if  sworn  he  then  refuses 
to  testify  or  to  answer  proper  questions,  he  may  be  committed  to 
jail,  and  the  cause  adjourned.    Vol.  I,  73,  ^-^  204,  205,  206. 

There  are  cases  however,  in  which  a  justice  may  delay  a 
cause  for  a  short  time,  even  after  a  trial  has  commenced,  before 
the  justice  alone,  or  when  the  trial  is  by  jury.  And  if  an  impor- 
tant witness  is  unexpectedly  absent,  or  if  a  material  witness  is, 
near  the  court,  and  can  be  procured  in  a  short  time,  the  justice 
may,  in  his  discretion,  hold  open  the  cause  a  short  time  for  that 
purpose.  In  one  case  a  justice  held  ojjcn  the  cause  for  two  hours 
after  a  jury  was  impanneled  to  enable  the  plaintiff"  to  procure 
witnesses,  and  this  was  held  to  be  within  the  discretion  of  the 
justice.  Pease  v.  Qleason,  8  Johns.,  409.  But  this  discretion  is 
not  an  arbitrary  one,  and  if  the  delay  is  unreasonable,  it  will  be 
error.  And  where  a  trial  had  commenced,  and  the  justice  held 
open  a  cause  for  twenty  hours  to  enable  the  defendant  to  go 
twelve  miles  to  procure  evidence,  this  was  held  to  be  unreason- 
able. And  where  the  justice  proceeded  with  the  trial  in  this  case, 
in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff",  at  the  time  fixed  for  resuming  the 
trial,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  was  reversed.  Qreen, 
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V.  Angel,  13  Johns.,  469 ;  and  see  Aherlmll  v.  Roach,  11  How.,  95  ; 
S.  C,  3  E.  D.  Smith.,  345.    There  are  numerous  cases  in  which  the 
law  authorizes  a  justice  to  hold  open  the  cause  for  some  considera- 
ble time.     This  frequently  arises  from  the  necessity  of  the  case, 
when  a  jury  has  been  demanded,  and  a  venire  issued,  it  frequently 
takes  a  long  time  to  procure  a  sufficient  number  of  persons.    In 
such  a  case  the  delay  is  unavoidable,  and  the  delay  excusable, 
even  if  it  happens  that  the  cause  must  be  held  open  from  one  day 
to  the  next.  Day  v.  Wilber,  3  Oaines,  134;  Vol.  I,  37,  %  1.    So, 
when  a  justice  is  engaged  in  the  trial  of  a  cause,  he  may  delay 
the  trial  of  an  other  cause  until  the  first  cause  has  been  disposed 
of.  Hunt  V.  Wickwire,  10  Wend.,  102.    So,  in  case  a  jury  disagrees 
and  is  discharged,  it  is  proper  to  issue  a  new  venire,  which  must 
be  returnable  within  forty-eight  hours,  and  the  cause  may  be  held 
open  in  the  meantime.  Vol.  I,  54,  <5>  102.    This  limitation  of  time 
may  be  waived  by  express  agreement,  or  by  implication  arising 
from  the  acts  of  the  parties.    In  one  case  a  cause  was  tried  by  a 
jury  on  the  14th  day  of  the  month,  and  the  jury  disagreed  and 
were  discharged  by  the  justice,  and  the  justice  then  proposed  to 
the  parties  to  postpone  the  cause  until  the  17th  day  of  the  same 
month,  to  which  neither  party  made  any  objection.    There  was 
no  other  consent  than  this,  which  was  implied  by  the  silence  of 
the  parties,  and  the  justice  then  adjourned  the  cause  until  the 
17th  of  the  month.    The  plaintiff  appeared  on  that  day,  but  the 
defendant  did  not,  and  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff.     This  judgment  was  held  to  be  regular,  and  the  judg- 
ment valid.  Fiero  v.  Reynolds,  20  Barb.,  275. 

After  a  trial  has  been  had  and  the  jury  is  discharged,  because 
of  an  inability  to  agree  upon  a  verdict,  the  defendant  cannot 
insist  upon  an  adjournment  as  a  matter  of  right.  Having  once 
declared  himself  ready  for  trial,  and  having  once  proceeded  to 
the  trial,  it  is  too  late  to  insist  that  he  could  not  procure  his 
evidence  or  witnesses  before  the  trial  commenced.  An  action 
was  pending  before  a  justice,  and  a  trial  commenced  before  a 
jury  called  by  the  defendant,  and  after  a  partial  trial  of  the  cause, 
it  was  adjourned  on  motion  of  such  defendant.  On  the  adjourned 
day,  five  only  of  the  jurors  appeared,  the  sixth  being  absent  on 
account  of  illness.  The  defendant  refused  to  try  the  cause  before 
the  five  jurors  who  appeared.  He  also  objected  to  a  new  venire, 
or  to  having  a  talesman  called.  The  justice,  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  then  dismissed  the  five  jurors.  The  plaintiff  then 
insisted  upon  an  immediate  trial,  and  requested  the  defendant  to 
take  out  a  new  venire,  returnable  immediately,  which  the  defend- 
ant refused  to  do,  but  on  the  contrary,  he  made  an  application 
for  an  adjournment  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  attendance 
of  two  witnesses  who  resided  eight  miles  from  the  place  of  trial, 
who  had  not  been  subpoenaed,  nor  had  any  effort  been  made  to 
procure  their  attendance.  A  witness  was  sworn  as  to  the  mate- 
riality of  the  absent  persons  as  witnesses.  The  justice  decided 
to  grant  the  adjournment  on  the  terms  that  the  defendant  paid 
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$1.75  to  the  plaintiff,  which  was  the  amount  of  fees  payable  to 
material  witnesses  of  the  plaintiff  then  in  attendance.  The  de- 
fendant refused  to  comply  with  these  terms,  and  the  plaintiff 
insisted  upon  proceeding  immediately  with  the  trial,  and  he  also 
consented  to  issuing  a  new  venire  returnable  immediately.  The 
justice  offered  to  issue  such  new  venire  returnable  immediately, 
but  the  defendant  objected  to  an  immediate  trial,  and  insisted 
that  the  cause  must  be  tried  by  a  jury,  though  at  a  subsequent 
day.  The  plaintiff  then  asked  to  have  the  cause  tried  without  a 
jury,  which  request  the  justice  granted,  and  the  cause  was  tried 
without  a  jury,  and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment.  This  was  held 
to  be  regular  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  Bdbcock  v.  Hill,  35 
Barb.,  52.  It  was  held  that  the  neglect  to  subpoena  the  witnesses 
named  was  a  want  of  due  diligence,  and  that  the  justice  would 
have  been  justified  in  refusing  an  adjournment  upon  any  terms. 
So,  it  was  also  held  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  amounted  to 
a  waiver  of  a  jury,  for  he  had  refused  to  have  a  venire  to  obtain 
a  jury  on  the  trial  day,  although  he  wished  for  one  for  a  subse- 
quent day,  and  this  amounted  to  a  refusal  to  have  a  jury  at  the 
time  the  cause  was  tried. 

When  a  material  witness  has  been  subpoenaed,  and  he  neglects 
or  refuses  to  appear  in  pursuance  of  the  process  of  the  court,  an 
attachment  may  be  issued  against  him.  And  for  that  purpose, 
the  justice  may  hold  open  his  court  for  the  return  of  the  attach- 
ment, whether  it  is  applied  for  by  the  plaintiff  or  by  the  defendant. 
This  application  ought  to  be  made,  however,  before  the  trial  is 
commenced,  especially  if  the  witness  has  not  appeared  at  all. 
Aberhall  v.  Roach,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  345.  But  in  such  a  case,  if  the 
justice  has  any  discretion  to  exercise,  it  must  be  reasonably  and 
not  arbitrarily  exercised.  Ante,  336.  When  practicable,  it  is  best 
to  hold  open  to  a  definite  term,  as  for  instance,  for  so  many  hours, 
or  to  a  certain  hour  of  a  specified  day.  An  indefinite  holding 
open  for  several  days  is  improper.  Wilcox  v.  Clement,  4  Denio,  160. 
But  if  a  witness  has  appeared  and  he  disappears  during  the  pro- 
gress of  the  trial,  the  justice  may  hold  open  the  cause  for  a  short 
time  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  him  before  the  court  on  an 
attachment,  as  in  the  case  of  an  absent  witness.  Ante,  343. 

Where  to  apply.']  The  application  for  an  adjournment  must  be 
made  at  the  place  at  which  the  process  is  returnable,  or  at  the 
place  to  which  it  has  been  adjourned.  A  justice  has  no  right  to 
try  a  cause  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant  at  a  place  different 
from  the  place  named  for  his  appearance,  if  the  trial  proceeds  on 
the  return  day.  Stewart  v.  Meigs,  12  Johns.,  417 ;  Case  v.  Van 
Ness,  1  Johns.  Gas.,  243.  But  where  both  parties  have  appeared, 
the  justice  may  adjourn  the  cause  for  trial  at  an  other  place, 
whether  the  parties  consent  or  not.  Morrell  v.  Near,  1  Cow.,  112. 
In  that  case,  the  application  must  be  made  at  the  place  fixed  for 
trial,  if  the  application  is  made  on  the  day  so  fixed  for  trial. 

Sow  to  apyly.']  When  an  adjournment  is  sought,  there  must  in 
every  case  be  an  appearance  for  that  purpose  by  the  party  who 
Wait  11—44 
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desires  the  adjournment.  This  appearance  may  be  in  person  or 
by  attorney  or  agent.  But  there  must  be  an  appearance  by  some 
one.  A  cause  was  adjourned  with  a  provision  that  if  the  defend- 
ant filed  security  as  provided  by  the  statute,  he  should  have  a 
further  adjournment.  He  filed  the  security,  but  neglected  to 
appear  at  the  adjourned  day  to  procure  the  further  adjournment, 
and  judgment  was  rendered  against  him  on  that  day.  This  was 
held  to  be  a  regular  judgment.  Miil)er  v.  Held,  3  Abb.,  110.  The 
application  for  an  adjournment  may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff  in 
person,  or  by  any  attorney  or  agent  in  his  behalf,  if  duly  author- 
ized for  that  purpose. 

The  statute  expressly  authorizes  a  plaintiff  or  a  defendant  to 
appear  and  prosecute  or  defend  by  attorney.  Vol.  I,  43,  §§  37,  39. 
These  sections  are  a  full  authority  to  an  attorney  to  do  any  act 
which  it  may  be  necessary  to  do  in  the  cause  during  its  progress, 
if  duly  authorized  by  the  party  represented.  And  since  there  are 
no  regular  attorneys  in  a  justice's  court,  any  person  may  be 
employed  as  an  attorney.  See  Appearance,  ante,  224.  A  justice 
is  bound  to  permit  a  duly  authorized  attorney  or  agent  to  make 
the  necessary  proof  for  an  adjournment,  and  a  refusal  to  do  so 
will  be  an  error  for  which  a  judgment  will  be  reversed.  Seers  v. 
Grrandy,  1  Johns.,  514.  In  a  subsequent  case,  it  was  said  to  be 
a  matter  of  discretion.  Killmer  v.  Crary,  13  Johns.,  228.  But 
the  previous  decision  was  overlooked  by  the  court,  since  it  is 
not  mentioned  in  the  opinion.  Both  of  these  decisions  were  made 
before  the  enactment  of  the  Eevised  Statutes.  And  since  those 
statutes,  it  is  entirely  plain  that  an  adjournment  may  be  procured 
by  an  agent  or  an  attorney  as  a  matter  of  right,  in  any  case  in 
which  a  party  might  in  person  demand  it.  It  is  not  necessary 
that  proof  should  be  made  that  the  party  cannot  attend  in  person 
to  make  the  application,  since  the  law  does  not  require  his  per- 
sonal attendance,  but  permits  him  to  appear  by  agent  or  attorney 
if  he  chooses. 

In  many  cases  the  agent  or  attorney  is  well  acquainted  with  all 
the  material  facts  which  the  several  witnesses  know,  and  which 
it  will  be  important  to  prove  on  the  trial  of  the  cause.  In  such 
cases,  and  indeed  in  all  cases,  it  is  proper  that  the  application 
should  be  made  by  any  duly  authorized  jierson.  And  the  only 
conditions  required  for  an  adjournment  are,  that  sufficient  proof 
be  made,  and  that  proper  security  be  given  if  that  is  required. 
There  is  one  qualification  to  the  rule  in  relation  to  an  application 
by  an  agent.  No  person  can  legally  act  as  agent  or  attorney  for 
both  parties,  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  and  such  an  appearance 
would  be  irregular.  Sherwood  v.  Saratoga  and  Washington  R.  B. 
Co.,  15  Barb.,  650;  see  Appearance,  ante,  225. 

An  adjournment  cannot  be  made  by  a  justice  in  the  absence 
of  both  parties.  In  one  case  issue  had  been  joiued,  and  the  cause 
adjourned  to  the  20th  day  of  May,  for  trial.  The  justice  then 
left  his  oflfice,  but  returned  in  a  short  time,  when  he  found  a  note 
or  written  consent  upon  his  table  signed  by  the  counsel  for  the 
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respective  parties,  authorizing  an  adjournment  to  the  18th  day 
of  May,  instead  of  the  20th  as  agreed.  The  justice  was  requested 
to  "note  the  fact,"  and  he  thereupon,  in  the  absence  of  the  parties, 
adjourned  the  cause  to  the  18th  of  May.  On  that  day  the  par- 
ties appeared,  but  tlie  defendant  refused  to  proceed  with  the  trial 
on  the  ground  that  the  adjournment  was  irregular,  and  he  asked 
for  a  further  adjournment,  promising  to  waive  the  irregularity  if 
the  adjournment  should  be  granted.  This  application  was 
refused,  and  the  plaintiflf  had  a  judgment  which  was  reversed 
on  account  of  the  irregular  adjournment  in  the  absence  of  the 
parties,  which  irregularity  was  not  waived  by  any  act  of  the 
defendant.  Weelcs  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb.,  530.  In  an  other  case,  issue 
was  joined  on  the  15tb  day  of  July,  and  the  cause  adjourned  by 
consent  until  the  20th  day  of  the  same  month.  A  further  ad- 
journment by  consent  was  made  until  the  15th  day  of  October. 
On  th5  10th  day  of  October  the  plaintiff's  agent  or  attorney 
went  before  the  justice,  and  swore  that  the  plaintiff  and  one 
of  .the  defendants  had  both  authorized  him  to  appear  and  adjourn 
the  suit  to  some  day  beyond  the  1st  of  January  following.  The 
cause  was  adjourned  to  the  9th  day  of  January  mentioned,  when 
the  plaintiff  appeared,  but  the  defendants  did  not  appear,  and  a 
judgment  was  obtained  by  the  plaintiff,  which  was  reversed  on 
account  of  the  irregular  adjournment.  Deland  v.  JRicliardson,  4 
Denio,  95. 

In  an  other  case,  the  parties  appeared  on  the  return  day,  at  the 
place  mentioned  in  the  process,  but  the  justice  did  not  appear. 
The  justice  sent  a  note,  which  was  not  signed,  to  the  person  at 
whose  house  the  process  was  returnable,  adjourning  the  cause  to 
a  subsequent  day.  On  that  day  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff 
appeared,  but  the  defendant  did  not,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained 
a  judgment  which  was  reversed  because  of  the  irregular  adjourn- 
ment. Wiest  v.  Gritsinger,  4  Johns.,  117.  These  cases  show  with 
what  strictness  the  courts  enforce  the  rule  that  the  justice  and 
the  parties,  or  at  least  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff,  must  be 
present  in  court  before  a  regular  and  valid  adjournment  can 
be  made. 

In  the  case  of  a  first  adjournment,  a  defendant  is  required  to 
specify  some  material  testimony  or  witness  if  the  plaintiff  de- 
mands it.  Vol.  I,  48,  §  64,  sub.  2.  But  this  is  not  to  be  construed 
as  meaning  that  the  defendant  shall  state  the  facts  which  he 
expects  to  prove  by  the  witness  specified.  He  is  required  to 
specify  the  witness,  not  to  state  the  evidence  which  such  witness 
will  give. 

When  a  defendant  asks  for  a  second  or  further  adjournment, 
no  such  requirement  is  mentioned  in  the  statute.  Vol.  I,  48,  <§,  65. 
He  is  simply  required  to  prove  that  he  cannot  safely  jiroceed  to 
trial  for  want  of  some  material  testimony  or  witness,  and  that  he 
has  used  due  diligence  to  obtain  such  testimony  or  witness.  li. 
The  proof  may  be  made  by  the  oath  of  the  defendant  or  other- 
wise, which  means  by  any  competent  legal  proof  of  the  fact.    It 
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is  also  said  tliat  proof  must  be  made  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
justice,  which  means  that  he  shall  be  judicially  satisfied  by 
the  proofs,  and  not  an  arbitrary  discretion  which  would  not  be 
satisfied  with  the  clearest  proofs. 

Nothing  is  more  common  than  one  objection  urged  by  a  plain- 
tiff when  a  defendant  asks  for  a  second  or  further  adjournment. 
The  condition  which  the  plaintiff'  would  impose  is,  that  the  de- 
fendant shall  disclose  the  facts  which  he  expects  to  prove  by  the 
absent  witness  or  witnesses.  The  plaintiff  never  has  a  right  to 
require  this  to  be  done.  And  the, only  case  in  which  it  can  ever 
properly  be  done  is,  when  the  circumstances  show  that  the  appli- 
cation is  not  an  honest  and  a  just  one,  and  the  justice  has  just 
suspicions  in  relation  to  the  good  faith  of  the  defendant.  A  de- 
fendant will  not  be  permitted  to  trifle  with  the  rights  of  a  plain- 
tiff, nor  to'  impose  upon  a  court  of  justice  by  obtaining  useless 
and  harassing  adjournments.  And  when  the  facts  fully  convince 
a  justice  that  an  application  is  made  for  such  a  purpose,  he  may 
require  the  defendant  to  state  on  oath  or  otherwise,  what  facts 
he  expects  to  prove  by  such  absent  witness  or  witnesses.  An 
examination  upon  that  point  need  not  be  carried  further  than  to 
show  that  the  grounds  of  the  application  are  well  founded.  And 
a  justice  ought  never  to  permit  a  defendant  who  is  acting  in 
good  faiths  to  be  compelled  to  disclose  his  whole  evidence  on  such 
an  examination.  To  tolerate  such  a  practice  would  give  a  plain- 
tiff an  unfair  advantage,  since  he  would  then  know  the  evidence 
on  both  sides  of  the  case,  with  the  superior  advantage  of  the 
right  to  open  and  close  the  case  to  the  jury. 

It  is  a  delicate  duty  to  discharge  when  a  justice  is  required  to 
decide  between  a  defendant  whose  sole  object  is  delay,  and  a 
plaintiff  who  desires  to  compel  a  disclosure  of  facts  from  a  fair 
defendant  in  violation  of  his  just  right  to  defend  himself,  with- 
out being  compelled  to  disclose  on  oath  the  grounds  of  his 
defense. 

Where  an  application  was  made  for  a  commission  to  take  the 
evidence  of  a  witness  who  was  not  a  resident  of  this  state,  and 
the  materiality  of  the  witness  was  positively  sworn  to,  it  was 
held  that  the  applicant  was  not  bound  to  state  what  he  expected 
to  prove  by  the  absent  witness,  and  a  refusal  to  issue  the  commis- 
sion was  held  to  be  a  sufiicient  ground  to  reverse  the  judgment 
obtained  by  the  opposite  party.  Eaton  v.  North,  7  Barb.,  631. 
The  application  is  usually  made  orally,  and  the  proof  made  by 
swearing  the  party  or  his  witnesses  as  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 
The  application  may,  however,  be  made  upon  proper  and  sufficient, 
afiidavits.  But  when  the  affidavits  are  defective,  or  the  applica- 
tion is  evidently  made  in  bad  faith,  the  justice  may  require  the 
applicant  to  be  examined  orally  on  oath. 

In  such  cases,  if  the  defendant  refuses  to  be  sworn,  and  to  state 
what  facts  he  expects  to  prove,  the  justice  may  deny  the  adjourn- 
ment. Onderdonk  v.  Banlett,  3  Hill,  323,  which  is  an  instructive 
case;  Irroy  v,  Nathan,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  68. 
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The  courts  declare,  however,  that  the  justice  ought  not  to  refuse 
the  adjournmeut  unless  the  case  is  clearly  one  of  well  grounded 
suspicion.  76. 

Forin  of  oath.']  The  oath  which  is  administered  on  an  applica^ 
tion  for  an  adjournment  is  quite  general.  Since  it  requires  true 
answers  to  all  questions  which  the  justice  may  decide  to  be  proper. 
The  oath  may  be  in  the  following  form. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  such  questions  as  may 
be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  necessity  of  an  adjournment,  in  the  cause 
of  John  Doe  against  Richard  Roe,  now  pending  before  me. 

After  this  oath  is  administered,  the  person  sworn  may  be 
examined  in  relation  to  such  matters  as  will  show  the  necessity 
for  an  adjournment.  When  the  party  himself  is  sworn,  he 
usually  states  the  absence  of  his  witness,  his  materiality  and  the 
probability  of  his  attendance  at  the  adjourned  day. 

It  is  quite  usual  for  the  opposite  party  to  examine  the  person 
sworn,  somewhat  in  the  manner  of  a  cross-examination. 

But  this  is  a  matter  which  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
justice.  He  may  permit  such  cross-examination,  or  if  he  is  satis- 
fled  that  an  adjournment  ought  to  be  granted,  he  may  dispense 
with  any  further  examination,  since  the  whole  object  of  introducing 
proof  is  merely  to  satisfy  the  justice,  by  legal  proof,  of  the  pro- 
priety of  granting  an  adjournment. 

Form  of  affidavit  for  an  adjournment. 
JUSTICES'  COURT. 


John  Doe  I    Before  A.  B.,  Esq.,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  of  Water- 

Kichard'Roe.         \  vliet,  in  Albany  county. 


AXBANT   COUNTT,  SS.  : 

John  Doe,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  is  the  defendant  in  the  above 
entitled  action ;  that  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  are  material  witnesses  to  the  defense 
of  this  deponent,  and  that  without  the  testimony  of  each  of  said  witnesses 
he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  said  action.  Deponent  further  says 
that  C.  D.,  one  of  the  said  witnesses,  resides  out  of  the  county  of  Albany, 
or  of  any  adjoining  county,  and  that  he  resides  in  the  city  of  Buffalo,  in 
Erie  county,  N.  Y.  Deponent  further  says  that  the  said  E.  P.  is  a  resident 
of  the  county  of  Albany,  and  that  he  is  at  present  absent  from  the  county 
of  Albany,  as  defendant  is  informed  and  verily  believes,  and  that  said  E. 
F.  is  now  in  the  city  of  New  York ;  that  issue  was  joined  in  this  action  on  the 
14th  day  of  December,  1864,  and  on  the  same  day  the  cause  was  adjourned, 
by  consent  of  parties,  to  the  22d  day  of  December,  1864,  for  trial ;  that  on  the 
said  14th  day  of  December  this  deponent  procured  a  subpcena  from  A.  B.,  the 
justice  before  whom  the  said  action  is  pending,  and  that  on  the  same  day 
and  immediately  after  receiving  said  subpoena,  this  deponent  went  to  the 
residence  of  the  said  E.  F.,  for  the  purpose  of  subpoenaing  him  as  a  wit- 
ness on  the  tiial  of  said  action  ;  that  deponent  was  unable  to  find  the  said 
E.  F.,  and  was  then  and  there  informed  by  the  wife  of  said  E.  F.,  that  he 
had,  pn  the  13th  day  of  December,  1864,  left  the  city  of  Albany  to  go  to  the 
city  of  New  York,  to  attend  to  business  which  would  require  his  absence 
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from  Albany,  and  his  attendance  in  the  city  of  New  Yovlc,  until  the  first 
day  of  February,  1865  ;  that  New  York  is  not  in  Albany  county,  nor  in  any 
county  adjoining  thereto  ;  that  deponent  has  used  due  diligence  in  procur- 
ing the  attendance  of  said  E.  F.  as  a  witness  ;  and  deponent  further  says, 
that  he  expects  to  be  able  to  procure  the  attendance  of  the  said  witness,  E. 
F.,  within  ninety  days  from  the  joining  of  issue  in  said  cause. 

RICHARD  ROE. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  this  ) 
22d  day  of  December,  1864,  j 

A.  B.,  Justice,  d;c. 

In  the  precedent  just  given,  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  defend- 
ant in  person.  But  this  is  not  necessary,  for  if  any  other  person 
knows  facts  sufficient  to  make  a  proper  case,  the  affidavit  may 
be  made  by  him.  So  there  may  be  oral  evidence  given  in  addi- 
tion to  the  affidavits.  It  is  the  usual  practice  to  swear  the  wit- 
nesses, and  let  them  state  orally  the  facts  which  are  required  to 
be  proved.  But  in  some  cases  the  defendant  may  be  at  a  great 
distance  from  the  justice's  office,  or  he  may  be  absent  by  reason 
of  illness,  and  besides  that  he  may  be  the  only  person  who  is 
able  to  swear  to  the  facts  which  entitle  him  to  an  adjournment ; 
in  all  such  cases,  or  others  of  a  similar  character,  the  justice  ought 
to  act  upon  the  affidavit  when  presented,  on  the  application  made 
by  the  attorney  or  agent  of  the  defendant. 

The  principal  thing  to  be  attained  is,  that  there  shall  be  a  iona 
fide  application  for  the  adjournment,  and  sufficient  legal  proof  of 
facts  to  authorize  the  justice  to  grant  it. 

Statutory  requirements.']  The  parties  are  required  to  join  issue 
on  the  return  of  process,  or  voluntarily,  so  that  there  may  be  some 
issue  to  try.  And  after  both  parties  appear  upon  the  return  of 
process,  an  issue  must  be  joined  before  an  adjournment  can  be  had, 
unless  the  defendant  neglects  or  refuses  to  plead.  Ante,  294. 
When  the  defendant  neglects  or  refuses  to  plead  by  putting  in  a 
demurrer  or  answer,  the  plaintiff  should  file  his  complaint,  and 
the  justice  will  then  adjourn  the  cause  on  his  own  motion,  or  on 
that  of  the  plaintiff,  for  a  short  time,  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to 
prepare  for  trial.  Though  if  the  plaintiff  is  ready  for  trial,  no 
adjournment  need  be  had  in  such  a  case. 

After  issue  joined,  no  adjournment  can  be  had  by  either  party 
without  oath,  if  that  is  required  by  the  opposite  party.  Vol.  I,  47, 
48,  §<^  59,  60,  64,  65 ;  Peck  v.  Andrews,  32  Barb.,  445. 

And  when  an  adjournment  is  necessary  to  secure  a  full  and  fair 
trial,  an  application  must  be  made  in  the  court  below  for  such 
adjournment,  and  the  application  must  be  founded  upon  a  proper 
affidavit,  or  upon  some  sworn  evidence  of  its  necessity,  for  a  mere 
oral  statement  of  the  necessary  facts,  without  oath,  will  not  be 
sufficient.  Edwards  v.  Drew,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  55  ;  Lynslcy  v.  Pende- 
grast.  Id.,  43  ;  Eawson  v.  Grow,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  18.  A  plaintiff 
is  not  required  in  any  case  to  give  a  bond  as  a  condition  for  the 
granting  of  an  adjournment. 

But  a  defendant  may  be  required  in  every  case  to  give  a  proper 
bond  before  he  can  have  an  adjournment,  if  that  is  required  by 
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the  plaintiff.  Vol.  1, 48,  >§§  64, 65 ;  BelsJiaw  v.  Colie,  1 E.  D,  Smith,  213. 

The  plaintiff  may  waive  the  right  to  a  bond  if  he  chooses. 
And  this  waiver  may  be  express  or  implied.  When  the  defendant 
is  a  person  of  undoubted  responsibility  it  is  not  usual  to  require 
a  bond  to  be  given. 

And  when  the  adjournment  is  opposed  on  the  ground  that  the 
proof  is  not  sufficient,  and  no  objection  is  made  in  relation  to  the 
necessity  of  a  bond,  the  justice  may  treat  the  matter  as  amount- 
ing to  a  waiver  of  a  bond.  Bichardson  v.  Brown,  1  Cow.,  255. 

The  plaintiff  may,  however,  insist  upon  having  a  bond  given 
by  the  defendant,  if  the  demand  is  made  at  any  time  before  the 
adjournment  is  actually  granted.  The  giving  of  a  bond  as  a 
condition  to  an  adjournment  is  a  right  which  the  plaintiff  may 
insist  upon  or  not,  as  he  may  elect ;  and  a  bond  is  required  in 
those  cases  only  in  which  the  plaintiff  regwires  it.  Vol.  I,  48,  §  64, 
sub.  3,  §  65.  When  the  plaintiff  requires  such  a  bond  to  be  given, 
the  justice  has  no  right  to  dispense  with  the  condition ;  and  if 
he  adjourns  the  cause  without  requiring  a  bond,  it  will  be  error. 
Peck  V.  Andreivs,  32  Barb.,  445. 

And  the  bond  cannot  be  dispensed  with  even  on  the  return  day 
of  process,  if  the  cause  is  adjourned  on  motion  of  the  defendant, 
and  not  by  the  justice  on  his  own  motion.  li. 

If  a  cause  is  adjourned  several  times  on  motion  of  a  defendant, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  give  a  new  bond  on  each  application,  if  he 
gave  a  proper  bond  on  the  first  adjournment.  If,  however,  such 
bond  becomes  inoperative,  or  the  sureties  become  insolvent,  or 
such  sureties  desire  to  be  relieved  from  liability,  the  justice  may 
require  a  new  bond  to  be  executed.  Vol.  I,  49,  <^  66.  The  statute 
prescribes  the  form  of  the  security  and  the  conditions  which  it 
shall  contain,  and  there  ought  in  all  cases  to  be  a  careful  compli- 
ance with  its  requirements.  Vol.  I,  49,  ^  66.  The  conditions 
which  the  bond  will  contain  will  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the 
action.  And  when  an  execution  may  issue  against  the  person 
of  a  defendant,  such  conditions  will  differ  from  those  in  which  an 
execution  cannot  be  issued  against  anything  but  the  property  of 
such  defendant. 

Bond  for  adjournment  when  execution  issues  against  the  hody. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  C.  D.,  and  E.  F.,  of  the  town 
of  in  the  county  of  ,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  A.  B., 

in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  A.  B.,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  for  which  payment  well  and  truly  to 
be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  jointly 
and  severally,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  our  seals,  and  dated 
the  13th  day  of  December,  1864. 

Whereas,  an  action  has  been  commenced  before  D-  K.,  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  town  of  Watervliet  in  the  county  of  Albany,  by  the  said  A.  B., 
against  the  defendant  G.  H.,  for  a  cause  of  action  which  authorizes  an  execu- 
tion against  the  body,  and  now,  upon  the  application  of  the  said  G.  H.,  the 
trial  of  the  said  action  is  adjourned  until  the  1st  day  of  January,  1865,  at  ten 
o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  office  of  the  said  justice  in  the  said  town  of 
Watei-vliet. 
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Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  in  cas 
judgment  shall  be  given  against  the  said  defendant  at  the  said  adjourned 
day^  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  and  execution  be  issued  against  his  person, 
the  said  defendant  shall  render  himself  upon  such  execution  before  the 
return  day  thereof;  or  in  default  thereof,  if  tlie  said  defendant  G,  H.,  or 
his  sureties  C.  D.,  and  E.  P.,  or  either  of  them,  shall  pay  the  judgment  so 
recovered  with  interest,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  of  foice. 

C.  D.  [l.  s.I 
Sealed  and  delivered  )  E.  F.  [l.  s.] 

in  presence  of        ) 
I.  J. 

Approval  hy  the  justice. 

I  approve  of  the  sureties  in  the  foregoing  (or  the  within)  bond.  Decem- 
ber 13,  1864.  D.  K.,  Justice. 

Bond  for  adjournment  when  execution  cannot  issue  against  body. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  C.  D.,  and  E.  F.,  of  the  town 
of  in  the  county  of  ,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  A.  B., 

in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  A.  B.,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  for  which  payment  well  and  truly  to 
be  made,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  jointly 
and  severallj^,  firmly  by  these  presents.  Sealed  with  our  seals,  and  dated 
the  13th  day  of  December,  1864. 

Whereas,  an  action  has  been  commenced  before  D.  K.,  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  town  of  Watervliet  in  the  county  of  Albany,  by  the  said  A.  B., 
against  the  defendant  G.  H.,  for  a  cause  of  action  which  does  not  authorize 
an  execution  against  the  body,  and  now,  upon  the  application  of  the  said 
G.  H.,  the  trial  of  the  said  action  is  adjourned  until  the  1st  day  of  January, 
1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  office  of  the  said  justice  in  the 
said  town  of  Watervliet. 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  in  case 
judgment  shall  be  rendered  against  the  said  defendant  on  the  said  adjourn- 
ed day,  or  at  anytime  thereafter,  and  if  execution  shall  be  issued  against 
the  property  of  the  said  defendant,  and  if  no  part  of  the  property  of  the 
said  defendant  liable  to  be  taken  on  execution  shall  be  removed,  secreted, 
assigned  or  in  any  way  disposed  of,  except  for  the  necessary  support  of 
himself  and  family,  until  the  said  plaintiif 's  demands  shall  be  satisfied,  or 
until  the  expiration  of  ten  days  after  the  said  plaintiff  shall  be  entitled  to 
have  an  execution  issued  on  the  judgment  obtained  in  this  action,  if  he 
shall  obtain  such  judgment,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  of 
force.  C.  D.  [l.  s."| 

E.  F.  [l.  s.] 
Sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of       f 
I.  J. 

Approval  by  justice  as  in  preceding  form. 

If  no  adjournment  is  granted  at  the  time  of  giving  the  bond, 
or  afterwards,  in  consequence  of  the  execution  of  the  bond,  no 
action  can  be  maintained  upon  it.  Mosier  v.  McKay,  4  Denio,  116. 
And  where  a  bond  is  executed  by  a  person  as  surety,  and  an 
adjournment  is  granted,  and  on  the  adjourned  day  the  surety  is 
desired  as  a  witness,  and  a  new  bond  is  executed  by  a  new  surety, 
but  the  new  bond  is  dated  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  and  no 
further  adjournment  is  had,  no  action  will  lie  upon  such  new 
bond.  lb. 
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When  the  execution  may  issue  against  the  body  of  the  defend- 
ant, it  must  be  issued  within  ten  days  after  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment,  since  an  execution  may  now  issue  immediately.  Yol.  I, 
49,  §  67.  Id.  11,  §  64,  sub.  12.  And  before  an  action  can  be  main- 
tained on  the  bond,  such  execution  must  be  returned  with  a  return 
thereon,  that  the  defendant  could  not  be  found.  li. 

When  the  execution  issues  against  the  property  merely,  and 
not  against  the  body  of  the  defendant,  such  execution  must  also 
be  issued  within  ten  days  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment. 
Vol.  I,  76,  §  222.  It  is  important  that  the  condition  of  this  bond 
should  not  be  broken  in  any  particular,  since  any  breach  of  the 
condition  of  the  bond  will  subject  the  sureties  to  the  payment  of 
the  whole  judgment.  If,  therefore,  the  defendant  should  dispose 
of,  assign,  secrete,  &c.,  any  part  of  his  property  unlawfully,  or 
in  violation  of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  such  act  would  render 
the  surety  liable  for  the  whole  judgment,  although  the  property 
disposed  of  did  not  exceed  a  tenth  part  of  that  sum  in  value. 
Though,  of  course,  if  any  part  of  the  judgment  were  paid,  that 
would  reduce  the  recovery  for  so  much  as  had  been  paid,  or  levied 
upon  the  execution. 

When  a  surety  is  offered  and  the  plaintiff  does  not  make  any 
objection  to  him,  he  is  received  as  a  matter  of  course.  The  surety 
must  be  such  as  the  justice  shall  approve.  Vol.  I.  49,  §  66.  The 
general  remarks  already  made  in  relation  to  sureties  are  equally 
applicable  here.  See  ante,  161. 

The  justice  may  either  on  his  own  motion  if  he  chooses,  or  at 
the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  require  the  surety  to  justify.  And 
this  may  be  done  in  the  form  of  an  aflSdavit,  or  by  being  sworn  and 
examined  orally.  If  sworn  and  examined  the  oath  may  be  as  fol- 
lows :  "Tou  do  swear  that  you  will  truly  answer  such  questions  as 
may  be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  your  competency  as  a  surety  for 
the  defendant,  G.  H.,  on  his  application  to  adjourn  this  cause." 

The  surety  may  then  be  examined  by  the  defendant  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  his  responsibility.  The  plaintiff  is  also  per- 
mitted to  cross-examine  such  surety  as  to  any  matter  relating  to 
his  responsibility.  To  specify  in  what  particulars  the  examina- 
tion would  be  material  or  proper  is  useless,  since  each  case  must 
present  features  peculiar  to  itself.  The  only  object,  however,  is 
to  ascertain  the  responsibility  of  the  surety,  and  the  examination 
and  cross-examination  ought  to  be  confined  within  such  limits  as 
will  accomplish  the  object  in  view. 

An  affidavit  of  justification  by  sureties  may  be  in  the  following 
form: 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


JoIi°  Doe  /    Before  A.  B.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Watervliet, 

Richafd  Roe.  (  "^^  ^1^^°^  '"'"^^J- 


AiBAKT  CoTTirrT,  ss:  C.  D.  being  duly  sworn  says,  that  he  is  a  resident 
and  householder  (or  freeholder)  of  the  town  of  New  Scotland,  in  the 
Wait  11—45 
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county  of  Albany ;  that  he  is  worth  four  hundred  dollars  (douhle  the  sum 
recoverable)  over  all  his  debts  or  liabilities,  and  exclusive  of  property 
exempt  from  execution.  C.  D. 

Sworn  before  me,  this  13th  I 
day  of  December,  1864,     \ 

A.  B.,  Justice,  <&c. 

If  the  affidavit  is  offered,  and  the  plaintiff  is  satisfied  that  the 
surety  is  sufficient,  that  ought  to  dispose  of  the  question.  But 
the  justice  may  require  the  surety  to  submit  to  an  oral  examina- 
tion on  oath  by  the  plaintiff  if  he  desires  it.  That,  however,  is  a 
matter  entirely  discretionary  with  the  justice,  and  such  oral 
examination  will  not  be  required,  in  addition  to  the  affidavit, 
unless  the  justice  is  satisfied  that  justice  will  be  promoted  by  it. 

The  law  requires  every  person  to  act  with  promptness  in  legal 
proceedings,  or  to  submit  to  such  consequences  as  may  follow 
neglect.  And,  therefore,  the  statute  requires  a  defendant  to 
show  that  he  has  used  due  diligence  in  preparing  for  trial,  as  a 
condition  to  granting  a  second  or  further  adjournment.  What 
is  due  diligence  is  a  matter  which  depends  upon  circumstances. 
In  some  cases  certain  acts  would  clearly  be  using  due  diligence, 
while  under  other  circumstances  the  same  acts  would  be  con- 
strued to  be  gross  carelessness  and  neglect. 

If  at  the  time  of  joining  issue,  or  if  at  any  time  before  there  is 
an  opportunity  to  subpoena  a  material  witness,  he  is  absent  and 
beyond  the  reach  of  such  subpoena,  and  this  is  well  known  to 
both  parties,  or  to  the  defendant,  and  such  witness  is  to  remain 
absent  for  a  specified  time,  but  will  return  in  time  to  try  the 
cause  before  the  expiration  of  the  ninety  days  fixed  by  law,  the 
law  will  not  require  the  defendant  to  do  more  than  to  show  these 
facts  to  entitle  him  to  an  adjournment.  And  whenever  it  ai)pears 
that  no  diligence  would  secure  the  attendance  of  an  absent  wit- 
ness before  a  particular  time  which  has  not  yet  elapsed,  nothing 
more  is  required  than  to  show  that  the  defendant  has  taken 
prompt  action  in  ascertaining  whether  the  witness  could  be  pro- 
cured. So  if  a  witness  is  dangerously  sick,  so  that  he  could  not 
possibly  be  procured  as  a  witness  on  the  adjourned  day,  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  subpoena  such  witness,  even  though  he  may 
be  within  reach  of  the  subpoena.  In  such  cases  the  court  is 
governed  by  the  principle  that  impossibilities  are  not  required. 
And  whenever  it  appears  that  the  defendant  has  taken  the  most 
effective  means,  or  such  reasonable  means  as  may  be  in  his 
power,  to  procure  his  witnesses,  that  will  be  due  diligence. 
Good  faith  and  an  honest  and  practical  effort  to  be  ready  for 
trial  is  what  the  law  demands,  and  when  this  is  shown  the  law 
will  be  satisfied.  But  when  a  witness  might  readily  have  been 
subpoenaed  in  due  time,  and  this  has  been  neglected,  or  when  a 
defendant  takes  no  steps  whatever  to  prepare  for  trial,  or  when 
he  commences  to  act  at  so  late  a  day  that  his  efforts  are  unavail- 
ing, when  an  earlier  and  a  reasonable  attention  to  the  mattei 
would  have  secured  the  attendance  of  his  witness,  he  cannot  be 
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said  to  have  used  due  diligence.  Still  a  defendant  may  some- 
times have  a  reasonable  excuse  for  his  delay.  He  may  have 
made  reasonable  inquiries,  and  have  failed  to  ascertain  the  ex- 
istence of  facts  which  subsequently  came  to  light,  or  he  may 
have  received  erroneous  impressions  from  mistaken  or  false  repre- 
sentations made  by  others  to  whom  he  has  properly  apijlied  for  in- 
formation as  to  facts  of  which  he  himself  had  no  knowledge.  In 
such  cases,  the  justice  will  determine  whether  the  acts  done  are 
not  due  diligence  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute. 
And  if  he  is  satisfied  that  the  defendant  has  thus  used  due  dili- 
gence, it  is  always  better  to  grant  the  adjournment  upon  such 
terms  as  may  be  just  to  both  parties.  The  extreme  views  which 
will  usually  be  urged  are  two  in  number.  One  side  will  insist 
that  the  utmost  possible  diligence  must  be  observed,  while  the 
other  side  will  claim  that  any  convenient  acts  which  he  may 
have  done  are  sufficient  to  constitute  due  diligence.  Neither  of 
these  extreme  views  are  such  as  the  law  contemplates,  and  neither 
of  them  will  be  apt  to  receive  the  sanction  of  an  intelligent 
justice.  See  Pmvers  v.  Lookwood,  9  Johns.,  133 ;  JEaston  v.  Coe,  2 
Johns.,  383. 

There  was  formerly  a  ground  on  which  an  adjournment  might 
have  been  refused  under  certain  circumstances.  As  when  one 
party  had  seen  the  account  of  the  other,  but  refused  to  exhibit 
his  own  to  the  opposite  party.  Vol.  I,  40,  %  69 ;  and  see  Harring- 
ton V.  Ensign,  11  Wend.,  554.  This  section,  however,  is  of  little 
practical  importance  now,  as  either  party  has  it  in  his  power  to 
require  a  bill  of  particulars  if  he  takes  the  necessary  steps  for 
that  purpose.  Ante,  320;  and  Code,  §  64,  sub.  14. 

What  is  a  ground  of  adjournment.'\  The  principal  reason  why 
an  adjournment  is  required,  is  that  the  proper  evidence  may  be 
procured  in  time  for  the  trial  of  the  action. 

The  most  common  ground  for  postponing  a  cause,  is  the 
absence  of  a  material  witness,  and  the  statute  makes  this  a  suffi- 
cient cause  for  an  adjournment.  Yol.  1, 47  to  49,  §§  59,  64,  65,  66. 
So,  when  a  commission  is  taken  out  by  either  party,  the  cause  may 
be  adjourned  for  a  time  not  exceeding  the  usual  limits  of  ninety 
days  from  joining  issue.  Vol.  I,  68,  >§  170.  So,  when  a  material 
witness  refuses  to  be  sworn,  or  being  sworn  refuses  to  answer 
proper  questions,  this  is  a  good  ground  of  adjournment.  Vol.  I, 
72,  %  206.  But  besides  the  cases  mentioned  in  the  statute, 
there  are  other  instances  when  an  adjournment  may  properly  be 
granted.  See  ante,  338. 

When  a  defendant  is  too  sick  to  be  able  to  attend  the  trial, 
and  it  is  important  that  he  should  be  present  as  a  witness  or 
otherwise,  this  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  an  adjournment,  since  it 
would  be  a  good  cause  for  postponing  a  trial  at  a  circuit,  and  a 
justice  has  all  necessary  powers.  Vol.  I,  37,  <§,  1. 

Sickness  of  a  child  or  other  member  of  a  defendant's  family, 
is  equally  a  good  cause.  Rose  v.  Stuyvesant,  8  Johns.,  426.  The 
case  just  cited  was  where  the  application  for  postponement  was 


356  ADJOURNMENTS. 

made  on  tlie  return  of  process,  when  the  justice  had  a  discre- 
tionary right  to  postpone.  But  justice  aud  humanity  require  an 
adjournment  in  favor  of  a  defeudaut  when  severe  or  dangerous 
illness  in  his  family  requires  it.  It  was  held  in  one  case  that  the 
absence  of  the  defendant's  counsel  was  not  sufficient  to  authorize 
the  demand  of  an  adjournment  as  a  matter  of  right.  Eanney  v. 
Gioynne,  3  B.  D.  Smith,  59.  But  the  unexpected  illuess  or 
absence  of  the  defendant's  attorney  or  counsel  is  a  good  and 
reasonable  cause  for  postponing  the  trial,  especially  if  the  cause 
is  an  important  one.  Hayley  v.  Grant,  Say.,  63 ;  Anon.,  2  Salk., 
645. 

The  reason  why  counsel  was  not  present  must  be  shown,  or  a 
sufficient  cause  will  not  be  shown.  PostY.  Wright,!  Games,,  Ml; 
Sayer  v.  Finck,  2  Oaines,  336;  Fourdrinier  v.  Bradbury,  3  Barn. 
&  Aid.,  328.  And  whenever  the  defendant  has  early  notice  that 
Ms  counsel  will  not  be  able  to  be  present  at  the  trial,  and  there 
is  sufficient  opportunity  to  procure  other  counsel  in  season, 
there  will  not  be  a  good  cause  for  postponement.  lb. 

Where  the  defendant  complies  with  the  statute  by  making 
sufficient  proof,  and  then  offers  proper  security,  he  may  demand 
an  adjournment  as  a  matter  of  right.  Beehnan  v.  Wright,  11 
Johns.,  442;  Hemstractv.  Youngs,  9  Johns.,  364;  BelshatvY.  Colie, 
1  E.  D.  Smith,  213.  The  justice  has  no  right  to  refuse  an  ad- 
journment because  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  costs  incurred 
in  consequence  of  a  prior  adjournment,  nor  because  he  refuses  to 
pay  the  justice  for  his  services  in  drawing  a  bond  in  the  cause. 
lb.  And  if  the  justice  should  refuse  to  adjourn  the  cause  on 
such  grounds,  he  would  render  himself  liable  to  an  indictment. 
People  V.  Calhoun,  3  Wend.,  420. 

How  long  adjournment  should  be  granted']  When  the  adjourn- 
ment is  made  by  the  consent  of  parties,  it  may  be  for  such 
length  of  time  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  parties.  And  when 
a  witness  refuses  to  be  sworn  or  to  answer  proper  questions,  the 
time  is  not  limited,  unless  it  be  that  it  shall  be  continued  until 
the  witness  is  sworn,  or  answers,  or  becomes  dead  or  insane. 
But,  in  ordinary  cases,  the  cause  cannot  be  adjourned  for  a  time 
exceeding  ninety  days  from  the  joining  of  issue. 

Within  those  limits  the  justice  may  adjourn  a  cause  for  such 
time  as  to  him  seems  proper  and  right.  If  the  witnesses  all 
reside  near  the  place  of  trial,  and  none  of  the  witnesses  are 
absent,  a  short  time  will  be  the  most  reasonable  one.  If,  how- 
ever, a  part  of  the  witnesses,  or  all  of  them,  reside  at  a  distance, 
or  if  some  of  them  are  absent  so  that  their  attendance  cannot  be 
procured  under  some  time,  it  is  advisable  to  put  off  the  trial  to 
such  time  as  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  will  enable  their  attend- 
ance to  be  secured.  So  much  depends  upon  circumstances,  and 
so  much  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  justice  in  this  particular, 
that  no  general  rule  can  be  laid  down,  unless  it  should  be,  that 
the  justice  should  be  careful  to  give  both  sides  a  reasonable 
opportunity  to  procure  all  material  witnesses. 
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Adjournment  in  warrant  cases.]  The  statute  is  explicit  as  to  the 
cases  in  which  adjournments  shall  be  granted,  in  actions  com- 
menced by  .warrant  or  short  summons.  Vol.  I,  48,  '^<^  60, 61,  62,  63, 
Id,  75,  §  214.  When  a  suit  is  commenced  by  a  warrant,  or  a  short 
summons  in  favor  of  a  non-resident  plaintiff,  the  first  adjourn- 
ment cannot  be  for  more  than  twelve,  or  for  less  than  three 
days,  unless  the  parties  otherwise  agree.  lb.,  48,  §  63. 

There  may  be  an  adjournment  by  consent  as  in  other  cases. 
Vol.  I,  48,  §  60,  sub.  1. 

k  So  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  an  adjournment  on  making  oath 
that  he  has  a  good  defense  to  the  action,  and  that  he  is  not  ready 
to  proceed  to  the  trial.  Ih.,  sub.  2.  But  the  adjournment  cannot 
be  granted,  if  the  plaintiff  has  witnesses  present,  and  such  plain- 
tiff desires  to  have  their  examination  taken,  unless  such  defendant 
will  consent  that  such  witnesses  may  be  examined  on  oath  by  the 
justice,  and  the  testimony  reduced  to  writing,  for  the  purpose  of 
using  it  at  the  trial.  li.,  sub.  2. 

The  examination  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


"^"^sf  °^  /   Before  A.  B.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Watervliet, 

Eichafd'  Eoe.         \  ii  Albany  county. 


Albany  Couktt  ss:  This  suit  having  been  commenced  by  a  warrant 
(or  a  short  summons),  in  favor  of  the  said  John  Doe  a  non-resident  plain- 
tiff, and  the  said  defendant  having  requested  an  adjournment  of  the  said 
cause,  the  plaintiff  produced  C.  D.,  a  witness  attending  on  behalf  of  said 
plaintiff,  /  and  desired  that  his  examination  should  be  taken  pursuant  to  the 
statute.  And  the  said  C.  D.,  being  duly  sworn  says,  on  his  direct  examina- 
tion, as  follows :  ( insert  the  evidence. )  And  on  his  cross-examination,  the 
said  C.  D.,  says :  ( insert  the  evidence.)  C.  D. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  this  ) 
15th  day  of  December,  1864,         ] 

A.  B.,  Justice,  &c. 

If  the  witness  is  re-examined,  or  further  cross-examined  state 
that  fact  in  connection  with  the  other  evidence. 

The  certificate  of  the  justice  should  be  written  at  the  foot  of 

the  evidence,  or  indorsed  upon  it,  as  follows : 

I  certify  that  C.  D.  was  sworn  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
in  attendance  at  the  time  of  joining  issue  in  the  said  cause,  on  the  1 5th  day  of 
December,  1864,  and  that  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  and  by  the  consent 
of  the  defendant,  the  said  C.  D.,  did  testify  as  a  witness  to  the  facts  stated 
and  contained  in  said  affidavit. 

E.  F.,  Justice,  &o. 

When  the  cause  is  adjourned  by  the  defendant,  he  must  give 
proper  security  or  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  constable  during 
the  time  of  the  adjournment.  Vol.  I,  48,  §  61. 

If  adjourned  by  consent  of  both  parties,  or  on  motion  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  is  to  be  discharged  from  custody,  but  the 
cause  is  not  thereby  discontinued.  Vol,  I,  48,  <^  62 ;  Pope  v.  Hart, 
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35  Barb.,  630 ;  ^S'.  C,  23  How.,  215.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an 
adjournment  by  showing  on  oath,  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed 
to  trial  for  want  of  some  material  witness  or  testimony.  Vol.  I, 
48  ^  60,  sub.  3. 

The  first  adjournment  must  be  for  a  time  not  less  than  three 
nor  more  than  twelve  days,  as  has  been  seen.  But  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  further  adjournments  if  necessary,  as  in  other  cases. 
Vol.  I,  48,  §  65. 

An  adjournment  may  be  granted  for  the  purpose  of  issuing  a 
commission  to  take  the  evidence  of  an  absent  or  a  foreign  witness.. 
Vol.  I,  67,  68,  <^§  169,  170;  Parmelee  v.  Thom2)son,  7  Hill,  77; 
Eaton  V.  North,  7  Barb.,  631. 

When  adjournment  may  ie  refused.']  A  justice  may  refuse  an 
adjournment  when  the  proof  is  not  sufScient  to  authorize  it,  or 
when  no  bond  is  given  if  required,  even  if  the  proof  is  sufficient. 
So  it  may  be  refused  when  the  application  is  evidently  made  in 
bad  faith,  and  for  the  mere  purpose  of  delay.  Ante,  340,  341,  348. 

So,  in  some  cases,  an  admission  by  the  plaintiff  Avill  dispense 
with  the  necessity  for  an  adjournment.  In  one  case  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  admit  what  was  expected  to  be  proved  by  a  specified 
absent  witness,  and  the  statement  was  reduced  to  writing  by  the 
justice,  and  the  defendant  acceded  to  this  agreement.  But  he 
subsequently  refused  to  abide  by  it,  and  demanded  an  adjourn- 
ment, which  was  refused  by  the  justice,  and  this  held  to  be  proper. 
Brill  V.  Lord,  14  Johns.,  341.  The  admission,  however,  must  be 
that  the  facts  stated  are  true,  for  it  will  be  no  answer  to  the 
application  to  say  that  the  absent  witness  will  testify  to  the  pro- 
posed state  of  facts.  People  v.  Yermilyea,  7  Oow.,  369. 

When  an  adjournment  is  a  discontinuance  of  the  action.]  The 
general  rule  is  that  an  irregular  or  an  illegal  adjournment  is  a 
discontinuance  of  the  action.  The  cases  relating  to  this  point 
are  very  numerous,  and  some  of  them  will  be  noticed  hereafter, 
by  way  of  illustrating  what  constitutes  such  irregularity.  It  is 
proper  in  this  place  to  correct  an  erroneous  statement  which  is 
frequently  made,  and  it  is  also  sometimes  found  in  the  books. 
That  statement  is,  that  an  irregular  adjournment  will  render  void 
any  judgment  which  may  be  subsequently  rendered  against  the  ' 
party  objecting,  or  non-appearing.  This  statement  is  not  correct, 
for  the  judgment  in  such  cases  is  merely  erroneous,  and  therefore 
reversible  upon  an  appeal,  but  it  is  not  void,  nor  can  it  be  im- 
peached in  an  j^  manner  except  by  an  appeal.  Horton  v.  Auchmoody, 
1  Wend.,  200;  Hard  v.  Shipman,  6  Barb.,  621;  Humphrey  v. 
Persons,  23  Barb.,  314;  Stanton  v.  Schell,  3  Sandf.,  323;  B'lvernois 
V.  Leavitt,  8  x^bb.,  60. 

The  principle  is  this,  when  the  justice  has  once  acquired  juris- 
diction of  the  subject  matter  and  of  the  person,  he  is  authorized 
to  proceed  with  the  action,  and,  though  subsequent  errors  com- 
mitted by  him  may  render  his  judgment  erroneous,  and  therefore 
reversible  on  an  appeal,  yet  no  such  judgment  will  be  held  to  be 
utterly  void.  Ih.    And  the  justice  and  the  constable  who  enforce 
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such  erroneous  judgment  will  be  protected  from  an  action  for 
any  acts  done  before  a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  lb.  As  illustra- 
tive of  judgments  which  are  erroneous,  but  not  void,  it  has  been 
held  that  a  second  adjournment  in  favor  of  a  plaintiff  is  erro- 
neous. Horton  v.  Aiichmoody,  7  Wend.,  200;  Proudfit  v.  Henmmi, 
8  Johns.,  391;  Payne  v.  Wheeler,  15  Johns.,  492;  Dunliam  v. 
Seyden,  7  Johns.,  381. 

So  of  a  second  adjournment  by  a  justice  on  his  own  motion, 
when  objection  was  made.  Gamage  v.  Law,  2  Johns.,  192 ;  Kilniore 
V.  Sudam,  7  Johns.,  529.  So  where  a  justice  held  open  a  cause 
for  a  long  time  after  the  trial  of  the  action  had  been  commenced. 
Cfreen  v.  Angel,  13  Johns.,  469 ;  Story  v.  Bishop,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
423;  Aberhall  v.  Boach,  11  How.,  95;  ;S'.  C,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  345; 
Redfield  v.  Florence,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  339.  So  an  adjournment  in 
favor  of  a  defendant,  without  proof  or  security,  when  that  course 
is  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff,  is  erroneous.  Peck  v.  Andrews,  32 
Barb.,  445.  So  an  adjournment  by  the  justice  in  the  absence  of 
the  parties  is  erroneous,  notwithstandiug  liie  parties  agreed  to 
such  an  adjournment  in  the  absence  of  the  justice,  provided  the 
parties  do  not  both  appear  at  the  subsequent  trial.  Kimball  v. 
Mack,  10  Wend.,  497;  Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb.,  530;  Belaud 
Y.  Richardson,  4  Denio,  95;  WiestY.  Gritsinger,  4  Johns.,  117. 
So  where  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  on  the  return  day,  or  an 
adjourned  day,  the  cause  cannot  be  adjourned,  but  must  be  dis- 
missed. Bailey  v.  Delaplaine,  1  Sandf.,  11 ;  Norris  v.  Bleakley,  3 
Abb.,  107;  S.  G.,  1  Hilt.,  90;  Sprague  v.  Shed,  9  Johns.,  140; 
Green  v.  Angel,  13  Johns.,  469.  So,  although  a  justice  may 
adjourn  a  cause  when  a  defendant  does  not  appear  on  the  return 
day  of  process,  yet  he  cannot  hold  the  cause  open  indefinitely. 
He  should  adjourn  to  a  day  certain,  and  if  he  does  not,  but  holds 
the  cause  open  indefinitely  for  four  days,  and  then  renders  judg- 
ment against  a  defendant  in  his  absence,  the  judgment  will  be 
erroneous.  Wilcox  v.  Glement,  4  Denio,  160.  So,  when  a  commis- 
sion is  issued  by  a  justice  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  evidence 
of  an  absent  witness,  the  cause  ought  to  be  adjourned  to  a  day 
certain,  and  it  is  irregular  to  hold  open  the  cause  indefinitely  for 
the  return  day  of  such  commission.  Allen  v.  Edwards,  3  Hill,  499. 

It  does  not  follow  as  of  com'se,  however,  that  every  erroneous 
adjournment  will  be  suflicient  cause  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 
Every  person  may  renounce  any  benefit  which  the  law  has  con- 
ferred upon  him.  Buel  v.  Trustees  of  Lockport,  3  Oomst.,  197; 
Baker  Y.  Br aman,  6  Hill,  47;  Gonkling  v.  King,  6  Seld.,  446; 
Broom's  Leg.  Max.,  444,  547.  And,  therefore,  if  the  party  who 
might  have  alleged  error  in  the  proceedings,  chooses  to  appear 
voluntarily  in  the  action  at  a  subsequent  trial  thereof,  and  to  pro- 
ceed therein  without  objection,  such  acts  will  be  a  waiver  of  the 
it-regularity,  and  the  judgment  will  be  regular  and  valid.  See 
tlie  foregoing  cases.  But  a  defendant  may  appear  and  offer  to 
proceed  with  the  cause  conditionally,  but  not  otherwise,  and  in 
that  case  the  condition  must  be  complied  with,  or  there  will  be 
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no  waiver  of  the  previous  irregularity.  Weeks  v.  Lyon,  18  Barb., 
530,  The  party  who  procures  au  irregular  adjournment  cannot 
allege  that  as  a  ground  of  error,  because  no  one  is  permitted  to 
take  advantage  of  his  own  wrongful  acts.  PecJc  v.  McAlpine,  3 
Oaines,  166. 

So  where  an  adjournment  was  irregularly  granted,  but  the 
defendant  subsequently  confessed  judgment,  this  was  held  to  be 
a  waiver  of  the  error.  Hill  v.  Downer,  11  Johns.,  461.  There 
may  be  a  waiver  of  any  irregularity  which  may  occur  in  the  pro- 
ceedings in  an  action.  And  this  waiver  may  be  express  or  implied, 
or  it  may  result  fi:om  the  acts  of  the  parties.  And  it  is  a  general 
rule  that  a  voluntary  appearance  and  participation  in  the  pro- 
ceedings in  an  action  without  objection,  after  an  irregularity 
committed,  will  be  a  waiver  of  the  error  and  will  render  the  sub- 
sequent judgment  valid.  And  it  will  not  make  any  difPerence  in 
what  manner  the  party  was  induced  to  proceed  in  the  action,  if 
there  was  no  fraud  in  procuring  his  attendance,  and  if  he  appeared 
and  proceeded  in  the  action  voluntarily.  And,  therefore,  the 
appearance  will  be  regular  and  the  waiver  complete,  whether  such 
party  appeared  at  the  request  of  the  opposite  party,  or  on  that 
of  the  justice,  or  voluntarily  on  his  own  motion. 


PART  VI. 

EVIDENCE. 

CHAPTER  I. 

GENERAL   PRINCIPLES. 
SECTION  I. 

PEBLIMINAKT    VIEW. 

That  wMch  is  legally  oifered  by  the  litigant  parties  to  induce 
a  jury  to  decide  for  or  against  the  party  alleging  such  facts,  as 
contradistinguished  from  all  comment  and  argument  on  the  sub- 
ject, falls  within  the  description  of  evidence.  When  such  evi- 
dence is  sufficient  to  produce  a  conviction  of  the  truth  of  the  fact 
to  be  established,  it  amounts  to  proof. 

But  the  parties  to  an  action  are  not  permitted  to  adduce  every 
description  of  evidence  which,  according  to  their  own  notions, 
may  be  supposed  to  elucidate  the  matter  in  dispute ;  if  such  a 
latitude  were  permitted,  evidence  might  frequently  be  brought 
forward,  which  would  lead  rather  to  error  than  to  truth,  the 
attention  of  the  court  or  jury  might  be  diverted  by  the  introduc- 
tion of  irrelevant  or  immaterial  evidence,  and  the  investigation 
extended  to  a  most  inconvenient  length.  In  order  to  guard 
against  these  evils,  the  law  has  provided  certain  rules  for  limiting 
and  regulating  the  admissibility  of  evidence.  Some  of  these 
rules  are  statutory  enactments,  but  the  great  majority  of  them 
are  judicial  decisions,  which  are  founded  upon  convenience  and 
the  promotion  of  justice. 

When  evidence  is  offered  by  either  party,  on  the  trial  of  a 
cause,  it  is  the  province  of  the  justice  to  decide  as  to  its  admissi- 
bility, and  with  this  question  a  jury  have  nothing  whatever  to  do. 
It  is  their  duty  to  weigh  and  pass  upon  such  evidence  as  shall  be 
submitted  to  them,  under  the  decision  of  the  court. 

Atrial  by  jury  is  much  favored  by  many  persons,  a^dit  has 
some  advantages  which  are  calculated  to  commend  it  to  public 
favor,  especially  in  actions  for  torts,  or  those  in  which  questions 
of  fraud  are  involved.  It  is  obvious  that  the  experience  which 
would  best  enable  those  whose  duty  it  is  to  decide  on  matters  of 
fact,  arising  out  of  the  concerns  and  dealings  of  society,  to  dis- 
charge that  duty,  must  be  that  which  results,  and  which  can  only 
result,  from  an  intimate  intercourse  with  society,  and  an  actual 
knowledge  of  the  habits  and  dealings  of  mankind ;  and  that  the 
reasoning  faculties  best  adapted  to  apply  such  knowledge  and 
experience  to  the  best  advantage  in  the  investigation  of  a  doubt- 
Wait        46 
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ful  state  of  facts,  are  the  natural  powers  of  strong  and  vigorous 
minds,  unencumbered  and  unfettered  by  the  technical  and  arti- 
ficial rules  by  which  permanent  tribunals  would  be  apt  to  regulate 
their  decisions. 

For  the  finding  of  a  verdict,  in  every  issue,  it  is  essential,  in 
the  first  place,  to  knoA\r  what  facts,  when  proved,  will  satisfy  the 
issue  in  point  of  law ;  and  secondly,  to  inquire  whether  such  facts 
have  been  proved.  There  are  cases  in  which  both  questions  are 
submitted  to  the  jury  on  the  trial  of  actions  in  justices'  courts. 
But  when  the  question  submitted  to  them  is  merely  a  question 
of  fact,  and  the  court  decides  the  questions  of  law,  the  office  of 
the  jury  is  then  confined  to  the  questions  of  fact,  and  their  duty 
is  to  ascertain  the  existence  of  facts,  by  means  of  the  judgment 
which  they  form  of  the  credibility  of  witnesses,  and  by  the  in- 
ferences which  they  make  from  the  circumstances  submitted  to 
their  consideration.  For  the  due  discharge  of  this  important 
function,  they  are  supposed  to  be  peculiarly  well  qualified  by  their 
experience  of  the  conduct,  affairs  and  dealings  of  mankind,  and 
the  manners  and  customs  of  society.  In  this  respect,  and  to  this 
extent,  the  law  confides  implicitly  in  their  knowledge,  experience, 
discretion  and  integrity.  In  relation  to  proofs,  the  law  provides 
that  the  jury  shall  not  be  misled  or  deceived  by  irrelevant  or  ille- 
gal evidence,  by  providing  rules  for  its  exclusion ;  and  having 
done  this,  the  rest  is  left  to  the  conscience  and  discretion  of  the 
jury.  And  so  strongly  is  this  rule  enforced,  that  it  is  the  settled 
practice  of  the  courts  not  to  interfere  with  the  finding  of  a  jury 
upon  a  question  of  fact,  unless  the  verdict  Is  manifestly  a  per- 
verse one,  or  is  the  result  of  fraud  or  misconduct  of  some  kind,  or 
is  clearly  contrary  to  the  evidence. 

The  means  which  the  law  employs  for  investigating  a  past 
transaction  are  those  which  are  resorted  to  by  mankind  for  simi- 
lar, but  extra-judicial  purposes.  These  are  the  best,  usually  the 
only,  means  of  inquiry,  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  a  jury  forms 
a  tribunal  so  well  qualified  to  judge  of  mere  matters  of  fact ;  for, 
subject  to  certain  exceptions,  they  decide  a  cause,  upon  the  evi- 
dence by  the  aid  of  experience  and  reason,  as  they  would  do  on 
any  extra-judicial  occasion.  With  these  general  principles  the 
law  can  interfere  in  two  ways  only :  either  by  excluding  or  re- 
straining mere  natural  evidence  by  the  application  of  artificial  tests 
of  truth,  or  by  annexing  an  artificial  effect  to  evidence,  beyond 
that  which  it  would  otherwise  possess.  Hence  it  is  that  the  great 
principles  of  evidence  may  be  reduced  to  three  classes,  comprising : 

1st.  The  principles  of  evidence  which  depend  on  ordinary  expe- 
rience and  natural  reason,  independently  of  any  artificial  rules 
of  law. 

2d.  The  artificial  principles  of  law,  which  operate  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  natural  evidence,  by  prescribing  tests  of  admissibility,  and 
which  may  properly  be  called  the  excluding  principles  of  law. 

3d.  The  principles  of  law  which  either  create  artificial  modes 
of  evidence,  or  annex  an  artificial  effect  to  mere  natural  evidence. 
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In  the  first  place,  it  rarely  if  ever  happens  that  a  jury,  or  other 
tribunal,  whose  business  it  is  to  decide  upon  a  matter  of  fact,  can 
do  so  by  means  of  their  own  actual  observation.  It  is  obvious 
that  when  inquiry  is  to  be  made  into  the  circumstances  of  a  past 
transaction,  before  a  jury,  inforiuation  must  be  derived,  for  the 
most  part,  from  the  same  source,  and  must  be  judged  of  and 
estimated,  to  a  great  extent,  by  the  same  rules  that  would  be 
resorted  to  and  applied  by  an  individual  whose  business  or  whose 
interest  it  was,  in  the  course  of  human  events,  to  institute  such 
an  inquiry.  What,  then,  are  the  means  to  which  a  person  inte- 
rested in  such  an  inquiry  into  a  past  transaction  would  naturally 
resort  ?  He  would,  in  the  first  place,  ascertain  what  witnesses  were 
present  at  the  transaction,  and  would  obtain  all  the  information 
which  they  could  supply.  If  none  were  present,  or  none  could 
be  found  from  whom  he  could  obtain  immediate  intelligence,  he 
would  procure  information  from  others,  who,  although  they  had 
not  actual  personal  knowledge  of  the  fact,  had  yet  derived  in- 
formation on  the  subject,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  from  others 
who  possessed  or  had  acquired  and  communicated  such  their 
knowledge,  either  orally  or  in  writing.  Again,  in  the  absence 
of  other  information  on  the  subject,  he  would  endeavor  carefully 
to  ascertain  the  circumstances  which  accompanied  the  transaction 
and  had  such  a  connection  with  it  as  enabled  him  to  draw  his 
own  conclusions  on  the  subject  of  inquiry. 

In  short,  when  knowledge  cannot  be  acquired,  by  means  of 
actual  and  personal  observation,  there  are  but  two  modes  by 
which  the  existence  of  a  by-gone  fact  can  be  ascertained. 

1st.  By  information  derived,  either  immediately  or  mediately, 
&om  those  who  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact;  or, 

2d.  By  means  of  inferences  or  conclusions  drawn  from  other 
facts  connected  with  the  principal  fact  which  can  be  suflflciently 
established. 

In  the  first  case,  the  inference  is  founded  on  a  principle  of  faith 
in  human  veracity,  sanctioned  by  experience.  In  the  second,  the 
conclusion  is  one  derived  by  the  aids  of  experience  and  reason 
from  the  connection  between  the  facts  which  are  known  and  those 
which  are  unknown.  In  each  case,  the  inference  is  made  by  virtue 
of  previous  experience  of  the  connection  between  the  known  and 
the  disputed  facts,  although  the  grounds  of  such  inference  in  the 
two  cases  materially  differ.  All  evidence  thus  derived,  whether 
immediately  or  mediately,  from  such  as  have  had,  or  are  sup- 
posed to  have  had,  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact,  may  not 
improperly  be  termed  direct  evidence ;  whilst  that  which  is  derived 
merely  from  collateral  circumstances  may  be  termed  indirect  or 
inferential  evidence.  It  is  obvious  that  the  means  of  indirect 
proof  must  usually  be  supplied  by  direct  proof;  for  no  inference 
can  be  drawn  from  any  collateral  facts  until  those  facts  have 
themselves  been  first  satisfactorily  established,  either  by  actual 
observation,  or  information  derived  from  others  who  have  derived 
their  knowledge  from  such  observation. 
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Such,  then,  being  the  ordinary  sources  of  evidence,  what  are 
the  excluding  principles  which  restrain  the  admission  of  evidence? 
As  juries  must  decide  by  the  aid  of  the  same  geueral  principles 
of  belief  on  which  any  individual  would  act  who  was  desirous  of 
satisfying  himself  by  inquiry  as  to  the  truth  of  any  particular 
fact,  and  as  any  individual  inquirer  would  not  think  it  necessary 
to  limit  himself  to  any  particular  rules,  why  should  the  evidence 
to  be  submitted  to  a  jury  be  limited  or  affected  by  any  technical 
rules  ? 

The  answer  is,  that  the  law  interferes  for  two  purposes :  first, 
in  order  to  provide  more  certain  tests  of  truth  than  can  be  pro- 
vided, or,  indeed,  than  are  necessary,  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
affairs,  and  thereby  exclude  all  weaker  evidence  to  which  such 
tests  are  inapplicable,  and  which,  if  generally  admitted,  would 
be  more  likely  to  mislead  than  to  answer  the  purposes  of 
truth ;  and,  in  the  next  place,  to  annex  an  artificial  eft'ect  to  par- 
ticular evidence,  which  would  not  otherwise  belong  to  it,  on 
grounds  of  general  policy  and  convenience. 

The  great  i)rinciple  on  which  the  law  proceeds  in  laying  down 
rules  of  an  exclusive  operation  is,  not  to  alter  the  value  and  effect 
of  evidence  in  the  investigation  of  truth ;  that  would  be  absurd, 
especially  where  the  tribunal  invested  with  the  power  of  decision 
consists  of  jurors  selected  from  the  great  body  of  the  people,  who, 
being  unskilled  in  technical  rules  and  unaccustomed  to  judicial 
habits,  must  necessarily  decide  by  the  aid  of  their  own  experience 
of  things  and  the  natural  power  of  their  reason,  by  principles  on 
which  they  would  act  in  the  affairs  of  ordinary  life  ;  on  the  con- 
trary, one  great  object  of  the  law  is  to  aid  the  natural  powers  of 
decision,  by  adding  to  the  weight  and  cogency  of  th«  evidence 
on  which  a  jury  is  to  act. 

An  other  great  object  is,  to  prevent  the  reception  of  evidence 
which,  in  its  general  operation,  would  injure  the  cause  of  truth, 
by  its  tendency  to  distract  the  attention  of  a  jury,  or  even  to 
mislead  them. 

The  necessity  for  resorting  to  superior  tests  of  truths,  the  effect 
of  which  is  to  exclude  evidence  not  warranted  by  those  tests,  is 
founded  on  the  apprehension  that  the  evidence  on  which  an  indi- 
vidual in  the  ordinary  transactions  of  life  might  safely  rely,  could 
not,  without  the  additional  sanction  of  such  tests,  be  safely  relied 
upon,  or  even  admitted,  in  judicial  investigations.  For,  in  the 
first  place,  in  the  ordinary  business  of  life,  neither  so  many 
temptations  occur,  nor  are  so  many  opportunities  afforded  for 
practicing  deceit,  as  in  the  course  of  judicial  investigations,  where 
property,  reputation,  liberty,  even  life  itself,  are  so  frequently  at 
stake ;  in  the  common  business  of  life,  each  individual  uses  his 
own  discretion  with  whom  he  shall  deal  and  to  whom  he  shall 
trust ;  he  has  not  only  the  sanction  of  general  reputation  and 
character  for  the  confidence  which  he  reposes,  but  slight  circum- 
stances, and  even  vague  reports,  are  sulficient  to  awake  his  sus- 
picion and  distrust,  and  place  him  on  his  guard;  and  \-. Lijre 
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doubt  has  been  excited,  lie  may  suspend  his  judgment  till,  by 
extended  and  repeated  inquiries,  doubt  is  removed.  In  judicial 
inquiries  it  is  far  otherwise ;  the  character  of  a  witness  cannot 
easily  be  subjected  to  minute  investigation ;  the  nature  of  the 
proceeding  usually  excludes  the  benefit  which  might  result  from 
an  extended  and  protracted  inquiry,  and  a  jury  are  under  the 
necessity  of  forming  their  conclusions  on  a  very  limited  and 
imperfect  knowledge  of  the  real  character  of  the  witnesses  on 
whose  testimony  they  are  called  on  to  decide. 

It  has  been  truly  observed,  that  there  is  a  general  tendency 
among  mankind  to  speak  the  truth,  for  it  is  easier  to  state  the 
truth  than  to  invent ;  the  former  requires  simply  an  exertion  of 
the  memory,  whilst  to  give  false  assertions  the  semblance  of  truth 
is  a  work  of  difficulty.  It  is  equally  apparent  that  the  suspicion 
of  mankind  would  usually  depend  on  their  ordinary  experience  of 
human  veracity ;  if  truth  were  always  spoken,  no  one  would  ever 
suspect  an  other  of  falsity,  but  if  he  were  frequently  deceived,  he 
would  frequently  suspect.  Hence  it  is  that  jurors,  sitting  in 
judgment,  would  usually  be  inclined  to  repose  a  higher  degree 
of  confidence  in  ordinary  testimony  than  would  justly  be  due  to 
it  in  the  absence  of  peculiar  guards  against  deceit ;  for  as  the 
temptations  to  deceive  by  false  evidence  in  judicial  inquiries  are 
far  greater  than  those  which  occur  in  the  course  of  the  ordinary 
transactions  of  life,  they  would  be  apt  to  place  the  same  reli- 
ance on  the  testimony  offered  to  them  as  jurors,  to  which  they 
would  have  trusted  in  ordinary  cases,  and  would  consequently,  in 
many  instances,  overvalue  such  evidence.  The  law,  therefore, 
wisely  requires  that  the  evidence  should  be  of  the  purest  and 
most  satisfactory  kind  which  the  circumstances  admit  of,  and 
that  it  should  be  warranted  by  the  most  weighty  and  solemn 
sanctions. 

Evidence  may  be  conveniently  divided  into  two  classes :  1st. 
Direct,  which  consists  in  the  testimony,  whether  immediately  or 
mediately,  derived  from  those  who  had  actual  knowledge  of  the 
principal  or  disputed  fact ;  or,  2d.  Indirect,  or  inferential  evidence, 
where  an  inference  is  made  as  to  the  truth  of  the  disputed  fact, 
not  by  means  of  the  actual  knowledge  which  any  witness  had  of 
the  fact,  but  from  collateral  facts  ascertained  by  competent  means. 

Direct  or  testimonial  evidence,  again,  is  either  immediate,  that 
is,  where  a  witness  states  his  own  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact, 
or  mediate,  where  the  information  is  communicated,  not  immedi- 
ately by  the  party  who  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact,  but 
from  him  through  the  intermediate  testimony  of  one  or  more 
witnesses. 

Competent  e\ddence  is  such  evidence  as  the  law  adjudges  to  be 
admissible  when  oflfered  by  either  party.  Incompetent  evidence  is 
such  as  is  rejected  by  the  law  as  inadmissible.  Competency  may 
relate  to  the  person  of  the  witness  offered,  or  it  may  relate  to  the 
character  of  the  evidence  itself.  Some  persons  are  by  law  incom- 
petent to  be  sworn,  and  therefore  they  cannot  give  competent  evi- 
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dence.  Again,  the  law  in  some  cases  excludes  certain  kinds  of 
evidence,  and  requires  some  particular  character  of  evidence  to 
render  it  either  admissible  or  available,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  which  requires  certain  agreements  to  be  in 
writing.  Where  that  statute  requires  a  written  agreement,  proof 
of  a  parol  agreement  would  be  incompetent  evidence. 

So  when  a  contract  is  reduced  to  writing,  the  writing  itself  is 
the  competent  evidence  of  its  contents,  while  parol  evidence 
thereof  would  be  incompetent  evidence. 

Credible  evidence  is  sxich  evidence  as  is  worthy  of  belief.  In 
determining  what  credit  is  due  to  a  witness,  or  to  particular  kinds 
of  evidence,  much  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  a  jury,  who  must 
decide  that  question  upon  all  the  circumstances  before  them. 

A  witness  may  be  com/petent,  and  therefore  admissible  as  a  wit- 
ness, while  his  statements  may  be  utterly  unworthy  of  credit  on 
account  of  his  character.  In  such  a  case  his  evidence  is  compe- 
tent, but  it  is  not  credible. 

Evidence  is  relevant  when  it  bears  upon  any  of  the  issues  to 
be  tried,  or  when  it  bears  upon  any  question  which  is  to  be  deter- 
mined upon  the  evidence.  Evidence  is  irrelevant  when  it  does 
not  bear  upon  any  such  issue  or  question.  Evidence  may  be 
relevant  and  therefore  admissible,  and  yet  it  may  be  of  very  little 
value  or  importance  to  the  cause. 

Cumulative  evidence  is  such  as  augments  or  increases  in  quan- 
tity and  kind.  If  six  witnesses  have  sworn  in  a  similar  manner 
in  relation  to  a  particular  transaction,  it  would  be  cumulative 
evidence  to  call  several  others  to  the  same  point. 

Conclusive  evidence  is  such  as  does  not  admit  of  explanation 
or  contradiction.  It  is  evidence,  which  of  itself,  whether  con- 
tradicted or  uncontradicted,  explained  or  unexplained,  is  sufficient 
to  determine  the  matter  at  issue.  A  record,  unless  impeached 
for  fraud,  is  an  instance  of  conclusive  evidence. 

Satisfactory  evidence,  is  that  amount  of  proof,  which  ordinarily 
satisfies  an  unprejudiced  mind,  beyond  reasonable  doubt.  If  evi- 
dence is  admissible,  its  sufficiency  is  always  a  question  for  the 
jury,  or  a  justice  when  he  sits  in  their  place. 

SECTION  II. 

MATTERS   JUDICIALLT   NOTICED,    WITHOUT    PROOF. 

There  are  some  things  of  which  every  court  takes  judicial  notice 
without  evidence  to  prove  their  existence  or  their  extent  or 
validity.  Courts  are  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  existence  of  all 
general  statutes.  Browne  v.  Svqfleld,  8  Barb.,  239;  Methodist 
Church  V.  FicTcett,  5  E.  P.  Smith,  482  ;  People  v.  HerUmer,  4  Cow., 
345.  And  of  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  and  the  decisions  of 
the  superior  courts,  without  any  proof  whatever  upon  the  subject. 

Courts  also  take  notice  of  the  territorial  extent  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion and  sovereignty  exercised  de  facto,  by  their  own  government, 
and  of  the  local  divisions  of  their  country  into  states,  provinces, 
counties,  cities,  towns,  local  parishes  and  the  like,  so  far  as  t^e 
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political  government  is  concerned  or  affected.  People  v.  Breese, 
7  Cow.,  429 ;  Chapman  v.  Wilber,  6  Hill,  475 ;  Branson  v.  Glea- 
son,  7  Barb.,  472.  And  of  the  relative  positions  of  such  local 
divisions,  but  not  of  their  precise  boundaries,  farther  than  may 
be  described  in  public  statutes,  but  courts  do  not  take  judicial 
notice  that  particular  places  are,  or  are  not,  within  particular 
counties.  Brunt  v.  Thompson,  2  Ad.  &  E.  N.  S.,  789.  They  will 
also  recognize  judicially  who  are  public  oflScers,  or  officers  of  the 
court,  such  as  attorneys.  People  v.  Nevins,  1  Hill,  154 ;  or  sheriffs, 
or  county  or  town  clerks,  or  county  judges  and  other  public  offi- 
cers who  are  elected  or  appointed,  and  act  under  a  general  statute 
or  law.  Judicial  notice  is  also  taken  of  the  common  and  ordinary 
modes  of  transacting  commercial  business,  Bronson  v.  Wiman,  10 
Barb.,  406  ;  8.  O.,  4  Seld.,  182  ;  and  that  certain  rivers  are  public 
highways.  Browne  v.  Scofleld,  8  Barb.,  239.  But  our  courts  do 
not  take  judicial  notice  of  foreign  laws,  which  must  be  proved 
like  other  facts.  Thompson  v.  Ketcham,  8  Johns.,  189  ;  Francis  v. 
Ocean  Ins.  Co.,  6  Oow.,  404,  429 ;  Lincoln  v.  Battelle,  6  Wend., 
475  ;  Dollfus  v.  Frosch,  1  Denio,  367  ;  Monroe  v.  Douglass,  1  Seld., 
447.  ISTor  do  they  take  judicial  notice  of  the  laws  of  other  states, 
if  they  differ  from  the  common  law.  Hosford  v.  Nichols,  1  Paige, 
220 ;  Holmes  v.  Broughton,  10  Wend.,  75.  Nor  of  the  regulations 
of  the  canal  commissioners ;  Palmer  v.  Aldridge,  16  Barb.,  131 ; 
nor  of  the  by-laws  of  corporate  bodies ;  Harlcer  v.  Mayor,  Sec, 
17  Wend.,  199  ;  nor  of  matters  which  happen  to  be  known  to  the 
presiding  judge.  Wheeler  v.  Webster,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  1 ;  Wilkie  v. 
Bolster,  3  Id.,  327.  But  the  court  may  notice  the  ordinary  dura- 
tion of  human  life  as  a  scientific  fact.  Johnson  v.  Hudson  River 
B.  B.,  6  Duer,  634.  So  courts  will  of  themselves  notice  the 
meaning  of  English  words,  terms  of  art,  legal  weights  and 
measures,  money  and  the  ordinary  admeasurement  of  time. 

SECTION  III. 

COMPETENCY   OF   WITNESSES. 

The  common  law  formerly  excluded  many  persons  from  being 
"witnesses  who  are  now  rendered  competent  by  statute.  The 
changes  which  have  been  made  in  this  state,  by  statute,  in  rela- 
tion to  evidence,  inclines  to  the  side  of  extending  the  competency 
of  witnesses  leaving  their  credibility  to  the  jury,  or  to  the  court 
in  their  place.  The  practical  effect  of  which  is  to  permit  many 
witnesses  to  be  sworn  now  who  were  formerly  excluded,  and  then 
allowing  a  jury  to  pass  upon  their  credibility  and  giving  their 
evidence  such  weight  as  they  may  deem  proper.  But,  it  does 
not  follow  that  a  jury  should  give  every  witness  equal  credit, 
although  the  statute  has  rendered  them  equally  competent  to  be 
sworn  and  testify.  There  is  no  part  of  a  juror's  duty  which  is 
more  important  than  that  in  relation  to  the  estimate  which  is  to 
be  placed  upon  the  credibility  of  witnesses  and  the  value  which 
should  be  given  to  their  evidence.  The  law  does  not  permit  any 
witness  to  testify  unless  it  is  under  the  obligation  of  an  oath  in 
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some  form.  And  for  tMs  reason  all  persons  who  are  incapable  of 
comprehending  the  nature  and  obligation  of  an  oath  cannot  be 
admitted  as  a  witness.  The  defect  may  be  permanent  or  it  may- 
be temporary,  but  while  the  incapacity  exists  the  witness  is 
incompetent. 

Idiots,  lunatics  or  intoxicated  persons  are  not  competent,  if 
their  condition  is  such  that  they  do  not  comprehend  the  nature 
of  an  oath.     Livingston  v.  Kiersted,  10  Johns.,  362. 

A  justice  ought  not  to  permit  a  witness,  who  is  in  a  state  of 
gross  intoxication,  to  be  either  sworn  or  examined  ;  and  in  such 
a  case,  the  justice  is  to  decide  the  matter  on  his  own  view  of  the 
witness  and  his  condition.  Hartford  v.  Palmer,  16  Johns.,  143. 
In  the  case  just  cited,  the  justice  had  refused  to  swear  such  a  wit- 
ness, and  his  decision  was  afi&rraed  by  the  supreme  court,  who 
said,  in  relation  to  the  capacity  of  such  a  witness :  "  This  princi- 
ple, necessarily,  excludes  persons  from  testifying,  who  are  besot- 
ted with  intoxication  at  the  time  they  are  offered  as  witnesses ; 
for  it  is  a  temporary  derangement  of  the  mind  ;  and  it  is  impos- 
sible for  such  men  to  have  a  memory  of  events,  of  which  they 
may  have  had  knowledge,  as  to  be  able  to  present  them,  fairly 
and  faithfully,  to  those  who  are  to  decide  upon  contested  facts. 
A  present  and  existing  intoxication,  to  a  considerable  degree, 
utterly  disqualifies  the  person  so  affected,  to  narrate  facts  and 
events  in  a  way  at  all  to  be  relied  on.  It  would,  we  think,  be 
profaning  the  sanctity  of  an  oath,  to  tender  it  to  a  man  who  had 
no  present  sense  of  the  obligations  it  imposed.  Indeed,  it  would 
be  a  scandal  to  the  administration  of  justice  to  allow,  for  a  mo- 
ment, the  rights  of  individuals  to  be  jeopardized  by  the  testimony 
of  any  man  laboring  under  the  beastly  sin  of  drunkenness.  *  * 
*  *  We  cannot  withhold  our  approbation  of  the  firmness  the 
magistrate  has  evinced  on  this  occasion,  in  refusing  to  administer 
an  oath  to  a  witness  thus  circumstanced." 

Deaf  and  dumb  persons  are  sometimes  said  to  be  presumed 
incompetent,  and  that  the  burden  of  showing  them  competent 
devolves  upon  the  person  who  offers  them  as  witnesses.  A  deaf 
and  dumb  witness  may  be  examined  by  means  of  signs  made  with 
the  fingers,  yet  it  is  a  better  mode  to  let  him  write  his  answers, 
if  he  is  capable  of  doing  so.  Morrison  v.  Lennard,  3  Oarr.  & 
Payne,  127.  So,  the  witness  may  be  examined  by  a  sworn  inter- 
preter, if  that  course  is  advisable. 

There  is  no  precise  age  at  which  children  are  competent.  Chil- 
dren of  seven,  eight  or  nine  years  of  age  are  frequently  sworn  ; 
and  there  is  so  wide  a  difference  in  the  capacity  of  children,  that 
many  of  them  are  more  intelligent  at  nine  years  of  age,  than 
others  are  at  ten  or  twelve.  Children  of  fourteen  are  presumed 
to  be  comptent,  and  those  who  are  younger  than  that  will  be 
sworn,  if  they  are  really  competent.  When  a  child  is  intelligent, 
the  court  will  permit  him  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness,  leaving  the 
value  of  his  evidence  to  the  jury.  When  a  child  under  fourteen 
years  of  age  is  offered  as  a  witness,  the  justice  should  examine 
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hiiu,  so  as  to  ascertain  whetlier  he  is  competent,  provicleil  such 
a  request  is  made  by  the  opposite  party.  People  v.  McNair, 
21  Wend.,  608.  If  the  child  is  naturally  intelligent,  but  does  not 
fully  understand  the  nature  of  an  oath,  the  justice  may  instruct 
him,  by  informing  him  of  the  moral  obligations  and  of  the  legal 
consequences  of  false  swearing.  This  may  done  at  the  trial, 
before  swearing  the  witness. 

"  No  person  sentenced  upon  a  conviction  for  felony,  shall  be 
competent  to  testify  in  any  cause,  matter  or  proceeding,  civil  or 
criminal,  unless  he  be  pardoned  by  the  governor  or  by  the  legis- 
lature, except  in  the  cases  specially  provided  by  law  ;  but  no  sen- 
tence upon  a  conviction  for  any  offense,  other  than  a  felony,  shall 
disqualify  or  render  any  person  incompetent  to  be  sworn  or  to 
testify  in  any  cause,  matter  or  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal."  3  E. 
S.,  988,  §  33,  5th  ed.  A  conviction  for  petit  larceny,  as  a  first 
offense,  does  not  render  the  witness  incompetent  under  this  statute, 
since  petit  larceny  is  not  a  felony.  Shay  v.  People,  8  B.  P.  Smith, 
317  ;  Carpenter  v.  Nixon,  5  Hill,  260 ;  Lake  v.  People,  1  Park.,  495. 
Such  a  conviction  may  be  used,  however,  to  impeach  his  credit. 
lb.  A  full  pardon  will  restore  the  competency  of  the  witness, 
unless  the  conviction  was  for  perjury,  in  which  case  a  pardon  does 
not  restore  competency,  nor  can  it  be  restored  by  any  thing  less 
than  a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  Houghtaling  v.  Kelderhouse,  1 
Park.,  241.  A  party  who  objects  to  the  competency  of  a  witness, 
on  account  of  his  conviction  for  a  felony,  must  prove  such  con- 
viction by  a  copy  of  the  record,  and  it  cannot  be  shown  by  parol 
evidence.  Hilts  v.  Calvin,  14  Johns.,  182  ;  People  v.  Herrick,  13 
Johns.,  82. 

Under  the  former  law,  few  rules  exercised  a  more  extensive 
influence  in  excluding  witnesses  than  an  interest  in  the  event  of 
the  suit.  The  old  rule,  however,  no  longer  exists.  "  l^"o  person 
offered  as  a  witness  shall  be  excluded  by  reason  of  his  interest  in 
the  event  of  the  action."  Oode,  %  398. 

But  the  change  in  the  law  in  relation  to  the  competency  of  the 
witness,  does  not  in  any  manner  affect  the  principle  as  to  his 
credibility.  The  change  which  was  made  by  the  legislature  in 
this  respect  was  founded  upon  the  assumption  that  a  jury  or  si 
justice  sitting  in  their  place,  would  prove  entirely  competent  to 
carefully  weigh  the  evidence  of  an  interested  witness,  and  then 
give  it  due  credit  and  nothing  more.  An  interested  witness  may 
be  strictly  honest,  and  may  not  swerve  in  the  slightest  degree 
from  the  truth,  but  the  experience  of  the  past  has  conclusively 
shown  that  there  are  many  persons  whose  statements  as  a  witness 
should  be  received  with  great  caution  if  they  are  interested  in 
the  result  of  the  action.  This  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  the 
old  law  excluded  them  altogether. 

Husbands  and  wives  are  not  permitted  to  be  witnesses  for  or 

against  each  other.    They  are  not  excluded  on  the  ground  of 

interest,  but  from  a  principle  of  public  policy.  HasbroucJc  v.  Van- 

dervoort,  5  Seld.,  153 ;  S.  C,  4  Sandf.,  596 ;  Erwin  v.  Smaller,  2 
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Sandf.,  340 ;  Pilloiv  v.  Bushnell,  5  Barb.,  156.  But  the  witness 
must  be  in  fact  the  wife  of  the  party  or  she  is  competent.  A 
kept  mistress  is  competent  and  may  be  called  as  a  witness 
although  she  may  have  passed  by  his  name,  and  appeared  to  the 
world  as  his  wife.  Battliews  v.  Galindo,  4  Bing.,  610.  When  a 
wife  would  not  be  a  competent  v.'itness  if  the  husband  were  sued 
alone,  merely  making  her  a  party  to  the  action  will  not  render 
her  competent.  Macondray  v.  Wardle,  26  Barb.,  612;  Pillow  v. 
Bushnell,  5  Barb.,  156.  But  when  a  husband  and  wife  are  pro- 
perly joined  as  co-plaintilfs,  or  as  co-defendants,  each  is  compe- 
tent as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  or  for  each  other.  Marsh  v. 
Potter,  30  Barb.,  506 ;  Shoemaker  v.  McKee,  19  How.,  86  ;  Schaff- 
ner  v.  Renter,  37  Barb.,  44.  When  a  husband  or  wife  is  incom- 
petent as  a  witness,  the  declarations  or  admissions  of  either  of 
them  are  inadmissible  as  evidence  against  the  other.  Lay  Grae  v. 
Peterson,  2  Sandf.,  338. 

An  attorney  or  counselor  is  a  competent  witness  in  favor  of 
the  party  in  whose  behalf  he  is  acting.  Robinson  v.  DaucJiy,  3 
Barb.,  21 ;  Little  v.  McKeon,  1  Sandf,  607.  But  in  the  case  just 
cited  the  court  used  the  following  language  as  to  the  propriety 
of  such  a  practice  :  "  As  to  the  effect  of  this  practice  upon  the 
character  of  the  bar,  we  think  the  evil  Avill  work  its  own  cure. 
Attorneys,  as  well  as  counselors,  of  standing  and  character,  will 
never,  except  in  extreme  cases,  present  themselves  before  a  jury 
as  witnesses  in  their  own  causes  on  litigated  questions,  and  in  such 
cases  only  because  of  some  unforeseen  necessity.  Those  gentle- 
men of  the  bar,  who  habitually  suffer  themselves  to  be  used  as 
witnesses  for  their  clients  soon  become  marked  both  by  their 
associates  and  the  courts,  and  forfeit  in  character  more  than  will 
ever  be  compensated  to  them  by  success  in  such  clients'  contro- 
versies." li.,  page  609. 

A  juror  is  always  a  competent  witness  for  either  party.  Either 
of  the  parties  to  an  action  may  call  the  opposite  party  as  a  wit- 
ness. Code,  §  390.  So,  in  most  cases  either  party  may  be  a 
witness  in  his  own  favor.  Code,  §  399. 

No  person  is  rendered  incompetent  as  a  witness  on  account  of 
his  opinions  on  matters  of  religious  belief.  N.  Y.  State  Const, 
of  1846,  Art.  1,  >^  3.  But  notwithstanding  the  constitution  makes 
all  persons  competent  witnesses,  whether  they  are  believers  in  a 
Supreme  Being,  or  are  atheists  or  infidels,  yet  a  party  against 
whom  a  witness  is  called  may  interrogate  him  on  his  cross-exam- 
ination as  to  his  opinions  on  matters  of  religious  belief,  and  may 
show  by  him,  if  he  can,  that  he  does  not  believe  in  the  existence 
of  a  God  who  will  punish  false  swearing.  Stanhro  v.  Ilopldns,  28 
Barb.,  265.  And  if  he  entertains  such  a  belief  the  jury  may  take 
that  fact  into  account  in  estimating  the  credit  which  should  be 
given  to  the  witness.  lb. 

Objections  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  ought  to  be  taken 
before  he  is  sworn  in  chief,  especially  if  the  ground  of  objection 
is  known  at  that  time.    In  such  a  case,  if  no  objection  is  taken 


ADMISSIONS.  371 

before  the  examination  of  the  witness,  his  evidence  will  be  con- 
sidered as  admitted  by  consent. 

There  are  several  statutes  ^hich  render  persons  competent 
witnesses  in  cases  where  they  would  be  rejected  by  the  common 
law.  But  most  of  these  statutes  related  to  cases  in  which  the 
person  was  incompetent  by  reason  of  his  interest  in  the  event  of 
the  action.  And  the  Code  has  rendered  those  special  statutes 
useless,  since  no  person  can  now  be  excluded  on  the  ground  of 
interest.  There  are  some  statutes,  however,  which  are  still  impor- 
tant, because  they  change  the  common  law  rules  of  evidence  in 
an  important  point  of  view.  At  common  law  no  person  could 
be  compelled  to  give  evidence  against  himself  in  either  a  civil 
or  a  criminal  action.  But,  by  several  statutes,  a  witness  may  be 
compelled  to  testify  as  a  witness  in  actions  in  which  the  recovery 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty.  Thus,  where  the  defense  of  usury 
is  interposed,  the  lender  of  the  money  may  be  compelled  to  testify 
as  to  the  usury.  3  E.  S.,  74,  <^  11,  5th  ed.;  Laws  1837,  ch.,  430,  <§  2. 
As  the  law  now  stands  there  are  few  instances  in  which  a  witness 
is  incompetent.  But,  the  change  in  the  law  in  that  respect,  does 
not  in  any  manner  interfere  with  those  rules  which  relate  to  the 
credibility  of  witnesses.  The  mere  fact  that  the  field  of  compe- 
tency has  been  so  greatly  extended  ought  to  excite  a  proper 
caution  on  the  part  of  jurors  in  relation  to  the  credit  of  persons 
thus  rendered  competent  to  be  sworn.  And  in  most  cases  the 
jury  will  be- likely  to  form  a  correct  estimate  of  the  characters, 
motives  and  reliability  of  the  persons  who  are  called  as  witnesses. 

SECTION  IV. 

ADMISSIONS. 

In  all  litigations  the  law  regards  the  deliberate  admissions  of 
a  party  to  the  action.  The  value  and  the  importance  of  an 
admission,  however,  is  much  influenced  by  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  made. 

Where  the  parties  mutually  agree  upon  a  statement  of  facts 
and  sul:)mit  the  legal  questions  arising  thereon  to  the  court  for 
adjudication,  the  admissions  will  be  conclusive  for  that  purpose. 
So,  facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings  are  to  be  taken  as  true.  A 
fact  thus  admitted  need  not  be  proved.  Walrod  v.  Bennett,  6  Barb., 
145 ;  and  no  evidence  is  admissible  to  contradict  an  admission 
thus  made  upon  the  record.  Crosbie  v.Leary,  6  Bosw.,  313;  Wal- 
rod V.  Bennett,  6  Barb.,  145 ;  Bridge  v.  Payson,  5  Sandf.,  210.  So 
strictly  is  this  rule  enforced,  that  a  verdict  and  judgment  con- 
trary to  an  admission  in  the  pleadings  will  be  reversed.  lb.  An 
illustration  or  two  will  be  sufficient  to  show  when  a  fact  is  con- 
clusively admitted  by  the  pleadings.  Suppose  an  action  to  be 
brought  upon  a  promissory  note,  which  is  set  out  in  the  complaint, 
with  the  necessary  allegations,  showing  a  right  of  action  against 
the  defendant,  and  that  the  only  defense  interposed  is  payment, 
or  a  set-oflF.  In  such  a  case  the  making  of  the  note  for  value  is 
conclusivdy  admitted.    It  need  not  be  proved,  and  no  evidence 
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in  contradiction  of  sucli  facts  is  admissible.  Again,  suppose  that 
a  demurrer  is  interposed  to  a  complaint  or  an  answer,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  facts  stated  do  ifot  state  a  cause  of  action  or  a 
ground  of  defense.  In  such  a  case  the  demurrer  admits  the  truth 
of  all  the  material  allegations,  which  are  well  pleaded.  An 
admission  made  in  the  pleadings  need  not  be  an  express  one. 
Where  no  denial  is  interposed,  but  an  affirmative  defense  is  set 
up,  the  truth  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  will  be  admit- 
ted. So,  where  a  denial  is  partial,  the  facts  not  denied  will  stand 
admitted. 

There  is  an  other  class  of  admissions  which  it  is  important  to 
notice.  If  all  the  facts  in  the  case  are  put  in  issue  by  the  plead- 
ings, the  law  will  require  each  party  to  establish  his  side  of  the 
case  by  sufficient  proofs.  This,  however,  is  not  always  done^  by 
calling  witnesses.  It  sometimes  happens  that  each  party  is  will- 
ing to  concede  or  admit  the  truth  of  many  of  the  facts  of  the 
case,  for  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  trial,  or  for  some  other 
object.  If  these  facts  are  voluntarily  and  deliberately  stated  and 
admitted  in  open  court,  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial,  they  are 
not  only  competent,  but  conclusive  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the 
facts  so  admitted.  The  same  rule  applies  where  a  single  fact  is 
admitted  by  either  party. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  the  admissions  of  a  party  to  the  action 
are  evidence  against  him.  The  exceptions  to  the  rule  will  be 
hereafter  noticed.  The  statements  which  a  party  hasmade  under 
oath  as  a  witness  are  competent  evidence  against  him  as  an 
admission.  Toolcer  v.  Gormer,  2  Hilt.,  71 ;  Pickarcl  v.  Collins,  23  • 
Barb.,  444.  Such  evidence  may  be  given,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  party  swore  on  a  former  trial  to  statements 
which  he  contradicts  on  a  subsequent  trial.  Pickard  v.  Collins,  23 
Barb.,  444.  And  the  evidence  given  on  the  former  trial  may  be 
proved  by  any  person  who  heard  it.  li.  Though  the  party  him- 
self cannot  be  compelled  to  state  what  he  swore  on  the  former 
trial,  since  it  might  aid  in  a  prosecution  against  him  for  perjury. 
li.  What  a  person  has  voluntarily  sworn  to  as  a  witness  is 
evidence  against  him,  even  though  the  questions  answered  were 
improper,  and  he  might  ha^^'e  refused  to  answer  them.  Smith  v. 
Beadmll,  1  Camp.  N.  P.,  30.  But  if  a  party  declines  to  answer 
such  a  question,  and  he  is  compelled  to  answer  it  by  the  court, 
the  answer  so  given  cannot  be  subsequently  given  in  evidence 
against  him  in  an  other  action  as  an  admission.  Begina  v.  Garlett, 
2  Oar.  &  Kir.  K  P.,  474. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  a  party  is  bound  by  the  state- 
ments of  a  third  person.  Where  a  party  is  applied  to  for  informa- 
tion in  relation  to  an  uncertain  or  a  disputed  matter,  and  he  refers 
the  applicant  to  a  third  person,  the  answers  of  such  third  person 
will  be  competent  evidence  against  the  party  making  such  refer- 
ence. Williams  v.  Innes,  1  Camp.  N.  P.,  364,  366,  note ;  Hood  v. 
Beeves,  3  Oarr.  &  Payne,  532.  But  such  declarations  are  not 
evidence  unless  they  are  strictly  within  the  subject  matter  in 
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relation  to  which  the  reference  is  made.  Duval  v.  Covenlwven,  4 
Wend.,  561. 

The  admissions  of  a  wife  are  not  evidence  against  her  husband 
merely  by  reason  of  the  marriage  relation.  But  she  may  act  as 
his  agent,  and  her  admissions  will  then  be  admissible  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  admissions  of  any  other  agent.  Whether  she  is 
authorized  to  act  as  his  agent,  and  what  the  extent  of  the  agency 
may  be,  are  questions  of  fact  to  be  settled  by  evidence.  An 
express  agency  is  not  frequently  created,  but  is  established  from 
the  circumstances  attending  the  transaction. 

Where  a  husband  permits  his  wife  to  act  as  his  agent  in  any 
particular  business,  he  adopts  her  acts  and  admissions  in  reference 
to  such  business,  and  he  is  bound  by  them.  Biley  v.  Suydam,  4 
Barb.,  222.  Hopkins  v.  Mollinieux,  4  Wend.,  465. 

The  wife  of  a  toll-gatherer  for  a  plank  road  will  be  deemed  his 
agent  in  his  absence ;  and  if  she  takes  too  much  toll,  "he  will  be 
liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  statute.  Marselis  v.  Seaman,  21 
Barb.,  319.  If  a  wife  executes  a  mortgage  upon  the  personal 
property  of  her  husband,  and  in  his  presence,  if  he  makes  no 
objection,  he  will  be  as  effectually  bound  by  her  acts  as  though 
done  by  himself.  J^dgerton  v.  Thomas,  5  Seld.,  40. 

If  a  wife  acts  as  agent  for  her  husband  in  managing  his  farm, 
renting  lands,  purchasing  tools,  stock,  &c.,  and  she  purchases 
such  property  and  gives  her  own  note,  it  will  be  a  question  of 
fact  for  a  jury  whether  the  husband  is  not  liable  as  principal. 
Gates  V.  B rower,  5  Seld.,  205;  and  see  PHmmer  v.  Sells,  3  ISev.  & 
Man.,  422. 

Where  goods  were  sold  to  a  wife  who  then  resided  at  some  dis- 
tance from  her  husband,  who  occasionally  visited  her,  he  was 
held  to  be  bound  by  a  letter  of  hers  promising  payment,  so  as  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  Gregory  v.  Parker, 
1  Camp.  ]Sr.  P.,  394 ;  Falethorp  v.  Furnish,  2  Esp.  N.  P.,  511,  note. 

So,  where  a  wife  served  in  her  husband's  shop,  and  carried  on 
the  business  of  it  in  his  absence,  her  admissions,  which  were 
made  on  an  application  for  payment  for  goods  before  delivered 
at  the  shop,  were  held  receivable  in  evidence  against  her  hus- 
band. Clifford  v.  Burton,  1  Bing.,  199;  Petty  y.  Anderson,  3  Bing., 
170;  and  see  Cotes  v.  Davis,  1  Camp.  N.  P.,  485. 

The  plaintiff's  wife  loaned  money  to  the  defendant,  and  in  an 
action  by  the  husband  to  recover  the  amount,  the  wife's  admis- 
sions to  third  persons  that  the  money  had  been  repaid,  was  held 
competent  evidence.  McLean  v.  Jagger,  13  How.,  494,  Orange 

Oo.  Court,  DUEYEA,  J. 

A  wife  loaned  money  for  her  husband  upon  an  agreement 
which  was  alleged  to  be  usurious,  because,  by  the  terms  of  the 
loan,  a  cow  was  to  be  taken  by  the  borrower  at  a  price  above  its 
real  value.  To  prove  the  value  of  the  cow,  and  that  it  was  less 
than  thirty  dollars,  the  declarations  of  the  wife  were  offered, 
although  they  were  not  made  until  some  time  after  the  loan  was 
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eifected;   these  declarations  were  held  inadmissible.    BipJey  v. 
Mason,  Hill  &  Denio,  66. 

In  an  action  against  a  husband  for  damages  because  his  dog 
had  bitten  a  child,  the  declarations  of  the  defendant's  wife,  as  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  injury  occurred,  and  as  to  the  character 
of  the  dog,  are  not  admissible  evidence  against  the  husband. 
Logue  v.  Link,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  63. 

An  admission  made  by  an  attorney  or  counselor  on  a  trial,  is 
evidence  against  the  party  represented  by  him,  if  it  is  done  for 
the  purpose  of  obviating  the  necessity  of  proving  some  fact  on  the 
trial,  or  for  convenience  as  to  some  matter  of  practice.  Chambers 
V.  Mason,  5  J.  Scott  ]Sr.  S.,  59 ;  Haller  v.  Worman,  9  J.  Scott  K 
S.,  892.  But,  if  the  client  is  not  present  at  the  trial,  the  admis- 
sion cannot  be  used  in  any  other  action  than  the  one  in  which  it 
was  made.  And  see  Colledge  v.  Horn,  3  Bing.,  119. 

The  declarations,  representations  or  admissions  of  an  agent, 
which  are  made  while  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority, 
and  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  agent,  are  admissible  as 
evidence  against  his  principal.  Hunter  v.  Hudson  Siver  Iron  & 
Machine  Co.,  20  Barb.,  494;  Kasson  v.  Mills,  8  How.,  377;  Mil- 
ium v.  Belloni,  34  Barb.,  607 ;  Nelson  v.  Cowing,  6  Hill,  336. 
Such  admissions  or  declarations  of  an  agent  are  received  in  evi- 
dence against  the  principal,  not  as  admissions  or  declaratious 
merely,  but  as  a  part  of  the  transaction.  Thallhimer  v.  Brincker- 
Jioff,  4  Wend.,  394. 

All  declarations  or  admissions  which  are  not  made  within  the 
scope  of  the  agent's  authority,  nor  while  in  the  transaction  of 
the  business  of  the  agency,  are  inadmissible;  and  this  is  especially 
true,  when  the  admission  is  made  after  the  termination  of  the 
agency,  or  after  the  transaction  by  the  agent  is  closed.  Fogg  v. 
Child,  13  Barb.,  246;  Isles  v.  Tucker,  5  Duer,  393;  Budlong  v.  Van 
Nostrand,  24  Barb.,  25 ;  Webb  v.  Alexander,  7  Wend.,  281. 
Before  the  declarations  of  an  agent  are  admissible,  his  agency 
must  be  established,  and  this  cannot  be  proved  by  general  repu- 
tation. Perkins  v.  StebMns,  29  Barb.,  523. 

A  deputy  sheriff  is  regarded  as  the  agent  of  the  sheriff.  His 
declarations,  made  within  the  scope  of  his  anthority,  and  while 
the  process  is  in  his  hands  and  in  the  due  course  of  execution, 
bind  his  principal,,  because  the  admissions  are  then  a  part  of  the 
res  gestae.  Steivart  v.  Wells,  6  Barb.,  79 ;  Mott  v.  Kip,  10  John's., 
478.  But  the  statements  of  a  deputy  which  are  not  made  in  the 
performance'  of  an  official  act,  are  not  admissible  evidence  against 
the  sheriff.  Barker  v.  Binninger,  4  Kern.,  271. 

In  an  action  against  a  ship  owner  aS  a  carrier,  for  an  injury  to 
goods  which  happened  while  on  board  his  vessel  and  in  course  of 
transportation,  the  declarations  of  the  master  of  the  vessel  as  to 
the  cause  and  manner  of  the  injury,  are  admissible  evidence 
against  the  carrier,  if  such  declarations  were  made  before  the 
master  had  discharged  his  duty  by  delivering  the  goods  according 
to  the  bill  of  lading.  Price  v.  Pow^%  3  Oomst.,  322. 
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Though  the  admissions  of  a  party  to  the  record  are  generally 
receivable  ia  evidence  against  the  person  who  made  them,  yet, 
■where  there  are  several  parties  on  the  same  side,  the  admissions 
of  one  party  are  not  admitted  to  affect  the  others,  who  may  hap- 
pen to  be  joined  with  him,  unless  there  is  some  Joint  interest  or 
privity  in  design  between  them. 

The  declarations  of  one  of  several  persons  who  were  joint  and 
several  makers  of  a  promissory  note  have  been  admitted  against 
all  the  parties,  for  the  purpose  of  repelling  the  defense  of  usury, 
when  such  declarations  were  made  after  the  making  of  the  note. 
Barrick  v.  Austin,  21  Barb.,  241.  But  one  of  several  joint  and 
several  makers  of  a  note  cannot  bind  the  others  by  making  pay- 
ments upon  it  before  an  action  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. SJwemalcerv.  Benedict,  1  Kern.,  176;  Barger  v.  Burvin,  22 
Barb.,  68.  The  rule  is  the  same  where  the  payment  or  new  pro- 
mise is  made  after  the  statute  has  attached.  Van  Keuren  v.  Par- 
melee,  2  Oomst.,  523.  The  admissions  of  one  of  several  joint 
debtors  is  clearly  evidence  as  against  the  party  who  makes  them. 
As  a  general  rule,  the  admission  of  one  defendant  will  not  affect 
another  co-defendant,  if  the  action  is  for  a  tort.  Be  Benedetti  v. 
Mauchin,  1  Hilt.,  213;  Stoddard  v.  Holmes,  1  Cow.,  245.  But 
such  declaration  is  competent  evidence  against  the  person  Avho 
made  it.  li. 

Partners  have  a  joint  interest,  and  there  are  many  cases  in 
which  an  admission  by  one  partner  is  evidence  against  all  the 
members  of  the  firm.  But,  before  an  admission  can  be  received 
in  evidence  in  such  a  case,  the  existence  of  the  partnership  must 
be  established.  The  admissions  or  declarations  of  a  person  may 
be  given  in  evidence  against  him,  to  show  that  he  is  a  partner  in 
a  firm.  But  the  declarations  of  one  person  that  an  other  person  is  a 
partner,  are  not  legal  evidence  as  to  the  latter;  they  are  evidence 
against  those  only  who  make  them.  Kirhy  v.  Hetvitt,  26  Barb., 
607  ;  Davidson  v.  Hutcliins,  1  Hilt.,  123 ;  McPherson  v.  Ratlibone, 
7  Wend.,  216 ;  Whitney  v.  Ferris,  10  Johns.,  66.  When  a  part- 
nership is  established,  the  acts  and  admissions  of  either  of  the 
partners  as  to  the  partnership  business  is  evidence  against  all,  if 
such  admission  is  made  during  the  existence  of  the  partnership, 
Walden  v.  Slierlurne,  15  Johns.,  409. 

But,  after  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  neither  partner  can 
make  an  admission  which  is  binding  upon  his  former  partner. 
BaTcer  v.  Staekpoole,  9  Oow.,  420  ;  Bank  of  Vergennes  v.  Cameron, 
7  Barb.,  144.  In  such  a  case,  one  partner  cannot  give  a  note,  in 
the  name  of  the  firm,  for  a  partnership  debt,  which  will  be  bind- 
ing on  the  other  partners.  Mitchell  v.  Ostrom,  2  Hill,  520  ;  Luslc  v. 
Smith,  8  Barb.,  570.  Nor  can  one  partner,  in  such  a  case,  give  a 
note  in  renewal  of  one  made  by  the  firm  during  its  existence. 
National  Bank  v.  Norton,  1  Hill,  572.  Though  one  partner  can- 
not bind  his  copartner  by  a  note,  after  the  dissolution  of  the  part- 
nership, yet  he  may  liquidate  a  previous  account.  By  doing  so, 
he  does  not  create  a  debt;   that  was  previously  in  existence. 
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McPherson  v.  Bathlone,  11  Wend.,  96,  99 ;  Murray  v.  Mumford, 
6  Cow.,  441. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  founded  upon  principles  of  justice,  in  regard 
to  the  relation  of  principal  and  surety,  that  the  surety  ought  not  to 
be  affected  by  ap  admission  made  by  his  principal ;  although  he 
may  be  affected  by  declarations  or  statements  made  by  the  prin- 
cipal, when  they  are  connected  with  the  business  in  respect  of 
which  the  surety  becomes  bound,  and  are  made  by  the  principal 
at  the  time  of  transacting  that  business.  Dunn  v.  Slee,  Holt,  399, 
401.  Thus,  where  a  person  had  become  surety,  by  a  bond,  for 
the  faithful  conduct  of  a  clerk,  it  was  held,  in  an  action  upon  the 
bond,  that  an  admission  by  the  clerk,  made  after  he  was  discharged, 
of  various  sums  which  he  had  embezzled,  was  not  receivable  in 
evidence  against  the  surety.  Smith  v.  WMttingham,  6  Carr.  & 
Payne,  78.  So,  in  an  action  upon  a  guaranty  to  pay  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered  to  a  third  person,  what  such  third  person  has 
admitted  respecting  the  delivery  of  the  goods  is  not  evidence  to 
charge  the  person  giving  the  guaranty.  Evans  v.  Beattie,  5  Esp. 
N.  P.,  26. 

Entries  made  by  a  deceased  person,  in  the  course  of  duty,  or 
by  which  he  has  charged  himself  with  the  receipt  of  money,  being 
admissible  as  against  all  the  world,  are,  of  course,  evidence  against 
a  person  who  has  become  his  surety  that  he  would  keep  his 
accounts  faithfully.  Goss  v.  Watlington,  3  Brod.  &  Bing.,  132 ; 
Whitnasli  v.  George,  8  Barn.  &  Cress.,  556  ;  Middleton  v.  Melton, 
10  Barn.  &  Oress.,  317.  But,  where  one  is  a  mere  surety  for  the 
payment  of  a  debt,  without  any  agreement,  express  or  implied, 
to  be  bound  by  a  suit  between  the  principal  parties,  he  is,  at 
common  law,  no  more  affected  by  its  event,  if  against  him,  than 
a  mere  stranger.  Thomas  v.  Huibell,  1 E.  P.  Smith,  405 ;  Jackson 
v.  Griswold,  4  Hill,  522. 

It  has  been  held,  iu  some  cases,  that  where  a  surety  confides 
to  the  principal  the  power  of  making  a  contract,  he  confides  to 
him  the  power  of  furnishing  evidence  of  the  contract ,-  and  that, 
if  the  contract  is  by  parol,  subsequent  declarations  of  the  princi- 
pal are  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  surety,  though  they  are 
not  conclusive.  And,  where  a  husband  and  wife  agreed,  by  arti- 
cles, to  live  separate,  and  C,  as  trustee  and  surety  for  the  wife, 
covenanted  to  pay  the  husband  a  sum  of  money,  upon  his  deliv- 
ering to  the  wife  a  carriage  and  horses  for  her  separate  use,  it  was 
held,  in  an  action  by  the  husband  for  the  money,  that  the  wife's 
admissions  of  the  receipt  by  her  of  the  carriage  and  horses,  were 
admissible.  Fenner  v.  Lewis,  10  Johns.,  38.  So,  where  A.  guar- 
anteed the  performance  of  any  contract  that  B.  might  make  with 
0.,  the  declarations  and  admissions  of  B.  were  held  admissible 
against  A.,  to  prove  the  contract.  Meade  v.  McDowell,  5  Binn., 
195. 

The  admissions  or  declarations  of  persons  who  formei'ly  owned 
personal  property  or  choses  in  action,  are  frequently  offered  in  evi- 
dence.   Where  personal  property  has  been  sold,  the  admissions 
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or  declarations  of  the  former  owner  are  not  admissible  against 
his  vendee,  as  to  the  title  to  the  projjerty  sold.  Worrall  v.  Par- 
melee,  1  Oomst.,  519.  And  the  rule  is  the  same,  although  such 
declarations  were  made  before  the  sale  of  the  property.  Hurd  v. 
West,  1  Oow.,  752  ;  Whitaher  v.  Brmim,  8  Wend.,  490. 

The  declarations  made  by  the  payee  of  a  negotiable  promissory 
note,  while  he  owns  and  holds  it,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence 
against  one  to  whom  it  is  subsequently  transferred  for  value,  even 
though  the  transfer  is  made  after  maturity.  Paige  v.  Cagwin,  7 
Hill,  361 ;  Whitaker  v.  Brown,  8  Wend.,  490.  The  rule  is  the 
same,  although  the  payee  is  dead  at  the  time  his  declarations  are 
offered  in  evidence.  Beach  v.  Wise,  1  Hill,  612. 

So  the  declarations  which  are  made  by  the  owner  of  a  chose  in 
action  are  not  admissible  to  affect  the  rights  of  one  who  derives 
title  from  him.  Starlc  v.  Boswell,  6  Hill,  405. 

So,  in  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  note, 
which  was  alleged  to  have  been  sold  under  a  usurious  contract, 
the  declarations  of  the  payee  who  transferred  the  note,  are  not 
admissible  in  evidence  to  show  the  usurious  transfer,  notwith- 
standing the  payee  was  dead  at  the  time  of  offering  such  evi- 
dence. Kent  V.  Walton,  7  Weud.,  256. 

A  note  belonged  to  a  bank  until  the  time  of  its  failure,  and 
after  that  time  it  was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  but  in  what 
manner  and  for  what  consideration  did  not  appear  at  the  trial. 
An  action  was  brought  against  the  maker  and  the  indorser  by 
such  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  offered  to  show,  by  entries  in 
the  bank  book,  that  the  note  was  paid,  and  this  was  held  to  be 
admissible  in  evidence  as  against  such  plaintiff.  -Jermain  v.  Den- 
niston,  2  Seld.,  276. 

The  declarations  of  an  intestate,  in  relation  to  the  title  to  per- 
sonal property,  are  evidence  against  his  administrator;  but  they 
are  not  competent  evidence  against  other  parties  who  claim  title 
under  the  deceased.  Brown  v.  Mailler,  2  Kern.,  118 ;  Woodruff  v. 
Cooli,  25  Barb.,  505.  An  assignee  of  a  chose  in  action,  for  value 
paid  therefor,  cannot  be  affected  in  his  title  by  the  declarations 
or  admissions  of  his  assignor.  Tousley  v.  Barry,  2  E.  P.  Smith, 
497;  Smith  v.  Schanclc,  18  Barb.,  344. 

If  the  transfer  is  merely  colorable,  and  the  plaintiff  is  shown 
not  to  have  paid  value  for  it,  the  declarations  of  the  assignors 
are  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  person  so  holding.  Bris- 
bane V.  Pratt,  4  Denio,  63;  James  v.  Chalmers,  2  Seld.,  209,  215. 

The  declarations  of  an  assignor,  who  has  made  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  are  not  admissible  for  the  purpose 
of  impeaching  the  assignment  for  fraud,  when  the  declarations 
are  made  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  assign- 
ment. Ogden  v.  Peters,  15  Barb.,  560;  JSanna  v.  Curtis,  1  Barb. 
Ob.,  263.  Nor  when  previously  made.  Jones  v.  Methodist  Church, 
21  Barb., 161;  C'itt/ferv.JifcGartoe?/,33Barb.,165;  Booth  v.S^veezey, 
4  Seld.,  276,  278.  But  if  the  assignor  remains  in  possession  of 
the  assigned  property,  his  declarations  as  to  the  object  of  making 
Wait        48 
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the  assignment,  while  so  in  possession,  are  receivable  in  evidence 
as  against  the  assignor  and  his  creditors  who  claim  under  the 
assignment.  Adams  v.  Davidson,  6  Seld.,  309. 

An  offer  made  by  a  partj',  whether  verbal  or  in  writing,  and 
expressly  stated  to  be  made  without  prejudice,  to  pay  money  by 
way  of  compromise,  and  with  a  view  to  buy  peace,  is  not  evi- 
dence of  a  debt  or  of  a  legal  liability,  by  way  of  admission.  Cory 
V.  Bretton,  4  Oarr.  &  Payne,  462;  Healey  v.  Thatcher,  8  Oarr.  & 
Payne,  388.  So  where  what  is  said  is  spoken  with  a  view  of 
effecting  a  compromise  and  for  no  other  purpose,  it  will  not  be 
admissible  as  evidence^  though  there  is  iio  express  declaration 
that  what  is  said  is  to  be  without  prejudice ;  if  that  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  party,  it  is  sufficient.  Jardine  v.  Sheridan,  2  Oar.  & 
Kir.  N".  P.,  24.  The  ground  of  rejecting  such  evidence  is,  that 
confidential  overtures  ought  to  be  protected ;  and  that  the  law 
favors  settlements  and  compromises  instead  of  litigation.  An  offer 
of  compromise  is  a  mere  proposition  to  give  or  accept  something 
for  the  purpose  of  an  amicable  adjustment  of  the  difficulties  in 
question,  and  so  long  as  the  offer  is  unaccepted,  it  is  but  a  mere 
proposition,  and  the  law  excludes  all  such  propositions  as  evi- 
dence. 

A  common  case  is  where  a  plaintiff  claims  a  certain  sum,  as, 
for  instance,  $100,  and  the  defendant  offers  to  pay  $25,  for  the 
purpose  of  settling  the  claim  ;  this  offer  neither  admits  nor  ascer- 
tains the  debt,  but  is  a  mere  proposition  to  give  a  certain  sum  to 
be  rid  of  the  trouble  and  expense  of  an  action,  and,  therefore,  the 
offer  is  not  evidence. 

It  is  never  the  intention  of  the  law  to  shut  out  the  truth, 
but  to  repel  any  inference  which  may  arise  from  a  proposition 
made,  not  with  a  design  to  admit  the  existence  of  a  fact,  but 
merely  to  buy  one's  peace.  If  an  admission,  however,  is  made 
iecause  it  is  a  fact,  the  evidence  to  prove  it  is  competent,  what- 
ever motive  may  have  prompted  to  the  declaration. 

The  illustration  already  given  shows  this  sufficiently.  But  if 
the  party  admits  a  particular  item  in  an  account,  or  any  other  fact, 
meaning  to  make  the  admission  as  being  true,  this  is  good  evi- 
dence, although  the  object  of  the  conversation  was  to  compromise 
an  existing  controversy.  Hartford  Bridge  Co.  v.  Granger,  4  Conn., 
142;  Marvin  y.  Richmond,  3  Deuio,  58  ;  Murray  v.  Coster,  4  Cow., 
635,  opinion  ;  Waldridge  v.  Kennison,  1  Esp.  N.  P.,  143  ;  Turner 
V.  Railton,  2  Esp.  N.  P.,  474. 

Where  a  letter  has  been  written  "  without  prejudice,"  the  an- 
swer to  it,  though  not  guarded  in  the  same  manner,  will  not  be 
admitted.  Paddock  v.  Forrester,  3  Scott  IsT.  E.,  734.  So  if  a  letter 
is  written  "  without  prejudice,"  no  part  of  it  can  be  given  in  evi- 
dence. Healey  v.  Thatcher,  8  Oarr.  &  Payne,  388.  An  admission 
must  be  voluntary  to  be  admissible,  and  where  an  answer  was 
given  by  a  person  as  a  witness  under  an  order  or  decision  of#the 
court  requiring  him  to  answer  a  question,  although  objected  to 
by  the  witness,  his  answer  so  given  was  held  to  be  inadmissible 
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as  evidence  against  liim  of  an  admission.  Regina  v.  Garbett,  2 
Oar.  &  Kir.  N.  P.,  474. 

Admissions  are  sometimes  implied  from  the  assumed  language, 
character  or  coudnct  of  a  party.  In  such  cases  the  existence  and 
truth  of  the  fact  to  be  proved  is  sometimes  assumed  in  the  expres- 
sions which  are  given  in  evidence.  The  expressions  in  such  cases 
are  received  as  an  admission  of  the  fact,  though  they  were  used 
for  some  bther  purpose,  and  though  the  admission  is  only  implied; 
and,  as  an  admission,  they  are  allowed  to  supersede  the  necessity 
of  producing  more  explicit  evidence.  An  agent  is  employed  to 
sell  goods,  and  pays  over  the  proceeds  to  his  employer,  and  a 
demand  is  made  by  the  latter  for  the  money  arising  upon  the 
sale  of  certain  property,  a  declaration  by  the  agent,  in  answer  to 
such  demand,  that  he  had  paid  over  all  the  money,  is  an  implied 
admission  of  the  sale  and  dispenses  with  proof  of  that  fact. 

So,  when  a  demand  is  made  for  property,  if  there  is  a  refusal 
which  is  put  upon  a  specific  ground,  it  is  an  implied  admission 
that  such  ground  is  the  true  one.  Tuttle  v.  Gladding,  2  B.  D.  Smith, 
157  ;  Winter  v.  Goit,  3  Seld.,  288 ;  Livingston  v.  Stoessel,  3  Bosw., 
19;  Diinlap  v.  Hunting,  2  Denio,  643 ;  Weelis  v.  Goode,  6  J.  Scott, 
N.  S.,  367.  And  such  admission  is  so  far  conclusive  that  the 
party  must  maintain  the  claim  then  made  or  fail  in  his  defense, 
if  sued  for  the  refusal  to  make  the  delivery  claimed.  II).  The 
entry  of  a  charge  to  a  particular  person  in  a  book  of  account,  or 
the  making  out  of  a  bill  of  parcels  in  his  name  is  an  admission 
that  they  were  furnished  on  his  credit.  Storr  v.  Scott,  6  Oarr.  & 
Payne,  241. 

In  some  cases,  it  is  allowable  to  give  evidence  by  written  or 
verbal  statements  made,  or  of  acts  done  by  others,  and  then  to 
show  how  the  party  who  heard  or  read  the  statements  or  saw  the 
acts  done,  was  affected  by  them,  for  the  purpose  of  using  his 
conduct,  expressions  or  demeanor  as  evidence  against  him,  by  way 
of  admission.  The  evidence  in  such  cases  is  altogether  presump- 
tive in  its  quality  and  character. 

There  are  many  instances  in  which  it  is  a  person's  duty  to 
speak  out  upon  a  subject  if  he  desires  to  preserve  his  rights. 

If  a  person  offers  to  sell  the  personal  property  of  A.,  in  his 
presence  and  hearing,  the  latter  is  bound  to  disclose  his  owner- 
ship, or  the  purchaser  will  get  a  good  title.  So,  where  an  account 
is  made  out  and  presented  to  an  individual,  it  is  his  duty  to  dis- 
pute or  deny  it,  if  false,  or  to  point  out  the  inaccuracies,  if  any 
exist.  As  a  general  rule,  where  an  account,  showing  a  balance, 
is  duly  rendered,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  rendered  is  bound, 
within  a  reasonable  time,  to  examine  it,  and  object,  if  he  disputes 
its  accuracy.  An  omission  to  do  so,  will  be  an  implied  admission 
of  its  correctness.  Loclavood  v.  Thome,  1  Kern.,  170,  reversing 
same  case  in  12  Barb.,  487 ;  Beers  v.  Reynolds,  12  Barb.,  288 ;  8. 
C,  1  Kern.,  97.  The  omission  to  object,  does  not  render  the 
admission  conclusive  ;  it  merely  raises  a  presumption  that  it  is 
correct,  which  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence,  showing  any  circum- 
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stances  that  tend  to  a  contrary  inference.  Loclcwood  v.  Tliorne,  4 
E.  P.  Smith,  285,  reversing  same  case  in  24  Barb.,  391 ;  and  see 
Williams  v.  Glenny,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  389 ;  and  see  Vol.  I,  719. 

Admissions  may  also  be  implied  from  the  acquiescence  of  the 
party.  But  acquiescence,  to  have  the  eflPect  of  an  admission, 
must  exhibit  some  act  of  the  mind,  and  amount  to  voluntary 
demeanor  or  conduct  of  the  party.  And,  whetlier  it  is  acquies- 
cence in  the  conduct  or  in  the  language  of  others,  it  must  plainly 
appear  that  such  conduct  was  fully  known,  or  the  language 
fully  understood  by  the  party,  before  any  inference  can  be  drawn 
from  his  passiveness  or  silence.  The  circumstances,  too,  must  be 
not  only  such  as  atforded  him  an  opportunity  to  act  or  to  speak, 
but  such  also  as  would  properly  and  naturallj'  call  for  some  action 
or  reply,  from  men  similarly  situated.  A  party  is  not  to  be 
affected  by  statements  made  in  his  presence,  under  circumstances 
Avhich  do  not  properly  allow  a  reply.  In  legal  investigations, 
there  is  a  regularity  of  proceeding  which  does  not  permit  a  party 
to  interpose  a  denial  how  and  when  he  pleases,  as  he  would  in  a 
common  conversation.  And,  in  such  cases,  the  same  inferences 
are  not  to  be  drawn  from  his  silence  or  his  conduct,  as  would 
otherwise  be  done.  Melen  v.  Andrews,  1  Mood.  &  Malk.,  336 ; 
S^x  v.  Appleby,  3  Stark.,  33.  But,  if  the  party  does  answer  or 
make  a  reply,  that  may  be  given  in  evidence  as  an  aduiissiou. 
Jones  V.  Morrell,  1  Oar.  &  Kir.,  266.  So,  a  statement  which  is 
made  in  the  plaintiff's  hearing,  although  not  in  his  presence, 
is  admissible  in  evidence,  if  it  is  otherwise  receivable.  Neile  v. 
JaMe,  2  Oar.  &  Kir.,  709.  A  defendant  who  puts  in  evidence  a 
correspondence,  consisting  of  several  letters  between  himself  and 
the  plaintiff",  has  a  right  to  give  in  evidence  a  letter  written  by 
him  to  the  plaintiff,  in  reply  to  the  plaintiff's  last  letter,  which 
bore  date  on  the  day  before  the  defendant's  letter.  Roe  v.  Day,  7 
Oarr.  &  Payne,  705.  Gi'eat  care  should  be  exercised  in  receiving 
and  acting  upon  admissions  which  are  implied  from  a  supposed 
acquiescence  in  the  statements  of  other  persons  ;  and  they  ought 
never  to  be  received  at  all,  unless  the  evidence  is  of  direct  decla- 
rations of  that  kind  which  naturally  call  for  .contradiction  ;  some 
assertion  made  to  the  party  with  respect  to  his  right,  which,  by 
his  silence,  he  acquiesces  in.  • 

A  distinction  is  made  between  declarations  made  by  a  party 
and  those  made  by  a  stranger.  An  omission  to  reply  to  the  latter . 
is  not  an  implied  admission  of  the  truth  of  the  statement,  since 
the  refusal  to  reply  may  be  on  account  of  the  impertinence  of 
the  person  who  made  it,  and  who  is  best  rebuked  by  silence. 
Child  V.  Grace,  1  Oarr.  &  Payne,  193.  If  a  reply  is  made,  that 
may  be  given  in  evidence.  Ih.  A  statement  made  in  the  pres- 
ence of  a  party  to  the  action,  becomes  evidence,  as  showing  that 
the  party,  on  hearing  such  a  statement,  did  not  deny  its  truth. 
But  such  an  acquiescence  is  worth  very  little,  indeed,'  where  the 
party  hearing  it  has  no  means  of  personally  knowing  the  truth  or 
falsehood  of  the  statement.  Hayslep  v.  Gymer,  1  Ad.  &.  E.,  162, 165. 
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The  declarations  of  a  defendant  are  not  evidence  in  his  own 
favor,  unless  the  plaintiff,  by  giving  in  evidence  a  part  of  his 
statements,  or  facts  raising  some  presumption  from  his  apparent 
silence,  has  made  the  declarations  admissible  as  a  part  of  the 
conversation,  or  as  a  reply  to  the  circumstances  out  of  which 
such  presumption  arises.  Crosbie  v.  Leary,  6  Bosw.,  313. 

With  respect  to  verbal  admissions,  it  may  be  observed  that 
they  ought  to  be  received  and  acted  upon  as  evidence  with  great 
caution.  It  may  be  a  correct  principle,  that  the  statement  of  a 
person  to  the  prejudice  of  his  own  interest,  is  so  far  entitled  to 
consideration  as  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  against  him.  Still, 
the  repetition  of  oral  statements  is  always  subject  to  great  imper- 
fections. The  party  from  whom  they  proceed  may  have  been 
misinformed,  or  may  not  have  correctly  expressed  his  meaning, 
or  he  may  have  spoken  lightly  and  without  consideration ;  even 
his  meaning,  if  correctly  expressed,  may  have  been  misunder- 
stood, or  a  slight  alteration  of  the  words,  without  any  design  of 
intentional  misrepresentation,  may  entirely  vary  the  effect  of  his 
statement ;  and,  where  a  witness  is  corrupt,  a  slight  change  in 
the  language  may  make  a  material  difference  between  the  admis- 
sion really  made,  and  that  stated  by  the  witness.  Law  v.  Merrills, 
6  Wend.,  277  ;  1  Phil.  Ev.,  479,  4th  Am.  ed. ;  Garrison  v.  Aldn, 
2  Barb.,  25,  27.    Post,  531,  532. ' 

It  is  an  elementary  principle,  that  the  admissions  and  confes- 
sions of  parties  are  admissible  in  evidence  when  pertinent  to  the 
issue  to  be  tried.  They  are  not  by  any  means  conclusive,  and  not 
necessarily  even  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  to  which  they 
relate.  They  may  be  controlled  and  overborne  by  evidence  of  a 
higher  character  and  more  commanding  weight;  but  when  they 
relate  to  a  matter  material  to  the  issue,  they  should  be  received, 
and  the  effect  to  be  given  to  them  is  wholly  with  the  jury.  If  it 
appears  from  the  declarations  themselves,  or  from  evidence 
aliunde,  that  the  party  had  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  as 
to  which  the  admission  is  made,  then  but  little  importance  is  to 
be  attached  to  them.  Stephens  v.  Yroman,  18  Barb.,  250,  257. 

There  is  no  limitation  upon  the  right  of  a  party  to  introduce 
evidence  to  contradict  the  truth  of  his  own  admissions,  where 
such  admissions  were  retrospective,  and  not  operating  by  way  of 
an  estoppel.  Garland  v.  Bay,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  251 ;  JEllis  y.Willard, 
5  Seld.,  529;  Young  v.  Bushnell,  8  Bosw.,  1. 

Where  an  admission  is  voluntarily  and  deliberately  made,  and 
it  is  satisfactorily  proved,  it  may  be  strong  evidence  against  the 
party  making  it. 

On  the  subject  of  admissions,  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  first 
principle,  that  the  whole  of  the  statement  containing  the  admis- 
sion is  to  be  received  together.  This  is  necessary,  in  order  to 
enable  the  court  and  jury  to  judge  of  the  true  extent  of  the 
admission,  which,  when  taken  entire,  will  often  have  a  different 
import  from  that  which  a  partial  account  might  convey.  Tliomp- 
son  V.  Austen,  2  Dowl.  &  EyL,  358. 
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Where,  taking  tlie  admission   together,  the  branch  making 
against  the  party  is  completelj-  avoided,  qnahfied  or-  explained 
away  by  an  other  branch,   and  there  is  nothing  beside,  either 
intrinsic  or  extrinsic,  in  the  latter  branch  to  render  it  questionable, 
the  first  is  neutralized ;  and  the  whole  admission  is  considered  as 
not  weighing  any  thing  against  the  party.     In  such  cases,  if 
there  is  no  other  evidence  in  the  case,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  recover,  and  if  he  does  the  judgment  will  be  reversed,  as  in  a 
case  in  which  the  plaintiff  said :  "  I  have  bought  the  goods,  but  I 
have  paid  for  them."  Smith  v.  Jones,  15  Johns.,  229.     So  where 
the  defendant  said :  "  I  have  received  a  dollar  from  the  plaintiff, 
but  it  was  my  due."  Carver  v.  Tracy,  3  Johns.,  427.     So  where 
the  defendant  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had  attended  her  as  a 
physician,  but  she  also  alleged  that  she  had  not  employed  him, 
and  that  she  was  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years."  Wailmg 
V.  Toll,  9  Johns.,  141.     And  so  of  a  case  in  which  the  defendant 
admitted  that  he  shot  the  plaintiff's  dog,  but  alleged  that  it  was 
done  because  he  attacked  him  in  the  highway  in  the  nighttime." 
Credit  v.  Brown,  10  Johns.,  365.     So  of  an  admission  that  goods 
were  purchased,  but  alleging  that  they  were  purchased  on  time 
which  had  not  expired  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  action.  Perego 
V.  Piirchj,  1  Hilt.,  269.     So  where  a  party  admitted  that  he  had 
given  a  note  for  a  stove,  but  he  alleged  that  the  stove  was  war- 
ranted, antl  that  the  warranty  was  broken  because  the  stove  was 
not  good,  but  had  broken.  Kelseij  v.  Bush,  2  Hill,  440. 

In  the  cases  just  cited,  the  plaintiffs  relied  on  the  admissions 
of  the  defendant  to  make  a  case;  but  the  entire  admission  was 
held  insufiicient  to  authorize  a  recovery,  and  the  judgments  were 
all  reversed.  If,  however,  there  are  any  other  facts  in  the  case 
which  destroy  the  effect  of  that  part  of  the  admission  which  dis- 
charges the  party,  there  may  be  a  recovery. 

If  that  part  of  the  admission  discharging  the  party  is  impro- 
bable, or  it  is  discredited  by  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  the 
jury  may  disregard  the  excuse,  and  the  plaintiff  may  recover. 
Barnes  v.  Allen,  30  Barb.,  663 ;  Bearss  v.  Copley,  6  Seld.,  93;  and 
see  Neshit  v.  Stringer,  2  Duer,  26;  Borlon  v.  Douglass,  6  Barb., 
451. 

When  one  party  to  an  action  calls  the  opposite  party  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  ijroves  facts  by  him  which  favor  the  party  calUug  him, 
the  witness  may  also  give  evidence  which  goes  to  discharge  the 
liability  so  created;  but  the  jury  are  at  liberty  to  judge  of  the 
value  which  is  to  be  placed  upon  the  matter  in  excuse.  Eolerts 
V.  Gee,  15  Barb.,  449. 

The  rule  which  requires  that  the  whole  of  an  admission  may 
be  given  in  evidence,  is  not  an  unlimited  one,  as  to  the  facts 
which  may  then  be  called  for.  If  an  admission  is  called  for  and 
proved  against  a  party,  he  is  entitled  to  ask  for  all  that  was  said 
at  the  same  time,  or  on  the  same  occasion,  in  relation  to  the 
admission  called  for,  or  the  same  subject  of  inquiry.  Bnt  the  rule 
IS  not  extended  so  far  as  to  permit  a  party  to  call' for  all  that  was 
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said  in  the  same  conversation,  if  a  part  of  it  related  to  an  other 
and  a  distinct  matter  from  that  inquired  about  by  the  party 
calling  for  such  admission.  Garey  v.  Nicholson,  24  Wend.,  350 ; 
Dorloii  V.  Douglass,  6  Barb.,  451 ;  Mouse  v.  Wliited,  25  Barb.,  279; 
Bouse  V.  Whited,  11  E.  P.  Smith,  170 ;  Prince  v.  Samo,  7  Ad.  & 
Ell.,  627. 

The  object  of  permitting  the  entire  admission  to  be  given,  is 
to  enable  the  party  against  whom  a  part  of  it  is  given  to  have  the 
whole  of  it  shown  so  as  to  explain,  qualify  or  discharge  any  lia- 
bility which  would  appear  to  exist  from  a  i)artial  statement  of  the 
matter.  If  the  other  parts  of  the  conversation  relate  to  a  different 
and  distinct  subject  matter,  it  would  not  serve  the  purpose  of  an 
explanation,  qualification  or  discharge,  and  the  reason  of  the  rule 
which  allows  the  whole  admission  ceases,  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
the  matter  foreign  to  the  admission  called  for. 

Where  the  liability  of  a  defendant  is  sought  to  be  proved  by 
his  verbal  declarations  or  admissions  to  a  witness,  in  several  dif- 
ferent interviews,  all  the  conversations  between  him  and  the 
witness,  bearing  upon  the  subject  of  inquiry,  must  be  submitted 
to  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  Nesbit  v.  Stringer,  2  Duer,  26. 
So,  in  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  the  recovery  of  the  rent 
of  premises  occupied  by  a  third  person,  where  evidence  has  been 
given  of  a  conversation,  on  a  specified  day,  between  the  landlord 
and  the  defendant,  tending  to  establish  a  hiring  of  the  premises 
by  the  defendant,  and  an  agreement  that  such  third  person  might 
occupy  them,  and  that  the  defendant  would  pay  the  rent,  it  will 
be  error  to  exclude  evidence  of  other  cotemporaneous  conversa- 
tions between  the  landlord  and  the  defendant,  upon  the  same 
subject.  Halsey  v.  Jarvis,  7  Bosw.,  461.  Such  evidence,  cannot 
properly  be  excluded  merely  because  the  conversations  and  ver- 
bal agreement  offered  to  be  proved,  were  not  had  and  made  on 
the  precise  day  on  which  it  is  stated  that  the  conversation  already 
stated  was  had.  Ih.  So,  if  part  of  a  pleading  is  read  as  an  admis- 
sion, the  whole  pleading  must  be  taken  together,  the  same  as  any 
other  admission.  Gildersleeve  v.  Maliony,  5  Duer,  383.  Where 
the  plaintiff'  proves  a  demand  of  the  defendant  and  his  refusal  to 
pay  over  money  in  his  hands,  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  show 
by  the  same  witness  what  reasons  were  assigned  for  the  refusal. 
Bennett  v.  Burcli,  1  Denio,  141.  In  such  a  case  the  reasons  for 
the  refusal  are  an  essential  part  of  the  admission.  But  the  rule 
is  otherwise  when  a  long  series  of  facts  is  sought  to  be  made  evi- 
dence in  this  manner,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  an  answer  to 
the  demand.  Walrod  v.  Ball,  9  Barb.,  271.  If  any  part  of  the 
reasons  are  admissible,  the  offer  to  prove  them  should  be  limited 
to  such  of  them  as  are  admissible.  Ih. 

A  party  cannot  give  his  own  declarations  in  evidence,  in  his 
own  favor,  by  calling  for  the  entire  conversation  which  occurred 
at  a  given  time,  merely  because  the  other  side  has  inquired  as  to 
a  part  of  the  conversation ;  the  examination  must  be  confined 
to  the  matters  inquired  about  by  the  other  side,  and  not  extended 
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to  different  statements,  though  made  at  the  same  time,  and  in 
the  same  conversation.  Lynch  v.  McBeth,  7  How.,  113. 

An  admission  must  be  so  specific  and  clear  as  to  leave  no  room 
for  doubt  as  to  the  identity  of  the  matter  referred  to.  And  where 
the  evidence  to  prove  the  making  of  a  promissory  note,  purport- 
ing to  be  signed  by  the  defendant,  and  payable  to  the  bearer,  was 
that  the  plaintiff's  agent  called  on  the  defendant  with  the  alleged 
note  in  his  pocket,  but  which  he  did  not  exhibit,  and  told  him  he 
had  a  note  for  that  amount  against  him,  which  he  wanted  the 
payment  of  for  the  plaintiff;  and  the  defendant  said  he  had  given 
such  a  note,  and  would  pay  it  if  the  plaintiff  would  make  a  small 
deduction,  and  indulge  him  as  to  time,  it  was  held  that  the  note 
produced  on  the  trial  was  not  identiiied  with  that  to  which  the 
admission  referred,  and  that  the  proof  was  insufficient.  Palmer  v. 
Manning,  4  Denio,  131 ;  Shaver  v.  Ehle,  16  Johns.,  201.  In  an 
other  case  of  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a 
promissory  note,  the  plaintiff  proved  that  the  indorsement  of  the 
payee  was  genuine,  and  that  a  copy  of  the  note  had  been  shown 
to  the  defendant,  who  admitted  that  he  had  signed  such  a  note, 
and  this  was  held  sufficient  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  note  and 
of  the  maker's  signature.  Pentz  v.  Winterbottom,  5  Denio,  51. 

A  party  to  a  cause,  who  is  ijroved  to  have  made  admissions, 
may  defeat  their  effect,  by  showing  that  they  were  made  under 
a  mistake  of  law,  provided  the  other  party  has  not  been  in- 
duced to  change  his  condition  in  consequence.  Newton  v.  Lid- 
diard,  12  Ad.  &  Ell.  N.  S.,  925 ;  Netvton  v.  Belcher,  Id.,  921 ; 
Heane  v.  Rogers,  9  Barn.  &  Cress.,  377. 

The  subject  of  admissions  at  the  trial  has  been  already  noticed. 
Ante,  372.  There  is  an  other  class  of  judicial  admissions  which  arise 
from  the  acts  of  the  party.  Payment  of  money  into  court  by 
the  defendant  operates  as  an  admission  for  several  purposes.  It 
admits  that  the  amount  paid  into  court  is  due  to  the  plaintiff, 
Logue  v.  Gillick,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  398 ;  Beaton  v.  Benedict,  5  Bing., 
28 ;  that  it  is  for  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint, 
Bennett  v.  Francis,  2  Bos.  &  Pul.,  550 ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  claim  it  in  the  character  in  which  he  sues,  Lipsconibe  v. 
Holmes,  2  Gamp.,  441;  that  the  contract  set  forth  is  correctly 
described,  and  was  duly  executed,  GtUteridge  v.  Smith,  2  H.  Bla., 
374 ;  Randall  v.  Lynch,  2  Camp.,  352,  357 ;  that  the  instrument 
sued  on  was  properly  stamped,  Israel  v.  Benjamin,  3  Camp.,  40 ; 
that  the  contract  has  been  broken  in  the  manner  and  to  the  extent 
alleged  in  the  complaint.  Dyer  v.  Ashton,  1  Barn.  &  Cress.,  3; 
and  where  goods  are  sold  by  sample,  it  admits  that  the  goods 
delivered  agreed  with  the  sample.  Leggett  v.  Cooper,  2  Stark.,  103. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  payment  of  money  into  court 
admits  every  fact  which  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
prove,  to  entitle  him  to  recover  the  amount  so  paid  in.  Bxjer  v. 
Ashton,  1  Barn.  &  Cress.,  3.  But  it  does  not  admit  any  thing 
beyond  that. 

In  all  actions  for  a  tort,  whether  in  trespass,  trover,  replevin, 
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or  iu  other  actions,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  admissions 
of  one  defendant  are  not  admissible  against  his  co-defendant, 
even  when  the  wrongful  act  was  committed  by  them  jointly. 
De  Benedetti  v.  Mauchin,  1  Hilt.,  213  ;  Daniels  v.  Potter,  i  Oarr. 
&  Payne,  262  ;  S.  C,  1  Mood.  &  Malk.,  502.  The  only  exception 
to  the  rule  is,  where  it  is  shown  that  there  was  a  conspiracy  or  a 
concerted  plan  to  commit  the  wrongful  act,  and  where  that  is 
shown  by  evidence  independent  of  the  admissions  of  one  defend- 
ant against  his  co-defendant,  the  declarations  of  either  defendant, 
which  are  made  with  reference  to  the  common  plan,  and  in  pur- 
sxiance  of  it,  are  admissible  as  evidence  against  all.  li. ;  People 
V.  Parish,  4  Denio,  153  ;  Lee  v.  Bennett,  How.  App.  Oases,  187. 
But  such  admissions  are  evidence  against  the  party  making  them, 
and  may  be  admitted  in  evidence  against  him,  although  he  may 
be  sued  jointly  with  other  defendants.  De  Benedetti  v.  Mauchin, 
1  Hilt.,  213.  But,  even  when  a  common  plan  or  a  conspiracy  is 
shown  to  have  been  made  by  several  defendants,  the  admissions 
of  one  defendant  will  not  be  evidence  against  the  others,  if  made 
after  the  completion  of  the  act,  or  in  reference  to  a  matter  which 
is  not  a  part  of  the  common  plan.  Lynes  v.  State  (7  George)  or  36 
Miss.,  617  ;  State  v.  Boss  (8  Jones),  29  Mis.,  32  ;  Clinton  v.  Estes, 
20  Ark.,  216  ;  State  v.  Thibeau  (1  Shaw),  30  Yt.,  100.  They  must 
be  part  of  the  res  gestce,  to  render  them  admissible  against  all  of 
the  defendants.  Ih. ;  Patton  v.  Ohio,  6  Ohio,  N.  S.,  467,  471. 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  declarations,  when  standing 
alone,  are  inadmissible  as  evidence,  though  they  become  admis- 
sible because  they  accompany  some  act,  or  are  a  part  of  some 
transaction,  and  are,  therefore,  admissible  in  explanation  of  it. 
The  general  rule  is,  that  declarations,  to  become  a  part  of  the 
res  gestce,  must  accompany  the  act  which  they  are  supposed  to 
characterize,  and  must  so  harmonize  as  to  be  obviously  one 
transaction.  Moore  v.  Meadham,  6  Seld.,  207,  210.  Declarations, 
made  right  at  the  conclusion  of  a  transaction,  but  not  afterwards, 
are  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce,  as  much  so  as  though 
made  during  the  progress  of  it.  Kimball  v.  Huntington,  10  Wend., 
677.  When  it  is  material  to  show  for  what  purpose  a  note  was 
sent  to  a  bank,  a  letter,  accompanying  the  note,  explaining  that 
object,  is  admissible,  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce.  Bank  of  Monroe 
V.  Culver,  2  Hill,  531. 

The  declarations  of  an  agent,  while  acting  within  the  scope  of 
his  authority,  and  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  in  making  a  con- 
tract or  doing  some  other  act,  are  evidence  against  his  principal, 
because  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Budlong  v.  Van  Nostrand,  24  Barb., 
25 ;  ThcCllheimer  v.  Brinckerhoff,  6  Cow.,  90  ;  4  Wend.,  394 ;  ante, 
374.  If  made  after  that  time,  they  are  not  competent  evi- 
dence, li. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  evidence  of 
the  plaintiff's  declarations,  accompanyinjg  her  preparations  for 
the  wedding,  are  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  her  assent, 
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after  the  promise  of  the  defendant  is  shown  by  other  evidence. 
Wilcox  V.  Green,  23  Barb.,  639. 

On  a  question  of  Ixaud,  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  personal  pro- 
perty, when  the  acts  of  the  parties  may  be  shown,  the  declarations 
which  accompany  those  acts  are  equally  admissible.  Crary  v. 
Sprague,  12  Wend.,  41,  44. 

When  declarations  are  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestm, 
they  are  admissible  in  favor  of  the  party  making  them,  as  much 
as  in  favor  of  the  opposite  party.  The  books  contain  a  great 
number  of  cases  illustrative  of  this  rule,  but  the  principle  is  one 
which  is  easy  of  application  if  it  is  carefully  kept  in  mind ;  and 
the  cases  already  cited  are  sufficient  to  show  the  extent  and 
application  of  it. 

SECTION  T. 

ESTOPPEL. 

An  estoppel  is  an  impediment  or  bar,  by  which  a  man  is  pre- 
cluded in  law  from  alleging  or  denying  a  fact,  in  consequence  of 
his  own  previous  act,  allegation  or  denial  to  the  contrary.  Estop- 
pels may  be  created  by  record,  by  deed,  or  by  matter  iv,  pais. 
This  subject  will  be  fully  discussed  elsewhere.  See  Estoppel. 

SECTION  VI. 

PRESUMPTIONS. 

The  term  presumption  has  been  variously  defined  by  legal 
writers.  It  is  said  to  be  "  The  result  of  a  process  of  reasoning 
from  one  fact  to  an  other,  or  from  one  or  more  facts  to  others ;  an 
iuference.  A  conclusion,  judgment  or  belief,  as  to  the  truth  of 
some  proposed  matter  of  fact,  arrived  at  and  formed  by  a  pro- 
cess of  inference  from  other  facts."  Burr.  Oirc.  Evid.,  910. 

An  iuference  as  to  the  existence  of  a  fact  not  actually  known, 
arising  from  its  necessary  or  usual  connection  with  others  which 
are  known.  Stark.  Evid.,  742.  A  probable  iuference  which  our 
common  sense  draws  from  circumstances  usually  occurring  in 
such  cases.  1  Phil.  Evid.,  599,  4th  Am.  ed.  A  probable  conse- 
quence drawn  from  facts,  as  to  the  truth  of  a  fact  alleged,  but 
of  which  there  is  no  direct  proof.  Wills  Oirc.  Evid.,  17. 

An  inference,  affirmative  or  disafflrmative,  of  the  existence  of 
a  disputed  fact,  drawn  by  a  judicial  tribunal,  by  a  process  of  pro- 
bable reasoning  from  some  one  or  more  matters  of  fact  either 
admitted  in  the  cause  or  otherwise  satisfactorily  established.  Best 
on  Presump.,  12. 

In  the  course  of  legal  investigations  there  are  two  kinds  of 
presumption  which  require  attention,  one  is  a  presumption  of  fact, 
the  other  a  presumption  of  law. 

Presumptions  of  fact  are  questions  for  a  jury,  or  the  justice  in 
their  place,  for  determining  the  existence  of  certain  disputed 
facts,  upon  the  evidence  introduced  in  the  case.  Presumptions 
of  law  are  merely  the  application  of  legal  rules  to  ascertained 
facts. 
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To  determine  whether  a  presumption  is  one  of  law,  or  one  of 
fact,  it  is  merely  necessary  to  ascertain  what  kind  of  inference  is 
to  be  drawn,  whether  it  is  one  of  fact  or  one  of  law.  If  upon 
certain  evidence  given  it  is  important  to  ascertain  the  existence 
of  some  other  fact,  or  the  truth  or  falsity  of  some  allegation  of 
fact,  the  presumption  is  one  of  fact,  if,  on  the  contrary,  no 
inference  of  additional  facts  is  necessary  in  order  to  make  a 
decision,  then  the  presumption  is  one  of  law. 

A  few  illustrations  are  all  that  will  be  given  of  the  numerous 
cases  upon  the  subject.     And  first  as  to  presumptions  of  law. 

General  sanity  is  presumed,  because  that  is  ordinarily  the  con- 
dition of  the  mind.  Gardner  y.  Gardner,  22  Wend.,  526  ;  Brown 
V.  Torrey,  24  Barb.,  583.  A  person's  motives  are  presumed  to 
be  good,  and  that  he  is  honest  in  his  transactions,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  showing  fraud  or  improper  motives.  Fleming  v.  Slo- 
cum,  18  Johns.,  403 ;  Lewis  v.  Palmer,  Hill  &  Denio,  68 ;  Banh  of 
Silver  Creelc  v.  Talcott,  22  Barb.,  552. 

A  man  is  presumed  to  intend  those  necessary  consequences 
which  result  from  his  voluntary  or  deliberate  acts.  Tan  Pelt  v. 
McGraw,  4  Oomst.,  110.  And  acts  which  are  innocent  and  law- 
ful in  themselves  may  become  wrongful  and  fraudulent,  when 
done  without  a  just  regard  to  the  rights  of  others.  li.  The  law 
will  not  presume  that  a  person  is  a  wrongdoer.  And  where  a  sheriff 
or  constable  levies  an  execution  against  A.  on  the  property  of 
B.,  there  is  no  presumption  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  execution, 
directed  the  levy,  which  can  support  an  action  against  him. 
Averill  v.  Williams,  1  Denio,  501 ;  8.  C,  4  Denio,  295. 

The  law  presumes  that  a  public  officer  has  properly  discharged 
his  official  duties;  Hartwell  v.  Boot,  19  Johns.,  345  ;  Smith  v.  Hall, 
22  Barb.,  656. 

Giving  a  promissory  note  raises  a  presumption  that  there  is 
nothing  due  to  the  maker  at  that  time  from  the  person  to  whom 
the  note  is  given.  De  Freest  v.  Bloomingdale,  5  Denio,  304  ;  Lake 
V.  Tysen,  2  Seld.,  461 ;  Bugtdd  v.  Ogilvie^  3  E.  D.  Smith,  527. 
This  presumption  may  be  rebntted,  by  showing  that  the  note  was 
given  for  a  mere  temporary  loan,  without  any  settlement.  Ih. 
Possession  of  personal  property  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  title 
to  it.  Fish  V.  Shut,  21  Barb.,  333.  Prima  facie,  a  person  receiv- 
ing money  is  entitled  to  it,  and  he  does  not  become  a  debtor  to 
the  person  delivering  it.  Some  evidence  in  explanation  of  the 
transaction  is  necessary  to  establish  a  liability  by  the  receipt  of 
the  money.  Sweet  v.  Barney,  24  Barb.,  533,  538 ;  TFelch  y.  Seaborn, 
1  Stark.,  474.  But  slight  circumstances  will  make  the  matter  a 
question  of  fact  for  a  jury.  Bogert  v.  Morse,  1  Oomst.,  377  ;  S.  C, 
4  Denio,  108. 

Where  letters  are  directed  to  a  particular  person  on  business, 
and  answers  are  received  in  due  course  of  mail,  a  fair  inference 
arises  that  the  answers  were  written  by  the  person  from  whom 
they  purport  to  come.  Bush  v.  Miller,  13  Barb.,  481 ;  Cunning- 
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ham  V.  Hudson  River  Bank,  21  Wend.,  557,  559 ;  Ovenston  v. 
Wilson,  2  Oar.  <fc  Kir.,  1. 

A  written  instrument  is  presumed  to  have  been  executed  and 
delivered  at  tlie  time  it  bears  date.  Bell  v.  Davis,  8  Barb.,  210 ; 
Seymour  v.  Van  SlycJc,  8  "Wend.,  403. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  body  of  an  instrument  or  of  an  indorse- 
ment is  not  in  the  handwriting  of  the  signer,  raises  no  presump- 
tion that  it  was  not  in  its  present  state  when  the  signature  was 
made.  Small  v.  Sloan,  1  Bosw.,  352. 

The  possession  of  an  unmutilated  railroad  passage  ticket,  is 
presumptive  evidence  that  the  holder  has  paid  the  regular  price 
for  it,  and  is  entitled  to  be  transported  according  to  its  terms,  and 
that  the  ticket  has  not  been  used  for  that  purpose.  Pier  v.  Finch, 
24  Barb.,  514. 

A  receipt  for  rent  arising  at  a  subsequent  period,  is  presump- 
tive evidence  that  all  rent,  previously  accruing,  had  been  paid. 
Declcer  v.  Livingston,  15  Johns.,  479.  But  proof  that  an  employer 
has  regular  pay  days,  on  which  his  workmen  are  accustomed  to 
receive  their  wages,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  seen  to  receive 
payments  on  those  days,  is  not  suflBcient  evidence  that  he  has 
been  paid  for  work  which  was  done  since  the  time  when  it  is 
shown  that  the  last  payment  was  made  to  him.  Irvine  v.  Worten- 
dylce,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  374. 

The  common  law  of  a  neighboring  state  will  be  presumed  to 
be  like  our  own,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  upon  the  subject. 
Robinson  v.  Dauchy,  3  BaiAy.,  20 ;  Holmes  v.  Broughton,  10  Wend., 
75.  Foreign  laws  must  be  proved,  like  any  other  facts  in  a  case. 
Cole  V.  Stone,  Hill  &  Denio,  360.    X  /-/^-U  t^/    XJdt't^dlS- 

In  relation  to  presumptions  of  fact,  there  are  not  so  many 
reported  cases,  for  such  questions  are  purely  questions  for  a  jury, 
and  there  are  few  cases  in  which  their  decision  upon  such  matters 
is  not  final.  This  class  of  presumptions  embraces  all  the  con- 
nections and  relations  between  the  facts  proved  and  the  hypothe- 
sis stated  and  defended,  whether  they  are  mechanical  and  physical, 
or  of  a  purely  moral  nature.  It  is  that  niental  operation  which  is 
exercised  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life,  namely,  the  process  of 
ascertaining  the  existence  of  one  fact  when  the  existence  of  an 
other  is  shown,  withont  resort  to  the  aid  of  any  rule  of  law. 

There  are  few  presumptions,  then,  absolutely  conclusive,  so  as 
to  prevent  a  person  from  rebutting  them  by  proper  evidence. 

Eecords,  deeds,  and  estoppels  in  -pais,  are  generally  conclusive. 
But,  as  a  general  rule,  a  presumption  merely  stands  for  proof 
until  the  contrary  of  the  presumption  is  shown  by  evidence. 
When  the  law  raises  a  presumption  from  a  given  state  of  facts, 
that  presumption  will  be  suflicient  proof,  if  it  is  not  rebutted. 
Occasionally,  there  are  conflicting  presumptions.  The  law  pre- 
sumes the  continuance  of  life,  as  well  as  that  a  party  is  innocent 
of  crime.  In  one  case,  a  woman  married  a  second  husband  within 
.twelve  months  after  her  first  husband  was  last  heard  of ;  and  it 
was  held,  that  the  presumption  in  favor  of  innocence  should  pre- 
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vail,  by  supposing  that  the  first  husband  was  dead  at  the  time 
of  the  second  marriage.  Eex  v.  Inhdb.  of  Twyning,  2  Barn.  & 
Aid.,  386. 

But  where  a  husband  married  a  second  wife,  and  it  was  shown 
that  the  first  wife  had  written  a  letter  to  him,  which  was  dated 
twenty-five  days  before  that  time,  the  court  held  that  there  could 
be  no  presumption  of  the  death  of  the  first  wife.  Bex  v.  Inliabs. 
ofHarhorne,  2  Ad.  &  E.,  540. 

If  it  is  shown  that  certain  persons  were  partners  two  or  three 
years  before  the  time  of  the  trial,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  to  show  a  change  or  dissolution  of  the  part- 
nership, that  it  still  continues.  Cooper  v.  Dedriclc,  22  Barb.,  516. 

When  a  general  custom  is  shown  to  exist  in  a  particular  trade 
or  business,  parties  engaged  in  the  business  are  presumed  to  con- 
tract with  reference  to  the  custom,  unless  it  is  otherwise  expressly 
agreed.  Dalton  v.  Daniels,  2  Hilt.,  472 ;  Barton  v.  MoKelway,  2 
New  Jersey  E.,  165. 

But  a  usage  of  trade  cannot  be  set  up  either  to  contravene  an 
established  rule  of  law,  or  to  vary  the  terms  of  an  express  con- 
tract. Ih. 

The  subject  of  circumstantial  evidence  will  receive  attention 
in  an  other  place. 

SECTION  VII. 

HEARSAY. 

When  a  witness,  in  the  course  of  stating  what  has  come  under 
the  cognizance  of  his  own  senses,  concerning  a  matter  in  dispute, 
states  the  language  of  others,  which  he  has  heard,  or  produces 
papers  which  he  identifies  as  being  written  by  particular  indi- 
viduals, he  offers  what  is  called  hearsay  evidence.  This  evidence 
may  sometimes  be  the  very  matter  in  dispute,  or  something  from 
which  a  pertinent  inference,  relative  to  the  matter  in  dispute, 
may  be  drawn  ;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  it  may  consist  of  a  verbal 
or  written  narrative  of  facts,  received  by  the  witness  from  some 
other  person,  which  he  delivers  at  second  hand  to  the  court.  This 
term,  hearsay  evidence,  is  used  with  reference  both  to  that  which 
is  written  and  to  that  which  is  spoken.  But,  in  its  legal  sense, 
it  is  confined  to  that  kind  of  evidence  (whether  spoken  or  written) 
which  does  not  derive  its  credibility  solely  from  the  credit  due  to 
the  witness  himself,  but  rests  also,  in  part,  on  the  veracity  and 
competency  of  some  other  person  from  whom  the  witness  may 
have  received  his  information.  It  may  be  here  stated  that  the 
general  rule  is,  and  it  is  a  rule  of  very  extensive  influence,  that 
hearsay  evidence  is  not  receivable. 

The  most  satisfactory  evidence  which  can  be  afforded,  is  the 
evidence  of  our  own  senses.  But,  in  judicial  investigations, 
the  court  and  jury  cannot  have  that  kind  of  evidence,  since  they 
must  decide  upon  the  evidence  adduced  at  the  trial. 

The  great  bulk  of  the  proof  which  is  made  in  the  trial  of 
actions  is  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  orally  delivered.    And,  as  a 
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test  of  truth,  it  is  found  indispensable  to  the  due  administration 
of  justice,  that  every  living  witness  should  be  subjected  to  the 
ordeal  of  a  cross-examination,  that  it  may  appear  what  were  his 
powers  of  perception,  his  opportunities  for  observation,  his  atten- 
tiveness  in  observing,  the  strength  of  his  recollection,  and  his 
disposition  to  speak  the  truth.  But  testimony  which  is  derived 
from  the  relation  of  third  persons,  even  when  the  informant  is 
known,  cannot  be  subjected  to  this  test,  nor  is  the  statement 
under  oath,  and,  besides,  it  is  frequently  impossible  to  ascertain 
through  whom,  or  how  many  persons,  the  narration  has  been 
transmitted  from  the  original  witnesses  of  the  fact.  There  are 
several  exceptions  to  the  rule  which  excludes  hearsay  evidence. 
But  those  cases  in  which  it  is  received  are  of  that  character  which 
sufBciently  guards  against  frauds ;  and,  in  most  of  them,  the 
rejection  of  the  evidence  would  work  a  greater  mischief  than 
could  result  from  its  reception.  There  are  some  cases  in  which 
this  kind  of  evidence  is  treated  as  original  eviclence. 

In  cases  where  it  is  material  to  inquire  into  the  demeanor,  the 
conduct  and  mental  feelings  of  an  individual  at  a  particular 
period,  the  expressions  used  by  the  individual  at  the  period  in 
question,  are  in  their  nature,  original  evidence ;  for  they  are  the 
thing  itself  which  is  inquired  into,  as  far  as  outward  behavior  is 
important ;  and  as  evidence  of  existing  inward  sentiments,  they 
are  unlike  a  statement  of  past  occurrences,  for  they  derive  their 
credit  from  being  usually  identified  with,  and  naturally  resulting 
from,  particular  corresponding  feelings.  Accordingly,  in  actions 
for  criminal  conversation,  where  it  is  material  to  inquire  into  the 
terms  upon  which  the  husband  and  wife  lived  together,  before 
the  connection  of  the  wife  with  the  defendant,  it  is  usual  to  give 
evidence  of  what  the  husband  and  wife  have  said  to,  or  of  each 
other,  in  order  to  show  their  mutual  demeanor  and  conduct,  and 
whether  they  were  living  together  upon  better  or  worse  terms. 
Trelaumey  v.  Coleman,  2  Starkie,  191;  S.  C,  1  Barn.  &  Aid.,  90; 
Winter  v.  Wi-oot,  1  Mood.  &  Eob.,  404 ;  Willis  v.  Bernard,  8  Bing., 
376 ;  Elsam  v.  Faucett,  2  Esp.,  562.  So  in  an  action  for  enticing 
away  the  plaintiff's  wife,  and  for  harboring  her,  the  character 
and  conduct  of  the  plaiutiif  may  be  shown,  and  the  declarations 
of  the  wife  may  be  proved,  expressive  of  her  wishes  in  relation 
to  her  living  with  the  plaintiff  as  his  wife ;  and  in  all  such  cases 
the  intent  with  which  the  defendant  has  acted  is  a  material  point 
of  inquiry.  Bennett  v.  Smith,  21  Barb.,  439  ;  Schuneman  v.  Palmer, 
4  Barb.,  225. 

The  expressions  of  a  person  afflicted  with  bodily  pain  from  a 
personal  injury,  or  from  illness,  relative  to  his  health  and  sensar 
tions,  are  admissible  evidence  in  connection  with  other  evidence, 
showing  bis  condition,  such  expressions  being  ordinarily  the  natu- 
ral consequences  and  the  outward  indication  of  co-existing  suffer- 
ings. Caldwell  v.  Murphy,  1  Kern.,  416  ;  Aveson  v.  Kinniard,  6 
East,  188. 

Verbal  and  written  declarations  are  often  said  to  be  admissible, 
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as  constituting  a  part  of  the  res  gestce.  As  such  they  are  most 
properly  admissible  when  they  accompany  some  act,  the  nature 
and  object  or  motives  of  which  are  the  subject  of  inquiry.  In 
such  cases,  words  are  receivable  as  original  evidence,  on  the 
ground  that  what  is  said  at  the  time  affords  legitimate,  if  not 
the  best  means  of  ascertaining  the  character  of  such  equivocal 
acts  as  admit  of  explanation  from  those  indications  of  the  mind 
which  language  affords ;  for  where  words  or  writings  accompany 
an  act,  or  where  they  indicate  the  state  of  a  person's  feelings  or 
bodily  sufferings,  they  derive  their  credit  from  the  surrounding 
circumstances,  and  not  from  the  bare  expressions  of  the  declarant. 
And  the  language  of  persons  at  the  time  of  their  doing  a  par- 
ticular act,  in  the  same  manner  as  their  demeanor  or  gesture,  is 
more  likely  to  be  a  true  disclosure  of  what  was  really  passing  in 
their  minds,  than  their  subsequent  statements  as  to  their  inten- 
tion, even  if  such  statements  would  not  be  excluded  on  other 
grounds.  In  an  action  against  the  indorsers  of  a  note,  answers 
made  by  a  person  applied  to  as  maker,  at  the  place  designated 
by  the  maker  as  his  place  of  business,  admitting  himself  to  be 
the  maker,  are  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce,  and  are  pre- 
sumptive evidence  that  the  person  of  whom  the  demand  was 
made  was  the  maker.  Hunt  v.  Mayhee,  3  Seld.,  266. 

An  officer's  return  to  process  is  generally  conclusive  as  against 
the  officer,  and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  question  its  truth. 
But  such  returns  are  also  evidence  in  favor  of  the  officers  who 
made  them.  If  a  constable  is  sued  in  trespass,  trover,  or  replevin 
for  levying  upon  goods,  his  return  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  his 
levy  upon  it  as  an  officer.  Cornell  v.  Cooh,  7  Oow.,  310 ;  ^arl  v. 
Camp,  16  Wend.,  562,  569 ;  Spoor  v.  Holland,  8  Wend.,  445. 
In  actions  against  officers,  their  returns,  regular  on  their  face, 
will  generally  be  prima  facie  evidence  for  them.  Putnam  v.  Man, 
3  Wend.,  202. 

In  ordinary  cases  hearsay  evidence  is  excluded,  even  though 
stated  under  oath,  and  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  for  the  party 
against  whom  it  is  offered  has  not  enjoyed  the  right  and  the 
advantages  of  cross-examination.  And  the  evidence  is  rejected, 
although  it  is  certain  that  no  better  evidence  is  to  be  had,  and 
although  the  rejection  of  the  evidence  will  be  to  exclude  all  the 
evidence  possessed  by  the  party  offering  it.  Bex  v.  NuneJiam,  1 
East,  373;  Bex  v.  Frystone,  2  East,  54.  So  affidavits  taken 
ex  parte  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  on  the  trial  of  an  action. 
Vol.  I,  53,  §  96.  Clute  v.  Fitch,  25  Barb.,  428. 

Besides  the  cases  which  have  been  noticed,  in  which  certain 
evidence  was  treated  as  original,  instead  of  hearsay  evidence, 
there  are  several  important  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  which 
will  require  to  be  observed  in  practice. 

Exception  1st.  In  matters  of  public  or  general  interest,  hearsay 
evidence  is  sometimes  admissible.  And,  therefore,  it  is  received 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  particular  person  holds  a  spe- 
cified office,  or  a  public  employment  as  an  officer.    This  evidence 
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is  usually  accompanied  by  evidence,  showing  that  the  person 
who  claims  to  be  such  officer,  has  performed  such  acts  as  the 
office  or  employment  authorizes  him  to  perform.  In  an  action 
brought  by  an  overseer  of  the  poor  to  recover  a  penalty,  the 
character  in  which  he  sues  may  be  proved  by  reputation.  Blatch- 
ley  V.  Moser,  15  Wend.,  215,  So  such  evidence  is  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  is  trustee  or  collector  of  a  school  district. 
Bing  v.  Grout,  7  Wend.,  341 ;  McCoy  v.  Curtice,  9  Wend.,  17 ;  or 
to  show  that  he  is  a  constable.  Adams  v.  Jackson,  2  Aik.,  145 ; 
or  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Snow  v.  Peacock,  2  Oarr,  &  Payne, 
215 ;  Wilcox  v.  Smith,  5  Wend.,  231.  So  the  same  rule  apphes 
in  actions  against  persons  who  have  assumed  to  act  as  officers, 
as  in  the  case  of  an  action  against  one  as  an  overseer  of 
highways.  Dean  v.  Gridley,  10  Wend.,  254,  though  he  will  not 
be  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  commissioners  of  high- 
ways for  the  penalty  given  by  statute  for  a  neglect  of  duty  as 
overseer,  if  he  has  omitted  to  file  his  acceptance  of  the  office  in 
the  town  clerk's  office.  Bentley  v.  Phelps,  27  Barb.,  524.  In 
actions  against  sheriffs,  deputy  sheriff's,  constables,  justices  of 
the  peace,  &c.,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  they  have  acted  as 
such  Avithout  showing  their  election  or  appointment.  Potter  v. 
Luther,  3  Johns.,  431.  So  as  to  actions  by  or  against  attorneys 
or  counselors.  Berryman  v.  Wise,  4  Term,  366. 

But,  when  it  is  convenient,  it  is  always  best  to  prove  all  such 
facts  by  such  evidence  as  leaves  no  question  as  to  its  admissi- 
bility or  its  sufficiency,  by  showing  the  election  or  appointment 
&c. 

Hearsay  evidence  is  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showiDg 
who  was  a  freight  agent  of  a  railroad  corporation  at  a  particular 
time.  Spade  v.  Hudson  Biver  Railroad  Co.,  16  Barb.,  383. 

So  it  is  a  general  rule,  that  a  paper  executed  by  a  third  person 
cannot  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  it  recites, 
when  his  declarations,  as  to  the  same  matter,  would  not  be  admis- 
sible, because  they  were  hearsay  evidence.  Garrigue  v.  Loescher, 
3  Bosw.,  578. 

Exception  2d.  In  matters  of  pedigree,  the  statements  of  deceased 
persons  are  allowed  in  many  cases,  subject,  however,  to  various 
limitations  and  qualifications.  Such  evidence,  when  allowed,  is 
admitted  upon  the  principle  that  it  is  the  natural  effusion  of  a 
party  who  must  know  the  truth,  and  who  speaks  upon  an  occa- 
sion where  he  stands  in  an  even  position,  without  any  temptation 
to  exceed  or  to  fall  short  of  the  truth.  Matters  of  pedigree  consist 
of  general  evidence  as  to  descent  or  relationship,  or  as  to  particu- 
lar facts,  such  as  marriages,  births,  or  deaths,  and  of  the  time  when 
such  events  occurred,  either  absolutely,  or  relatively  to  each  other. 
Declarations  of  the  family  or  kindred  are  admissible  to  show  who 
was  a  member  of  the  family,  or  the  particular  relationship  of  the 
person,  as  son,  daughter,  cousin,  and  the  like.  So,  particular 
facts  may  be  proved  in  the  same  way,  as,  the  ages  of  persons, 
the  dates  of  marriages  or  births,  &c. 
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But  the  place  of  birth  of  a  child  cannot  be  shown  by  the  declara- 
tions of  a  deceased  parent.  Bex  v.  Erith,  8  East,  539 ;  Begina  v. 
BisJmorth,  2  Ad.  &  E.  N.  S.,  476. 

Entries  in  the  family  bible  or  register  are  evidence,  if  made  by 
the  father  or  under  his  direction,  and  he  is  dead. 

But  when  such  entries  are  recent,  and  the  father  is  present  in 
court,  or  can  be  produced  there,  or  when  the  entries  are  made  by 
the  mother,  after  the  father's  death,  and  she  is  present  in  c^rt, 
or  can  be  produced,  such  entries  will  be  rejected.  Leggett  v.  Boyd, 
3  Wend.,  376,  379. 

The  declarations  of  deceased  parents  are  admissible  in  the  same 
manner  as  entries  in  the  bible  or  register. 

But  declarations  of  other  persons,  to  be  admissible,  as  to  pedi- 
gree, should  be  made  by  one  who  was  connected  with  the  family 
by  consanguinity  or  affinity,  or  who  derived  his  information  from 
persons  so  connected  with  the  family,  or  who  has  some  personal 
knowledge  of  the  facts  of  which  he  speaks. 

Where  a  deceased  physician  had  attended  the  birth  of  a  person 
whose  age  was  a  subject  of  inquiry,  and  it  was  shown  that  he 
was  in  practice  for  many  years  before  such  birth,  and  for  several 
years  afterwards ;  that  he  made  an  entry  in  his  register  of  all  such 
cases  as  he  attended ;  that  in  his  register  was  an  entry  of  the  birth 
of  this  person,  at  a  time  specified  in  the  register ;  that  such  regis- 
ter also  contained  entries  of  the  birth  of  a  sister  and  brother  of 
such  person,  at  a  subsequent  time,  it  was  held  that  the  register 
was  competent  evidence  of  the  time  of  the  birth  of  such  person. 
Arms  V.  Middleton,  23  Barb.,  571. 

But  such  entries  or  declarations  are  rejected  when  the  person 
who  made  them  is  alive  and  within  reach  of  the  process  of  the 
court,  and  he  himself  can  be  produced  as  a  witness. 

Exception  3d.  An  exception  to  the  general  rule  is  made  in  cases 

relating  to  ancient  possessions ;  but  no  such  questions  arise  in  a 

justices'  court,  and  the  rules  need  not  be  discussed  in  this  work. 

Exception  4:th.  Dying  declarations  are  sometimes  received  in 

evidence  in  criminal  cases. 

But  they  are  not  admissible  on  the  trial  of  civil  actions.  Wilson 
V.  Boerem,  15  Johns.,  286 ;  G'tay  v.  Goodrich,  7  Johns.,  95 ;  Jack- 
son V.  Betts,  6  Cow.,  377 ;  S.  C,  6  Wend.,  173. 

Exception  5th.  Declaration  against  interest  iy  persons  since 
deceased.']  It  is  a  well  settled  rule,  that  declarations  of  persons, 
since  deceased,  whether  the  declarations  were  verbal  or  written, 
are  admissible  in  those  cases  in  which  the  persons  making 
them  are  presumed  to  be  cognizant  of  the  subject  matter  of  the 
declarations,  and  where  their  declarations  apparently  operate 
against  their  own  interest,  whether  pecuniary  or  proprietary.  It 
is  presumed,  when  declarations  are  made  under  such  circum- 
stances, that  they  are  entitled  to  credit,  because  the  regard  which 
men  pay  to  their  own  interest  may  be  safely  cohsidered  as  a 
sufficient  guaranty  against  their  prejjudicing  themselves  by  any 
erroneous  statement ;  and  the  assumed  tendency  of  the  declara- 
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tions,  precludes  the  possibility  of  any  fraudulent  statement.  In- 
deed, the  apprehension  of  fraud  in  such  cases  is,  in  a  great 
measure,  removed,  without  reference  to  the  fact  of  the  declara- 
tions being  against  interest,  when  it  is  considered  that  declarations 
are  not  receivable  during  the  lifetime  of  the  authors  of  them ; 
and  that  it  is  always  competent  for  the  party  against  whom 
they  are  produced,  to  point  out  any  sinister  motive  for  making 
thefli. 

The  declarations  of  a  living  person,  however,  are  not  admissi- 
ble, however  much  they  may  be  against  his  interest,  unless  he  is 
a  party  to  the  action,  or  is  the  real  party  in  interest,  though  not 
nominally  so  on  the  record.  Spargo  v.  Brmvn,  9  Barn.  &  Oress., 
935  ;  FMllips  v.  Cole,  10  Ad.  &  E.,  106  ;  Smith  v.  WMttingham, 
6  Oarr.  &  Payne,  78.  But  the  admissions  of  an  assignor  are  not 
admissible,  even  though  such  assignor  is  dead.  Ante,  377.  The 
entries  must  be  such  as  are  really  against  the  party  making 
the  entries,  not  such  as  are  merely  apparent,  or  they  will  not  be 
admissible. 

Exception  6th.  Entries  in  the  course  of  office  or  lusiness.]  There 
is  a  rule  which  allows  of  written  entries,  made  by  deceased  per- 
sons as  evidence,  even  though  not  made  against  their  interest, 
provided  that,  in  addition  to  a  peculiar  and  personal  knowledge 
of  the  facts,  and  the  absence  of  all  interest  to  pervert  them,  the 
entries  appear  to  have  been  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  offi- 
cial, professional,  or  other  business  or  duty,  and  to  have  been 
immediately  connected  with  the  transacting  or  discharging  of 
such  business  or  duty,  and  to  be  cotemporaneous  with  the  trans- 
actions to  which  they  relate.  And,  under  such  circumstances,  it 
would  appear  that,  upon  general  principles,  there  is  no  sound 
distinction  between  written  entries  and  verbal  declarations.  The 
entries  which  are  made  in  books  of  account,  will  be  noticed  in  a 
subsequent  place. 

The  protest  and  certificate  of  a  notary  public  are  presumptive 
evidence  of  the  presentment  of  a  note  and  non-payment  thereof, 
to  charge  an  indorser,  if  the  notary  is  dead,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  the  indorser  serves  an  afiidavit,  when  sued,  stating  that 
he  did  not  receive  such  notice.  McKnight  v.  Lewis,  5  Barb.,  681 ; 
and  see  3  E.  S.,  474,  '^§  34,  35,  5th  ed. 

So  a  memorandum  of  a  cashier  is  evidence  when  he  is  dead, 
where  he  was  in  the  habit  of  making  such  entries,  after  giving  the 
proper  notices  in  the  name  of  the  notary  of  the  bank.  Nichols  v. 
Goldsmith,  7  Wend.,  160. 

But  whenever  entries  made  in  the  books  of  third  persons  are 
offered  in  evidence,  it  must  be  shown  that  such  person  is  dead 
before  the  entries  are  admissible ;  it  is  not  sufficient  that  he  is 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  cannot  be  found  on  due 
inquiry,  Wilbur  v.  Selden,  6  Cow.,  162  ;  and  especially  is  this  the 
rule  when  the  witness  is  within  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court 
or  is  present  therein  at  the  trial.  Leggett  v.  Boyd,  3  Wend.,  376. 
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The  principle  of  the  rule  which  receives  such  entries  is  limited 
to  those  cases  only  in  which  the  entry  was  made  in  the  ordina,ry 
and  regular  course  of  business.  And  it  does  not  extend  to  entries 
which,  though  made  in  the  course  of  business,  include  independent 
matters,  which  are  not  necessary  to  the  performance  of  the  duty 
by  the  person  who  makes  the  entry.  In  this  respect,  the  entries 
now  under  consideration  differ  materially  from  those  which  ha^ve 
been  made  against  the  interest  of  the  party  making  them,  which, 
it  has  been  seen,  are  admissible,  not  only  as  evidence  of  the  facts 
which  are  directly  against  the  interest  of  the  declarant,  but  also 
of  other  independent  facts  contained  in  the  same  entry,  and  imme- 
diately connected  with  the  other  facts.  The  entries  must  be  made, 
too,  in  the  "  usual  course  of  business,"  by  which  is  meant  that 
thie  entries  are  not  admissible  if  made  out  of  the  usual  course  uf 
business. 

The  entries  must  also  be  made  cotemporaneously  with  the 
occurrence  of  the  events  recorded,  though  this  is  not  the  rule  as 
to  entries  which  are  made  against  the  interest  of  the  party  making 
them.  Verbal  declarations  are  not  admissible  unless  they  are 
shown  to  be  part  of  the  res  gestce. 

An  indorsement  which  is  made  by  the  obligee  of  a  bond,  or 
the  payee  of  a  note,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  defense  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  is  not  admissible  as  evidence,  unless  it  is 
shown  that  the  indorsement  was  made  at  a  time  when  it  was 
against  the  interest  of  the  party  making  it,  though  if  that  is 
shown  the  evidence  is  admissible.  Boseboom  v.  Billington,  17 
Johns.,  182 ;  Bead  v.  Hnrd,  7  Wend.,  408. 

Exception  Itli.  Evidence  of  a  deceased  witness^  Where  a  witness 
has  been  sworn  and  examined  by  the  parties  upon  the  trial  of  an 
action,  and  the  witness  subsequently  dies,  his  evidence  is  admissi- 
ble in  a  subsequent  action  between  the  same  parties,  when  the 
point  in  issue  is  the  same  as  that  in  the  former  trial.  O&born  v. 
Bell,  5  Denio,  370.  This  kind  of  evidence,  classed  among  the 
exceptions  to  the  rule  respecting  hearsay  evidence,  is  of  a  different 
character  from  any  which  has  been  before  mentioned,  for  not 
ouly  is  it  free  from  the  objection  of  being  extra-judicial,  or  of 
being  without  oath,  but  the  party  also  who  is  to  be  affected  by  it 
had  the  power  of  cross-examining  the  witness,  under  the  same 
circumstances  as  on  the  subsequent  trial. 

The  proof  of  what  the  deceased  witness  swore  may  be  made 
by  any  person  who  heard  his  testimony,  even  though  he  took 
no  minutes  of  the  evidence.  Grimm  v.  Hamel,  2  Hilt.,  434.  An 
attorney  or  counselor,  or  other  person,  who  took  minutes  upon 
a  former  trial,  and  testifies  to  their  accuracy,  may  state  on  a  sub- 
sequent trial  what  a  deceased  witness  swore  to  on  a  former  trial, 
although  such  attorney,  &c.,  cannot  testify  from  his  mere  recol- 
lection without  a  reference  to  his  minutes.  Tan  Buren  v.  Cock- 
l)urn,  14  Barb.,  118 ;  Huff  v.  Bennett,  2  Seld.,  337.  It  is  suflScient, 
if  upon  such  examination  of  his  minutes,  he  can  then  swear  from 
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recollection  what  tlie  evidence  was  which  was  given  by  the 
deceased  witness.  II. 

And  where  a  witness  has  no  recollection  of  what  a  deceased 
witness  swore,  even  after  looking  over  his  minutes,  his  minutes 
are  then  competent  evidence  to  prove  such  facts,  provided  the 
witness  swears  that  he  took  down  the  evidence  of  the  former  wit- 
ness, in  the  capacity  of  counsel  or  attorney,  and  that  he  has  no 
doubt  of  the  correctness  of  his  minutes.  Halsey  v.  8insebaugh,  1 
E.  P.  Smith,  485.  To  make  the  minutes  evidence,  when  the  per- 
son who  took  them  does  not  recollect  the  evidence,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  that  the  precise  words  of  the  former  witness 
were  taken  down.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  appears  that  the  person 
who  took  the  evidence  down  in  writing  intended  to  take  down 
the  precise  language  of  the  witness,  but  could  not  swear  that  he 
gave  the  precise  words,  nor  that  he  had  taken  down  every  word, 
though  he  intended  to  take  down  all  that  was  material.  Clark  v. 
Vorce,  15  Wend.,  193 ;  Crawford  v.  Loper,  25  Barb.,  449. 

Before  the  minutes  of  a  person  are  evidence  in  such  a  case,  it 
must  apj)ear  that  after  refreshing  his  recollection,  he  cannot 
swear  to  the  evidence  given  by  the  deceased  witness;  such 
minutes  are  merely  auxiliary,  and  are  never  admissible  when  the 
person  who  made  them  recollects  the  facts  stated  in  them, 
whether  his  recollection  is  independent  of  them,  or  whether  it  is 
refreshed  by  them  so  as  to  revive  his  recollection.  Bussell  v.  Hud- 
son Biver  JR.  B.  Co.,  3  E.  P.  Smith,  134,  140.  The  minutes  of  a 
person  who  took  down  the  evidence  of  a  former  witness  are  not 
evidence  of  what  was  testified  to,  if  he  cannot  swear  that  he  took 
down  the  evidence  accurately  or  fully,  even  though  he  cannot 
state  the  evidence  from  recollection,  after  refreshing  his  memory 
from  such  minutes.  Huff  v.  Bennett,  2  Seld.,  337. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  precise  words  used  by  a  deceased 
witness.  Such  a  thing  is  utterly  impracticable,  and  is  no  more 
required  than  it  would  be  to  give  the  manner  and  tones  of  voice 
of  such  witness.  If  the  substance  is  fully  given,  it  is  all  that 
can  be  required.  Chaffee  v.  Cox,  1  Hilt.,  79 ;  Clark  v.  Yorce,  15 
Wend.,  193 ;  S.  C,  19  Wend.,  232,  233 ;  1  Phil.  Ev.,  399,  note, 
4th  Am.  ed.  Before  evidence  is  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  what  a  witness  testified  to  on  a  former  trial,  it  must  be 
shown  that  he  is  dead.  Powell  v.  Waters,  17  Johns.,  176;  Wither 
V.  Selden,  6  Cow.,  162. 

So  the  pendency  of  the  former  trial  must  be  equally  shown, 
unless  the  proof  is  expressly  waived,  or  no  objection  is  taken  on 
that  ground,  which  would  be  an  implied  waiver.  Beals  v.  Guern- 
sey, 8  Johns.,  446  ;  White  v.  Killing,  11  Johns.,  128. 

Exception  8tk.  Admission  of  parties.]  This  matter  has  been 
fully  discussed  already.  Ante,  371. 
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SECTION  VIII. 

BEST    EVIDENCE. 

The  law  excludes  such  evidence  of  facts  as  from  the  nature  of 
the  thing  supposes  still  better  evidence  behind  in  the  party's  pos- 
session or  power.  The  rule  has  been  expressed  in  various  forms, 
by  different  authors.  One  declares  that  it  requires  "the  best 
evidence  of  which  the  case  in  its  nature  is  susceptible."  1  Greenl. 
Bv.,  §  82.  An  other,  that  it  requires  "the  best  attainable  evi- 
dence." Stark.,  641.  Others,  that  it  requires  the  highest  evidence 
of  which  the  nature  of  the  thing  is  capable.  The  precise  import 
of  the  rule  cannot  be  fully  and  clearly  comprehended,  without 
reference  to  its  application  in  various  instances. 

The  principle  of  the  rule  under  consideration  is  founded  on 
the  presumption  that  there  is  something  in  the  better  evidence 
that  is  withheld,  which  would  make  against  the  party  resorting 
to  inferior  evidence.  Although  in  some  instances,  this  presump- 
tion may  not  be  very  strong,  yet  the  general  effect  of  the  rule  is 
to  prevent  fraud,  and  to  induce  parties  to  bring  before  a  court  or 
jury  the  kind  of  evidence  which  is  least  calculated  to  perplex 
or  mislead  them. 

The  present  rule  is  satisfied  by  the  production  of  the  best 
attainable  evidence.  In  requiring  the  best  evidence  apphcable  to 
each  particular  fact,  it  meant  that  no  evidence  of  a  nature  merely 
substitutionary  shall  be  received  where  the  primary  evidence  is 
producible.  By  substitutionary  evidence  is  meant  such  evidence 
as  implies  the  existence  of  primary  or  more  original  information. 

If  a  party  offers  a  copy  of  a  deed,  bill  of  exchange,  promissory 
note,  or  written  contract,  when  he  ought  to  produce  the  original, 
and  is  able  to  do  so,  a  presumption  arises  that  there  is  something 
in  the  original  instrument  which  would  make  against  such  party ; 
and,  therefore,  the  copy,  in  such  a  case,  is  not  competent  evidence. 
The  rule  is  general  in  its  application,  and,  therefore,  it  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  rebut  this  presumption,  in  any  particular  case,  by 
showing  that  the  copy  is  correct,  for  the  purpose  of  admitting 
such  substitutionary  evidence.  The  reason  why  the  best  evidence 
is  required  is,  to  prevent  frauds,  by  keeping  back  the  best  evi- 
dence; and,  when  the  reason  of  the  rule  fails,  the  rule  itself 
ceases.  If  the  original  paper  is  shown  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the 
opposite  party,  who  refuses  to  produce  it,  after  receiving  a  proper 
notice  for  that  purpose  ;  or,  if  it  is  shown  that  the  original  has 
been  lost  or  destroyed,  without  any  default  on  his  part,  no  pre- 
sumption of  fraud  can  be  made,  and  a  copy  of  the  instrument 
will  then  be  admitted,  because  a  copy  is  the  best  evidence  which 
can  then  be  adduced. 

The  rule  does  not  relate  to  the  measure  or  quantity  of  the  evi- 
dence offered,  but  to  its  quality,  when  compared  with  some  other 
evidence  of  superior  degree.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  point  of  law, 
to  give  the  fullest  proof  that  every  case  may  admit  of.  If  there 
are  several  eye-witnesses  to  a  particular  fact,  it  may  be  proved 
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by  the  testimony  of  one  or  more  of  them,  without  calling  the 
others. 

The  cases  in  which  secondary  evidence  is  excluded,  and  the  best 
evidence  required,  is,  where  oral  evidence  is  offered  in  the  place 
of  written  instruments.  These  instruments  may  be  reduced  to 
three  classes:  1st.  Those  instruments  which  the  law  requires 
to  be  in  writing ;  2d.  Those  contracts  which  the  parties  have  put 
into  writing ;  and,  3d.  AH  other  writings,  the  existence  of  which 
is  disputed,  and  which  are  material  to  the  issue. 

In  the  first  place,  oral  evidence  cannot  be  substituted  for  any 
instrument  which  the  law  requires  to  be  in  writing ;  such  as 
records,  public  documents,  official  examinations,  deeds  of  convey- 
ance of  lands,  wills,  other  than  nuncupative,  promises  to  pay  the 
debt  of  an  other,  or  to  answer  for  his  default,  &c.,  and  other  writ- 
ings required  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  Where  the  law  declares 
that  an  agreement  is  not  valid  unless  in  writing,  an  oral  contract 
is  void,  and  cannot  be  enforced.  But  if  the  agreement  has  been 
properly  executed,  and  is  then  accidentally  lost  or  destroyed,  it 
will  be  valid,  and  its  existence  may  be  proved,  like  any  other  lost 
paper,  &c.  So,  where  the  certificate  of  incorporation  of  a  corpo- 
rate company  has  been  duly  executed  and  filed,  but  it  could  not 
be  found,  on  due  search  in  the  proper  office,  where  it  was  filed,  it 
was  held  competent  to  show,  by  other  evidence,  that,  in  truth,  a 
copy  was  filed  ;  and  a  sworn  copy  of  the  original  was  held  com- 
petent evidence.  New  Yorlc  Gar  Oil  Co.  v.  Richmond,  6  Bosw.,  213. 
Even  the  admissions  of  a  party  will  not  be  competent  to  prove 
the  contents  of  a  record,  or  of  an  instrument  which  the  law 
requires  to  be  in  writing,  unless  it  is  in  those  cases  in  which  the 
admission  is  made  in  open  court,  at  the  trial,  for  the  purpose  of 
obviating  the  production  of  written  evidence.  Welland  Canal  Go. 
V.  Ratliaway,  8  Wend.,  480,  486  ;  Jenner  v.  Joliffe,  6  Johns.,  9  ; 
Hasbrouck  v.  Balcer,  10  Johns.,  248.  The  general  rule  is,  that 
the  oral  admissions  of  a  party,  made  out  of  court,  are  evidence 
against  him  in  those  cases  only  in  which  an  oral  contract  would 
be  binding,  or  in  which  the  transaction  may  legally  rest  in  parol 
evidence.  Ih. 

And,  where  an  action  of  tresi)ass  was  brought  against  a  defend- 
ant, on  the  ground  that  he  had  directed  an  other  person  to  take 
the  plaintiff's  property,  and  it  appeared  that  the  only  direction 
which  he  had  given  was  contained  in  a  military  warrant,  which 
he  had  signed  as  president  of  a  court  martial,  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  produce  the  warrant,  and  could  not  prove 
the  direction  by  oral  evidence.  Stebbins  v.  Cooper,  4  Denio,  191. 

In  the  second  place,  oral  proof  cannot  be  substituted  for  the 
written  evidence  of  any  contract  which  the  parties  have  put  in 
writing.  Here,  the  written  instrument  may  be  regarded,  in  some 
measure,  as  the  ultimate  fact  to  be  proved,  especially  in  the  cases 
of  negotiable  securities ;  and,  in  all  cases  of  written  contracts, 
the  writing  is  tacitly  agreed  upon,  by  the  parties  themselves, 
as  the  only  repository,  and  the  appropriate  evidence,  of  their 
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agreement.  The  written  contract  is  not  a  collateral  matter,  but 
is  of  the  very  essence  of  the  transaction. 

In  an  action  against  a  constable,  for  selling  property  which  the 
plaintiff  claimed  to  own,  by  virtue  of  a  bill  of  sale,  it  was  held 
that  the  bill  of  sale  must  be  produced,  and  that  parol  evidence 
of  its  contents  was  not  admissible.  Dunn  v.  Hewitt,  2  Denio,  637. 
And  this  was  held,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  first  appeared 
on  cross-examination  of  the  witness  proving  the  sale,  that  it  was 
reduced  to  writing.  Ih.  In  such  a  case,  the  justice  is  bound  to 
strike  out  the  parol  evidence,  if  a  motion  is  made  for  that  pur- 
pose, by  the  party  against  whom-  it  has  been  introduced.  Ih. 

So  an  agreement  for  the  renting  of  certain  rooms  was  reduced 
to  writing,  and  this  was  held  to  exclude  evidence  of  prior  oral 
negotiations  as  to  the  terms  of  the  letting.  Townsend  v.  Fisher,  2 
Hilt.,  47 ;  and  see  Mies  v.  Culver,  8  Barb.,  205.  If  the  writing  is 
a  mere  receipt  for  the  price  of  property  sold,  and  not  a  bill  of 
sale,  then  parol  evidence  of  prior  negotiations  is  admissible. 
Filkins  v.  Whyland,  10  E.  P.  Smith,  338. 

The  general  rule  is  applicable  to  contracts  of  all  kinds,  whether 
relating  to  the  sale  or  leasing  of  real  estate,  the  sale  or  exchange 
of  personal  property,  or  for  the  rendering  of  personal  services, 
and  the  like,  where  it  is  essential  that  the  original  instrument 
should  be  produced.  But  there  are  cases  in  which  this  is  not 
necessary.  And  in  an  action  for  a  wrongful  trespass  by  a  stran- 
ger, upon  premises  held  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  tenant,  the  plaintiff 
need  not  produce  his  lease.  Evidence  of  possession  on  his  part, 
under  a  claim  of  right  by  a  written  instrument,  is  entirely  suflfl- 
cient,  as  against  a  wrongdoer.  Wallcer  v.  Wilson,  8  Bosw.,  586. 

The  general  rule  api)lies  also  to  secondary  evidence,  so  that  a 
copy  of  a  copy  is  not  evidence,'  although  a  copy  of  the  original 
paper  might  be,  in  some  cases.  Where  it  was  important  to  show 
that  a  bill  of  items  had  been  rendered  to  the  defendant,  and  also 
what  the  items  were,  the  plaintiff  offered  a  copy  of  his  books, 
from  which  the  bill  rendered  had  been  copied,  this  evidence  was 
objected  to,  and  it  was  held  that  the  books  themselves  were  the 
best  evidence,  and  that  a  copy  of  the  books  was  not  admissible 
evidence.  Reddington  v.  Gilman,  1  Bosw.,  235,  242.  So,  parol 
proof  may  be  given  of  a  lost  paper,  by  giving  a  copy  of  it  in 
evidence ;  but  if  a  copy  is  made,  and  the  original  is  lost,  the 
copyist  must  be  produced  to  prove  the  copy,  if  possible,  and 
mere  evidence  of  his  handwriting,  in  making  the  copy,  is  not 
sufficient.  Breivster  v.  Countryman,  12  Wend.,  446. 

Where  an  instrument  is  partly  printed  and  partly  written,  and 
there  is  a  contradiction  between  the  written  and  printed  portions, 
the  written  parts  will  prevail  over  the  printed.  Woodruff  v.  Com- 
mercial Ins.  Co.,  2  Hilt.,  122,  125 -;  Weisser  v.  Maitland,  3  Sandf., 
318,  322. 

The  admission  of  oral  evidence  to  prove  the  contents  of  a 
paper,  without  objection,  does  not  prevent  the  party  against 
whom  it  is  offered,  from  objecting  to  its  sufficiency.  Hooker  v. 
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Taylor,  4.  E.  D.  Smith,  486  ;  Southwick  v.  Hayden,  7  Cow.,  334 ; 
nor  from  moving  to  strike  it  out  at  the  close  of  the  trial,  before 
summing  up  the  cause.  Dunn  v.  Hewitt,  2  Denio,  637  ;  Heely  v. 
Barnes,  4  Denio,  73 ;  though  it  has  been  held,  in  a  late  case,  that, 
when  improper  evidence  is  deliberately  admitted,  without  objec- 
tion, which  bears  upon  the  issues  on  a  trial,  the  court  has  no  right 
to  strike  it  out,  even  on  motion.  Hall  v.  Earnest,  36  Barb.,  585. 
If,  however,  the  evidence  has  been  received  upon  some  condition, 
mistake  or  contingency,  a  motion  may  be  made  to  strike  it 
out.  li. 

in  the  third  place,  oral  evidence  cannot  be  substituted  for  any 
writing,  the  existence  of  which  is  disputed,  and  if  its  production 
is  material  either  to  the  issue  between  the  parties,  or  as  to  the 
credit  of  witnesses,  and  it  is  not  merely  a  memorandum  of  some 
other  fact. 

By  applying  the  rule  in  such  cases,  the  court  acquires  a  know- 
ledge of  the  whole  contents  of  the  instrument,  which  may  have 
a  difl'erent  effect  from  the  statement  of  a  part.  Thus,  it  is  not 
allowed,  on  cross-examination,  in  the  statement  of  a  question  to 
a  witness,  to  represent  the  contents  of  a  letter,  and  to  ask  the 
witness  whether  he  wrote  a  letter  to  any  person  with  such  con- 
tents, or  contents  to  the  like  effect,  without  having  first  shown 
the  letter  to  the  witness,  and  having  asked  him  if  he  wrote  that 
letter,  because,  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  cross-examining  counsel 
might  put  the  court  in  possession  of  a  part  only  of  the  contents 
of  a  paper,  when  a  knowledge,  of  the  whole  was  essential  to  a 
right  judgment  in  the  cause.  If  the  witness  acknowledges  the 
writing  of  the  letter,  yet  he  cannot  be  questioned  as  to  its  con- 
tents, but  the  letter  itself  must  be  read.  The  Queen^s  Case,  2 
Brod.  &  Bing.,  287.  Two  or  three  lines  of  a  letter  may  be  exhi- 
bited to  a  witness,  without  exhibiting  to  him  the  whole,  and  the 
witness  may  be  asked  whether  he  wrote  the  part  exhibited ;  but 
if  he  denies  that  he  wrote  such  part,  he  cannot  be  examined  as  to 
the  contents  of  the  letter.  li. 

There  are  several  exceptions  to  the  rule  which  requires  the  best 
evidence. 

Exception  1st.  Where  it  is  necessary  to  prove  the  contents  of 
any  record,  or  of  proceedings  in  a  court  of  justice,  or  in  public 
books  or  registers,  it  is  sufficient,  in  general,  to  produce  an  exam- 
ined copy.  This  is  on  a  principle  of  general  convenience,  and 
because  it  is  apparent,  that  if  the  contents  were  misrepresented, 
there  would  be  obvious  means  of  exposing  the  fraud  or  error. 
The  manner  of  proving  records  will  be  explained  hereafter. 

Exception  2d.  It  is  not,  in  general,  necessary  to  prove  the  ap- 
pointment of  public  officers,  by  producing  record  evidence  of 
their  election  or  appointment,  for  this  would  be  attended  with 
general  inconvenience;  and  a  strong  presumption  arises  from 
the  exercise  of  a  public  office,  that  the  election  or  appointment 
IS  valid.  In  the  case  of  sheriffs,  deputy  sheriffs,  constables,  justices 
of  the  peace,  and  the  like,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  they  acted 
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in  that  character,  without  producing  written  evidence  of  an  elec- 
tion or  appointment.  Ante,  392. 

An  affidavit  which  purports  to  be  sworn  to  before  a  proper  offl 
cer,  is  prima  facie  sufficient,  and,  as  to  third  persons,  conclusive. 
Exception  3d.  Where  the  written  communication  or  agreement 
between  the  parties  is  collateral  to  the  question  in  issue,  it  need 
not  be  produced ;  as  where  the  writing  is  a  mere  proposal,  which 
has  not  been  acted  upon ;  or  where  a  written  memorandum  was 
made  of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  which  was  read  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  parties,  but  never  signed,  or  proposed  to  be  signed  ; 
or  where,  during  an  employment  under  a  written  contract,  a 
separate  verbal  order  is  given,  and  the  like  cases.  So  if  a  written 
communication  is  accompanied  by  a  verbal  one,  to  the  same  eflfect, 
the  latter  may  be  received  as  independent  evidence,  though  not 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  contents  of  the  writing,  nor  as  a 
substitute  for  it.  So  a  payment  of  money  may  be  proved  by  oral 
evidence,  although  a  written  receipt  was  taken ;  so  an  oral  demand 
of  goods  may  be  proved,  although  a  written  demand  was  made 
at  the  same  time. 

Exception  Atlu  Proceedings  before  justices  of  the  peace,  in  the 
trial  of  actions  before  them,  may  be  proved  without  the  produc- 
tion of  their  dockets,  provided  the  statutory  requirements  are 
observed. 

The  contents  of  a  justice's  docket  cannot  be  proved  by  oral 
evidence.  The  statute  has  made  ample  provisions  as  to  the  man- 
ner of  proving  them.  Vol.  I,  69,  .70,  §§  175,  176,  177,  178,  179. 
Before  the  justice  himself,  his  own  docket  is  evidence,  without 
any  proof  of  its  authenticity,  or  of  the  official  character  of  the 
justice.  Smith  v.  Frost,  5  Hill,  431 ;  G-roffY.  GrisivoW,  1  Denio, 
432.  So  a  transcript  of  his  docket,  or  of  other  proceedings  before 
himself,  is  equally  evidence  before  himself,  without  any  other 
proof  of  authenticity.  Vol.  I,  69,  %  176. 

When  the  action  is  tried  before  some  justice  other  than  the 
one  who  rendered  the  judgment,  or  is  tried  in  some  other  court, 
the  docket  may  be  proved  by  a  transcript  of  it,  duly  certified  by 
the  clerk  of  county  in  which  such  justice  resides.  Vol.  I,  69,  70, 
%%  111,  178. 

The  form  of  a  transcript  and  certificate  will  be  given  in  a  sub- 
sequent place. 

The  object  in  permitting  proof  to  be  made  of  the  docket  by  a 
certified  transcript  was  to  save  justices  from  the  inconvenience 
of  attending  in  person,  as  witnesses,  to  prove  their  dockets  in 
those  cases  in  which  that  became  important.  Heermans  v.  WUr- 
liams,  11  Wend.,  636.  The  statute  must  be  substantially  com- 
plied with,  or  the  transcript  will  not  be  competent  evidence.  To 
authenticate  the  fact,  that  the  justice  was  such  at  the  time  of 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  the  county  clerk's  certificate  is 
the  only  competent  evidence  where  a  transcript  of  the  docket 
is  used.  And  where  a  judgment  is  a  necessary  part  of  a  defense, 
the  judgment  cannot  be  proved  by  the  production  of  a  sworn 
Wait  11—61 
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copy  of  the  docket,  even  if  it  is  proved  by  the  justice  who  ren- 
dered it,  to  be  a  true  copy.  lu  such  cases  the  docket  is  the  best 
evidence,  and  must  be  produced,  unless  the  justice  is  dead  or 
absent.  Pratt  v.  Pedliham,  25  Barb.,  195 ;  Pollock  y.  Hoag,  4  E.D. 
Smith,  473 ;  and  see  McCarty  v.  Sherman,  3  Johns.,  429.  But 
see  Wilkinson  v.  Yorce,  41  Barb.,  370. 

The  docket  of  a  justice  may  be  proved  by  producing  it,  and 
proving  by  the  justice  that  it  is  his  docket,  if  the  proceeding 
which  requires  it  is  had  before  some  other  justice  or  court.  Vol. 
I,  70,  §  179.  Boomer  v.  Laine,  10  Wend.,  526. 

In  case  of  the  death  or  absence  of  the  justice,  bis  minutes  and 
docket  may  be  proved  by  producing  the  originals  and  proving 
the  handwriting  of  the  justice.  Vol,  I,  70,  ^  179.  So,  in  such  a 
case,  they  may  be  proved  by  sworn  copies,  with  proper  proof  of 
the  handwriting  of  the  justice.  J6.  The  pleadings  may  be  proi- 
duced  and  proved  by  a  justice  without  producing  his  docket,  or 
a  transcript  of  it,  when  it  is  not  material  to  prove  any  thing  more 
than  the  contents  of  the  pleadings.  Brotherton  v.  Wright,  15 
Wend.,  237.  And  so,  too,  the  proceedings  in  an  action  may  be 
proved  without  a  copy  of  the  judgment,  certified  by  the  county 
clerk.  And  where  a  judgment  had  been  rendered  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  upon  process  served  by  a  person  deputized  by  such 
justice  to  serve  it,  it  was  held  that  a  copy  of  the  judgment  and 
of  the  proceedings  taken  for  the  recovery  thereof,  was  competent 
and  legal  evidence  of  such  proceedings  for  the  appointment  of 
such  person  to  serve  the  process,  and  of  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment,  when  the  question  arose  in  a  collateral  action,  pro- 
vided the  copy  of  the  judgment  and  proceedings  was  signed  with 
the  official  signature  of  the  justice;  and  it  was  also  proved  by  a 
witness  that  the  paper  was  a  correct  copy  of  the  justice's  pro- 
ceedings and  judgment.  Wilkinson  v.  Vorce,  41  Barb.,  370.  The 
same  case  also  holds  that  such  proof  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
judgment  itself,  in  a  collateral  action.  But  see  the  cases  above 
cited ;  and  see  Vol.  I,  70,  ^  178. 

The  docket  is  conclusive  evidence  between  the  parties  to  the 
action ;  but  it  is  not  evidence  at  all  in  some  cases.  If  a  cour 
stable  sues  to  recover  his  fees  for  serving  the  summons  in  the 
action,  the  docket  is  no  evidence  to  prove  what  constable  served 
the  summons,  nor  the  amount  of  his  fees.  Reynolds  v.  Brown,  15 
Barb.,  24;  and  see  Cornell  v.  Moulton,  3  Denio,  12;  WartbveU  v. 
Patrick,  1  Bosw.,  406;  Mcaraw  v.  Walker,  2  Hilt.,  404,  If  the 
docket  is  lost,  provision  is  made  for  proving  its  contents.  Vol- 1, 
72,  §  192. 

The  statute  requires  certain  proceedings  to  be  entered  in  the 
docket  of  a  justice.  Vol,  I,  68,  ^  174,  It  also  authorizes  him  to 
enter  such  other  proceedings  as  he  may  think  proper,  if  they  are 
such  as  took  place  before  him  in  the  action.  Vol.  I,  69,  %  175. 
This  evidently  relates  to  some  proceeding  in  the  cause  by  the 
parties,  by  way  of  practice  on  the  trial,  or  preceding  it,  or  as  to 
some  agreement  made  by  the  parties  on  the  trial.    If  the  parties 
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agree  before  the  justice,  on  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiff  may  with- 
draw his  action  at  any  time  within  tour  days  after  it  is  submitted 
to  the  justice,  this  is  a  valid  agreement;  and  if  it  is  entered  in 
the  justice's  docket,  that  will  be  competent  proof  of  the  fact, 
and  will  not  be  liable  to  contradiction  by  parol  evidence.  Smith 
V.  Compton,  20  Barb.,  262. 

Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  a  justice's  docket. 
Ih.;  Hard  v.  Shipman,  6  Barb.,  621 ;  Mies  v.  Totman,  3  Barb.,  594; 
McLean  v.  Hugarin,  13  Johus.,  184.  Though  there  is  an  excep- 
tion to  this  rule,  and  that  is  when  it  is  offered  to  be  shown  that 
the  justice  had  no  jurisdiction  to  render  the  alleged  judgment. 
Ante,  15,  Jurisdistion. 

The  justice  may  properly  enter  into  his  docket  a  statement  of 
what  matters  were  actually  tried,  and  also  what  mattei's  were 
withdrawn  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  or  of  the  justice,  if 
he  deems  it  proper  or  material  to  do  so,  and  they  will  then  become 
a  part  of  the  docket. 

.  If  the  justice  does  not  make  any  such  entry,  the  facts  may  be 
proved  by  any  person  who  knows  them  from  being  present  at  the 
trial,  acting  as  counsel,  or  even  though  he  was  a  mere  spectator. 
Phillips  V.  Berick,  16  Johns.,  136 ;  Snider  v.  Croy,  2  Johns.,  227 ; 
WiUsr  V.  Case,  16  Wend.,  583. 

The  minutes  of  the  justice,  or  those  of  the  attorneys  or  coun- 
sel who  tried  the  cause,  are  no  higher  evidence  than  their  oral 
testimony.  The  manner  of  proving  the  evidence  of  a  former 
witness  has  been  already  explained  ;  and  the  same  rules  apply  to 
the  proof  of  other  facts  which  transpired  at  the  trial.  Ante,  372, 
395. 

Where  a  transcript  of  the  docket  is  wanted  as  evidence,  before 
some  court  or  justice,  other  than  the  one  who  rendered  it,  an 
application  should  be  made  to  the  justice  who  rendered  it,  for  a 
certified  copy  of  it.  Such  justice  should  then  make  a  literal 
copy  of  the  entire  judgment,  as  it  is  entered  in  his  docket,  and 
of  all  the  other  matters  which  he  has  entered  therein  as  a  part  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  action.  This  transcript  should  then  be 
certified  by  the  justice  in  the  following  form  : 

Form  of  certificate  of  transcript. 

Albany  Countt,  ss  :  I,  A.  B.,  the  justice  before  whom  the  foregoing 
(or  above  or  within)  judgment  was  rendered,  do  hereby  certify  that  the 
foregoing  (or  above,  &c.)  ti-anscript  is  a  true  copy  of  my  docket,  and  of 
the  whole  thereof,  and  of  all  entries  made  therein  by  me  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  said  action.     Dated  January  23,  1865. 

A.  B.,  Justice. 

But,  before  the  transcript,  so  made,  can  be  read  in  evidence,  a 
certificate  must  be  procured  from  the  county  clerk  of  the  county 
in  which  the  justice  resided,  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  tbe 
judgment.  Vol.  I,  70,  §  178 ;  Matjnard  v.  Thompson,  8  Wend., 
393.  This  certifixjate  should  be  attached  to  the  transcript;,  and 
may  be  in  the  following  form : 
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Form  of  clerk's  certificate. 

Albany  County,  ss  :  I,  Smith  A.  Waterman,  clerk  of  the  county  of 
Albany,  do  hereby  certify,  that  A.  B.,  the  person  who  subscribed  the  within 
(or  foregoing)  transcript  was,  at  the  date  of  the  judgment  therein  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  23d  day  of  January,  1865,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of 
New  Scotland,  in  said  county;  and  that  I  am  well  acquainted  with  the 
handwriting  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and  verily  believe  that  the  name  A  B.,  sub- 
scribed to  the  said  transcript,  is  his  proper  and  genuine  signature. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  of  office, 
[l.  s.l         on  this  23d  day  of  January,  1865. 

SMITH  A.  WATERMAN. 

This  seal  of  the  clerk  must  be  the  seal  of  the  county  clerk's 
oflBce,  but  it  need  not  be  impressed  upon  wax  or  wafer,  or  any 
similar  substance,  it  will  be  sufficient  if  impressed  directly  upon 
the  paper,  as  a  part  of  the  certificate.  Vol.  I,  80,  ^  19.  A  tran- 
script thus  certified  by  the  county  clerk,  under  his  hand  and 
official  seal,  proves  itself,  and  is  admissible  upon  its  production 
as  evidence. 

There  are  numerous  papers  and  documents  which  may  be 
proved  by  certified  copies ;  but  those  will  be  noticed  in  a  sub- 
sequent place. 

Exception  5tJ\.  Producing  papers,  &c.,  on  notice.]  When  a  paper 
is  in  the  hands  of  the  opposite  party,  and  it  is  important  to  show 
its  contents  on  the  trial  of  an  action,  a  notice  should  be  given  to 
that  party  to  produce  it ;  and  if  he  refuses  to  do  so,  after  the  ser- 
vice of  a  regular  and  proper  notice  on  him  for  that  purpose,  parol 
evidence  may  be  given  of  the  contents  of  such  paper. 

If  an  important  paper  is  in  the  hands -of  the  opposite  party,  it 
is  a  general  rule  that  a  notice  to  produce  the  paper  must  be  given 
before  parol  evidence  can  be  given  of  its  contents.  There  are, 
however,  exceptions  to  this  rule.  If  the  pleadings  give  a  party 
notice  to  be  prepared  to  produce  a  particular  paper  or  instrument 
at  the  trial,  if  necessary  to  contradict  the  evidence  of  his  oppo- 
nent, no  notice  to  produce  the  paper  or  instrument  is  necessary. 
Hammond  v.  Hopping,  13  Wend,  505;  Hardin  v.  Kretsinger,  17 
Johns.,  293 ;  Hdwardsv.  Bonneau,  1  Sandf.,  610 ;  Hays  v.  Biddle, 
Id.,  248.  So  the  rule  is  the  same  when  the  paper  to  be  proved 
is  a  duplicate  original ;  or  where  the  instrument  is  itself  a  notice, 
such  as  a  notice  to  quit,  or  notice  of  the  dishonor  of  a  bill  or  note. 

When  it  is  shown  that  an  instrument  is  wrongfully  destroyed 
by  the  party  who  made  it,  and  who  wrongfully  obtained  posses- 
sion of  it,  parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  its  contents,  without 
any  notice  to  produce  it  at  the  trial.  Scott  v.  Pentz,  5  Sandf.,  572. 

When  it  is  shown  that  a  paper  is  lost,  without  the  fault  of  the 
party  losing  it,  he  may  give  parol  evidence  of  its  contents.  Liv- 
ingston V.  Rogers,  1  Gaines'  Oases,  XXVII ;  Bead  v.  Brookman, 
3  Term,  151 ;  .New  York  Car  Oil  Co.  v.  Biclimond,  6  Bosw.,  213. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  in  the  pleadings  that  a  paper  is  lost 
to  enable  a  party  to  give  parol  evidence  of  its  contents.  Super- 
visors of  Livingston  v.  White,  30  Barb.,  72. 
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In  an  action  against  a  county  treasurer  and  the  sureties  in  his 
bond,  it  was  proved  that  a  bond  was  executed ;  that  it  was  de- 
livered to  the  county  treasurer  by  the  witness,  as  he  believed, 
though  he  was  not  positive  of  the  fact ;  and  it  was  also  proved 
by  the  county  clerk  that  he  had  searched  for  the  bond  on  several 
occasions,  and  could  not  find  it  in  his  ofiice ;  and  that  he  did  not 
recollect  of  having  seen  it  in  his  office  at  all.  This  was  held  to 
be  sufBcient  to  admit  parol  evidence  of  its  contents.  lb. 

So  where  proof  was  made  that  a  search  had. been  made  in  the 
county  clerk's  office  for  an  appeal  bond,  which  had  been  delivered 
there  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  that  it  could  not  be  found  in 
the  place  where  such  bonds  were  usually  kept ;  and  it  was  also 
shown  that  the  justice  also  searched  among  all  his  papers  and 
could  not  find  it.  This  was  held  to  be  sufficient  proof  of  loss  to 
admit  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  bond.  Teall  v.  Van 
Wyclc,  10  Barb.,  376.  A  clerk's  certificate  would  be  competent 
evidence  of  such  search,  though  the  proof  might  be  made  by  any 
other  person  who  had  made  such  search.  li. 

When  it  is  shown  that  a  paper  is  in  the  possession  of  a  party 
out  of  the  state,  and  that  the  person  who  has  it  in  possession 
refuses  peremptorily  to  produce  it,  after  all  legal  means  for  that 
purpose  have  been  resorted  to,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  the  laws 
of  the  state  where  he  is  will  compel  him  to  produce  it,  although 
he  is  examined  as  a  witness  on  a  commission,  this  is  sufficient  to 
authorize  parol  evidence  of  its  contents.  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  6 
Duer,  103,  137. 

Parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  the  contents  of  a  letter,  after 
it  is  proved  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he  has 
refused  to  produce  it,  after  the  service  of  a  proper  notice  on  him 
for  that  purpose.  Sheldon  v.  Wood,  2  Bosw.,  269.  In  an  action 
by  a  principal  against  his  agent,  for  not  paying  over  moneys, 
parol  evidence  cannot  be  given  of  the  contents  of  a  letter  sent 
by  the  plaintift'  to  the  defendant,  demanding  payment,  without 
first  proving  that  due  notice  had  been  given  to  produce  the  letter 
at  the  trial.  Weeks  v.  Lyoii,  18  Barb.,  530. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  party  is  not  required  to  produce  papers 
at  the  trial,  unless  previous  notice  has  been  given  requiring  their 
production ;  and  the  fact  that  he  has  the  papers  in  court  does  not 
operate  to  dispense  with  the  notice,  unless  the  nature  of  the  case 
apprises  him  that  they  will  be  necessary  on  the  trial.  Grimm  v. 
Hamel,  2  Hilt.,  434.  The  object  of  the  notice  is  not  only  to  obtain 
the  papers  or  lay  the  foundation  of  secondary  evidence  of  their 
contents,  but  also  to  give  the  party  notified  an  opportunity  to 
procure  testimony  to  support  or  impeach  them,  or  to  show  that 
no  such  papers  as  those  called  for  ever  existed.  lb.;  Rogers  v.  Van 
Hoesen,  12  Johns.,  221 ;  Cforham  v.  Gale,  7  Cow.,  739 ;  3  Greenleaf 's 
Ev.,  ^  561,  note  2,  and  cases.  But  when  a  witness,  who  is  intrusted 
with  a  written  instrument  executed  by  the  parties  to  the  action, 
admits  in  court  that  it  is  then  in  his  possession,  he  must  produce 
it ;  and  he  cannot  excuse  himself  from  producing  it  on  the  ground 
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that  he  has  not  been  served  with  a  subpcena  duces  tecum,  or  a 
notice  to  produce  it.  Boynton  v.  Boynton,  16  Abb.,  87.  And 
when  a  party  requires  its  production,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  require  such  production,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  its 
materiality  as  evidence ;  and  a  refusal,  by  the  justice,  to  comply 
with  such  request,  will  be  error,  even  though  it  may  not  then 
appear  that  the  paper  is  matei'ial  evidence.  Ih. 

The  general  rules  of  practice  requiring  a  written  notice  to  pro- 
duce papers,  has«  reference  to  the  preliminary  preparations  for 
trial.  The  reason  of  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  a  notice  given 
in  the  presence  a,nd  hearing  of  the  court,  while  the  trial  is  in 
progress,  from  day  to  day ;  and  where,  at  a  previous  hearing 
before  a  referee,  the  plaintifF  had  given  the  defendant  verbal 
notice  to  produce  certain  bills  and  receipts,  or  that  parol  evi- 
dence of  their  contents  would  be  given,  this  was  held  to  be  suflB- 
cient  notice.  Kerr  v.  McGwire,  28  How.,  28,  court  of  appeals. 

The  notice,  when  given,  ought  to  be  served  personally,  whether 
it  is  made  on  the  party  or  his  attorney.  JRatKbun  v.  Acker,  18  Barb., 
393. 

Form  of  notice  to  produce  pap&r. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe  j 

agst.  S-  Before  A.  B.,  justice. 

Richard  Roe.  I 


Sir,  please  to  take  notice  that  you  are  hereby  required  to  produce  on  the 
trial  of  this  action  a  certain  paper  writing  (or  instrument,  deed,  or  bill  of 
exchange),  bearing  date  on  or  about  the  first  day  of  June,  1863,  made  and 
executed  by  and  between  John  Doe,  on  the  one  part,  and  Richard  Roe,  of 
the  other  part,  by  which,  &c.  (describe,  as  nearly  as  possible,  the  contents 
of  the  paper  desired) ;  and  you  are  also  required  to  produce,  on  said  trial, 
all  other  pa:pers  in  your  custody  or  under  your  control,  relating  to  the  mat- 
ters in  controversy  in  this  action,  or  in  default  thereof,  parol  or  secondary 
evidence  will  be  given  of  their  contents.    Dated  January  23,  1865. 

JOHN  DOE,  PlahUiff. 

To  Richard  Rob,  Esq.,  D.efendant. 

This  notice  ought  to  be  served  by  making  a  copy  of  it,  and 
delivering  it  personally  to  the  defendant  a  reasonable  time  before 
the  trial,  so  that  he  may  have  time  to  search  for  it  if  necessary, 
or  so  that  he  may  have  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  obtain  his 
witnesses  to  testify  in  relation  to  the  paper  when  produced. 

It  is  best  to  serve  a  written  notice,  so  as  to  avoid  any  qnestion 
as  to  the  suflflciency  of  the  notice,  either  in  form  or  in  substance ; 
for  if  the  notice  is  a  written  one,  there  can  be  no  dispute  as 
to  what  the  notice  really  was,  but  merely  as  to  its  effect,  or  as  to 
the  time  of  its  service. 

The  notice  ought  to  describe  the  paper  required  in  the  most 
particular  manner  that  can  be  reasonably  done,  so  that  the  party 
who  is  required  to  produce  it  may  have  full  information  of  the 
paper  which  he  is  required  to  produce.    In  most  cases  such  a 
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description  can  be  given  as  will  leave  uo  room  for  doubt  as  to  the 
paper  desired,  nor  any  reasonable  excuse  for  saying  that  the 
notice  was  not  sufficiently  specific. 

The  reference  to  a  paper  may  be  to  its  date,  the  names  of 
the  parties  to  it,  the  nature  of  the  paper,  the  object  for  which  it 
was  made,  the  person  who  witnessed  it,  or  the  person  for  whose 
benefit  it  was  executed. 

The  proof  of  the  service  of  the  notice  should  be  made  orally 
on  oath  before  the  justice  who  tries  the  cause,  and  not  by  affida- 
vit, so  that  the  party  may  be  cross-examined.  Willa/rd  v.  Germer, 
1  Sandf.,  50.  If  a  party  insists  that  the  notice  was  not  served 
in  time,  he  ought  to  refuse  to  produce  the  paper,  and  then  object 
to  parol  evidence  of  its  contents ;  for  if  he  produces  the  paper 
he  will  waive  the  objection  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice.  76. 

The  service  of  a  notice  on  a  party  requiring  him  to  produce  a 
paper  does  not  compel  him  to  produce  it,  like  the  service  of  a 
subpoena,  duces  teGum;  the  only  effect  of  the  notice  is  to  permit 
the  introduction  of  parol  evidence  as  to  the  contents  of  the  paper 
in  cases  in  which  due  notice  has  been  given  to  produce  it,  and  a 
refusal  to  do  so.  Edmonstone  v.  Hartshorn,  5  E.  P.  Smith,  9. 

If  the  paper  is  not  in  the  possession  of  the  party  served,  nor 
under  his  control,  the  service  of  the  notice  will  not  authorize  the 
introduction  of  parol  evidence  of  its  contents ;  as  in  the  case  of 
the  service  of  a  notice  on  the  plaintiff  to  produce  a  letter  which 
was  written  to  his  assignor,  which  was  held  insufficient.  Chaffee  v. 
Cox,  1  Hilt.,  79.  The  assignor  ought  to  be  subpoenaed  to  produce 
the  paper,  in  such  a  case.  Ih.  If  he  has  lost  or  destroyed  it,  then 
parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  its  contents.  Ih. 

Two  letters  were  written,  one  immediately  after  the  other,  and 
were  signed  by  the  same  person,  contained  the  same  words, 
and  addressed  to  the  same  person ;  one  was  sent  to  the  person 
addressed,  the  other  retained  by  the  writer ;  it  was  held  that  each 
was  an  original  or  duplicate,  and  that  the  one  retained  might  be 
introduced  in  evidence,  without  a  notice  to  produce  the  other. 
HiCbbard  v.  Russell,  24  Barb.,  404. 

Before  a  certified  copy  of  a  paper  is  evidence,  or  before  parol 
evidence  can  be  given  of  the  contents  of  a  paper,  it  must  be  shown 
that  there  was  an  original  which  was  duly  executed.  Felloivs  v. 
Myring,  23  How.,  230 ;  Metcalf  v.  Van  Bentlmysen,  3  Oonlst., 
424.  As  to  the  compulsion  of  an  attorney  to  produce  a  paper 
belonging  to  his  client,  see  Privileged  Communications. 

The  loss  of  a  paper  may  be  shown  by  the  party  who  owned  it, 
if  he  lost  it ;  or  by  any  other  person  who  may  have  lost  it  or 
destroyed  it.  Since  the  amendment  of  the  law,  permitting  parties 
to  swear  as  witnesses  for  themselves,  the  statute  authorizing 
parties  to  prove  the  loss  of  papers,  becomes  of  little  consequence, 
and  no  reference  will  be  made  to  the  cases  on  that  question. 

Form  of  oath. 
You  do  swear  that  you  will  answer  truly  all  such  questions  as  may  be 
put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  loss  or  destruction  of  (describe  the  paper). 
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The  form  may  be  varied,  so  as  to  prove  the  service  of  a  notice 
to  produce  a  paper,  &c.,  or  as  to  any  matter  in  which  proof  is 
required  to  be  made.  After  being  sworn,  the  party  is  examined 
on  his  own  behalf;  and  he  may  then  be  cross-examined  by  the 
opposite  party. 

This  evidence  is  intended  for  the  justice  alone,  to  enable  him 
to  determine  whether  parol  or  secondary  evidence  shall  be  admit- 
ted. The  proof  of  the  loss  of  a  paper  will  be  sufficient,  whenever 
it  appears  that  the  party  has  made  all  due  and  reasonable  search 
for  it,  in  those  places  in  which  it  was  usually  kept,  or  in  which 
it  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  found,  if  such  search  is 
unsuccessful. 

The  question  is  peculiarly  one  for  the  justice,  and  he  will  only 
require  such  proof  as  satisfies  him  that  an  honest  attempt  has 
been  made  to  produce  the  paper,  and  a  failure  to  find  it  after  a 
reasonable  and  diligent  effort  for  that  purpose.  The  opposite 
party  may  be  sworn  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  or  explaiuing 
the  evidence  given,  to  show  the  loss  of  a  paper,  and  he  will  also 
be  liable  to  cross-examination. 

A  paper  produced,  on  notice,  by  the  adverse  party,  must  be 
proved  by  him  who  offers  it,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  himself 
produced  it,  unless  the  party  who  produces  it  is  a  party  to  the 
instrument,  or  claims  a  beneficial  interest  under  it. 

A  notice  to  produce  a  paper  need  not  be  given  but  once;  and 
if  once  regularly  given,  the  party  on  whom  the  notice  is  served 
will  be  bound  to  produce  the  paper  at  the  trial,  notwithstanding 
the  cause  may  be  adjourned  several  times  after  such  service. 
Jackson  v.  Shearman,  6  Johns.,  19.  And  the  notice,  properly 
given  in  a  justice's  court,  will  be  sufficient  even  if  the  cause 
is  removed  to  the  county  court,  by  appeal,  and  then  tried  there. 
Wilson  V.  GUile,  4  Wend.,  623 ;  Ueab  v.  Moore,  19  Johns.,  337. 

SECTION  IX. 

SUFFICIENT   TO   PROVE   THE    SUBSTANCE   OF   THE   ISSUE. 

An  other  general  rule  is,  that  the  substance  only  of  the  issue 
needs  to  be  proved.  This  rule  is  founded  on  the  principles  of 
good  sense  and  justice.  If  a  party  proves  the  substance  of  the 
issue,  he  has  proved  a  substantial  ground  of  action,  and  is  entitled 
to  his  remedy.  He  will  not  be  obliged  to  prove  immaterial  aver- 
ments, which  might  be  expunged  from  the  record  without  affect- 
ing his  right  to  recover.  Such  averments  serve  only  to  encumber 
the  record :  and  the  proof  of  them  would  be  as  immaterial  as 
the  averments  themselves. 

The  old  law  was  quite  strict  as  to  a  variance  between  the  alle- 
gations in  the  pleadings,  and  the  evidence  introduced  to  prove 
them.  But  since  the  enactment  of  the  Code,  variances  are  com- 
paratively of  little  importance. 

"A  variance  between  the  proof  on  the  trial  and  the  allegations 
in  a  pleading  shall  be  disregarded  as  immaterial,  unless  the  court 
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shall  be  satisfied  that  the  adverse  party  has  been  misled  to  his 
prejudice  thereby."  Code,  §  64,  sub.  10. 

Under  the  rule  introduced  by  the  Code,  which  has  been  cited, 
and  under  sections  169, 170  and  171  of  the  Code,  a  liberal  system 
of  practice  has  been  established  on  this  subject,  and  some  of  the 
reported  cases  will  fully  illustrate  the  matter. 

The  cases  decided  soon  after  the  enactment  of  the  Code  were 
somewhat  like  the  practice  under  the  old  law,  and  variances 
were  regarded  in  cases  in  which  they  would  now  be  disregarded. 
In  one  case  the  complaint  alleged  that  an  injury  had  resulted  to 
the  plaintiff's  cow,  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  of  the  defend- 
ant, a  railroad  corporation,  in  not  putting  up  cattle  guards;  but 
the  proof  showed  that  the  injury  arose  from  a  neglect  to  put 
up  fences ;  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  material  and  fatal  variance, 
for  which  the  judgment  below  was  reversed.  Parker  v.  Rensselaer 
&  Saratoga  B.  B.,  16  Barb.,  315.  In  an  other  case,  the  action 
was  for  the  recovery  of  the  price  of  hay  sold ;  the  answer  alleged 
that  the  hay  delivered  "  was  very  poor,  and  of  very  little  value." 
This  allegation  was  held  not  to  authorize  proof  that  "  the  hay 
was  good  for  nothing,  and  that  no  use  could  be  made  of  it  what-* 
ever."  Deifendorff  v.  Gage,  7  Barb.,  18. 

The  technical  strictness  of  the  two  cases  just  cited,  is  not  now 
followed,  but  a  much  more  liberal  rule  is  adopted,  both  in  rela- 
tion to  complaints  and  answers,  and  the  proof  ofiered  in  support 
of  them.  And  first,  as  to  complaints.  If  the  complaint  alleges 
a  sale  and  delivery  of  goods  to  the  defendant,  it  will  be  sufficient 
to  prove  that  the  goods  were  purchased  "  by  order  of  the  defend- 
ant," for  a  third  person,  and  that  the  delivery  of  the  goods  was 
made  to  such  third  person.  Bogers  v.  Verona,  1  Bosw.,  417. 

In  an  action  for  trespasses  upon  lands,  the  plaintiff  may  prove 
acts  of  trespass  within  the  time  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  he 
may  also  prove  acts  of  trespass  committed  prior  to  the  time 
alleged  in  the  complaint,  although  this  could  not  have  been  done 
under  the  old  practice.  Belyea  v.  Beaver,  34  Barb.,  547.  The 
decision  does  not  turn  upon  the  materiality  of  the  variance 
between  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  and  the  proof,  but  the 
question  whether  the  opposite  party  has  been  misled  or  will  be 
prejudiced  by  the  admission  of  the  testimony.  J6. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  for  a  forcible  and  wrongful  taking  of 
goods  from  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  he  need  not  allege  the 
ownership  of  the  goods ;  but  if  he  does  allege  it,  and  the  answer 
denies  it,  the  issue  will  be  immaterial,  and  no  proof  need  be 
given  by  the  plaintiff  to  sustain  the  allegation.  Kissam  v.  Boherts, 
6  Bosw.,  154,  163.  As  against  a  mere  wrongdoer,  possession  is 
all  that  need  be  alleged  or  proved.  Ih.  And  if  the  defendant 
had  set  up  title  to  the  property  in  a  third  person,  he  must,  in 
some  manner  connect  himself  with  it,  to  constitute  a  legal  defense 
to  the  action.  J&. 

In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money  due  for  services  ren- 
dered, the  complaint  alleged  that  a  specified  sum  was  due  for 
Wait  11—52 
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services  rendered  at  a  time  specified ;  the  answer  was  a  general 
denial.  On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved  that  he  worked  for  the 
defendant  for  six  months,  and  that  he  was  to  be  paid  one  dollar 
a  day.  The  evidence  also  disclosed  the  fact  that  there  was  a 
written  contract  in  existence,  which  the  defendant  offered  in 
evidence,  but  it  was  rejected,  because  it  was  inadmissible  under 
the  pleadings.  This  was  held  erroneous,  and  the  question  was 
decided  to  be  one  of  evidence  and  not  of  pleading.  Harris  v. 
Story,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  363. 

So  where  the  complaint  claims  to  recover  for  work  and  labor 
performed,  and  the  complaint  is  founded  upon  a  special  agree- 
ment only,  which  is  not  proved,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to 
recover  for  services  rendered,  if  the  proof  authorizes  it,  if  no 
objection  is  made  as  to  the  variance ;  and  if  an  objection  of  that 
kind  is  raised,  the  justice  ought  to  allow  an  amendment  of  the 
complaint.  Irvine  v.  WortendyJce,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  374.    So  if  the 
action  is  founded  upon  contract,  and  the  complaint  alleges  that 
the  defendant  received  money  as  an  agent  and  supercargo  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  he  omits  or  refuses  to  account  and  pay  over ; 
^ud  the  answer  alleges  that  the  transaction  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  was  a  joint  adventure ;  and  the  court,  jury,  or 
referee,  find  as  a  fact,  that  the  answer  is  true,  this  is  not  a  mate- 
rial variance,  since  it  establishes  the  substance  of  the  complaint, 
which  is  an  indebtedness  of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff;  and, 
therefore,  the  plaintiff  cannot  properly  be  nonsuited,  nor  his 
complaint  be  dismissed  for  that  reason.  Poirer  v.  Fisher,  8  Bosw., 
258.     The  fact  that  the  defendant  was  arrested  in  the  action  as 
an  agent,  does  not  make  any  difference  to  the  rule.  1  h. 

In  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  false  warranty,  in  the  nature  of 
an  action  for  a  deceit,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  to  prove 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  seller  of  the  goods  ;  it  is  sufficient  to 
allege  and  establish  the  warranty,  and  that  it  is  false.  Fowler  v. 
Ahrams,  3  E,  D.  Smith,  1.  If  an  action  is  brought  for  the 
recovery  of  the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  the  com- 
plaint alleges  such  sale  and  delivery,  it  will  be  sufficient  proof  to 
authorize  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff,  if  he  establishes  by  evidence 
that  the  defendant  took  personal  property  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  converted  it  to  his  own  use  by  selling  it  and  receiving  the 
money  therefor.  The  plaintiff  is  authorized  by  law,  to  waive 
the  tort,  and  to  claim  to  recover  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  if 
he  elects  to  do  so.  Harpending  v.  Shoemaker,  37  Barb.,  271.  To 
reject  evidence,  showing  the  conversion  of  the  property  in  such  a 
case,  when  it  is  offered  by  the  plaintiff,  is  erroneous.  Ih.  If,  how- 
ever, the  complaint  is  framed  for  the  recovery  of  money,  in  an 
action  upon  contract,  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  recover  by  prov- 
ing a  cause  of  action  for  a  fraud.  Fisher  v.  Fredenliall,  21  Barb., 
82.  But,  even  in  that  case,  under  the  recent  cases,  the  justice 
would  be  authorized,  if  not  required,  to  grant  an  amendment  of 
the  complaint,  on  terms.  Though  it  has  been  held,  in  a  late  case, 
that  where  the  complaint  was  framed  so  as  to  allege  a  wrongful 
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conversion  of  personal  property,  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to 
establish  a  mere  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
which  would  be  a  different  cause  of  action  ;  and  the  variance  was 
held  to  be  fatal,  and  not  amendable,  and  a  nonsuit  was  granted. 
Moore  v.  McKibiin,  33  Barb.,  246.  Such  a  case  is  not  a  mere 
variance,  but  an  entire  failure  to  prove  the  cause  of  action.  li. 
The  complaint  need  not  allege  that  an  instrument  sued  on  is  a 
sealed  one,  and  if  it  alleges  a  cause  of  action  upon  contract,  the 
proof  of  a  cause  of  action,  by  the  production  of  a  sealed  instru- 
ment, is  not  a  variance,  nor  was  it  so,  even  under  the  old  prac- 
tice. Smith  V.  Kerr,  3  Oomst.,  144;  Moshery.  Lawrence,  4  Denio, 
419.  Where  there  is  a  variance  between  some  of  the  allegations 
of  a  complaint  and  the  proof,  and  nothing  more  appears,  the  court 
has  no  power  to  nonsuit,  on  the  mere  ground  that  such  variance, 
whatever  it  may  be,  is  material.  Chaiyman  v.  Carolin,  3  Bosw., 
456.  If  the  variance  operates  to  mislead  the  defendant,  the  court 
must  grant  an  amendment  of  the  complaint,  upon  such  terms  as 
shall  be  just  to  the  defendant,  such  as  granting  an  adjournment, 
if  necessary,  besides  the  imposition  of  such  costs  as  will  result 
from  granting  the  amendment  and  the  adjournment.  lb. 

When  it  appears  that  the  defendant  was  not,  and  could  not 
have  been,  misled  by  a  variance  between  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint  and  the  evidence  introduced,  the  variance  may  be  dis- 
regarded without  any  amendment.  Craig  v.  Ward,  36  Barb.,  377. 
But,  when  all  the  material  allegations  in  the  complaint  are 
denied,  and  the  plaintiff',  instead  of  proving  the  facts  alleged  in 
the  complaint,  disproves  them,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to  recover, 
although  he  may  have  established  facts  which  would  entitle  him 
to  recover  in  an  other  action  for  a  distinct  cause  of  action,  which 
was  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  one  set  out  in  the  complaint. 
Saltus  V.  Genin,  3  Bosw.,  250.  In  an  action  to  recover  for 
money  paid,  laid  out,  &c.,  by  the  plaintiff"  for  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  will  not  be  permitted  to  introduce  evidence  to  charge 
the  defendant  as  indorser  of  a  promissory  note.  Cottrell  v.  Conlclin, 
4  Duer,  45.  The  complaint  may  be  amended  so  as  to  admit  the 
proof.  li.  The  proper  time  to  object  to  a  variance  between 
the  allegations  in  a  complaint  and  a  paper  offered  in  evidence,  is 
when  such  paper  is  offered.  Mosher  v.  Lawrence,  4  Denio,  419. 

An  objection  that  the  case  made  by  the  proof  on  the  trial, 
varies  from  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  must  be  distinctly 
made  at  the  trial,  in  the  court  below,  or  it  will  be  waived,  and 
will  not  be  heard  on  an  appeal.  Belhnap  v.  Sealey,  4  Kern.,  143 ; 
Barnes  v.  Ferine,  2  Kern.,  18. 

The  rules  as  to  variances  between  the  evidence  and  the  alle- 
gations in  the  answer,  are  similar  to  those  in  relation  to  com- 
plaints. 

When  the  defense  set  up  in  the  answer  differs,  in  its  entire 
scope  and  meaning,  from  the  evidence  introduced  on  the  trial, 
the  court  cannot  treat  it  as  a  mere  variance,  and  disregard  it,  nor 
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direct  the  answer  to  be  amended  so  as  to  conform  it  to  the  facts 
proved.  Texier  v.  Gouin,  5  Duer,  389. 

In  the  case  last  cited,  the  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
as  indorsee  against  one  defendant  as  maker  and  the  other  as 
indorser  of  a  promissory  note.  The  answer  admitted  the  making 
and  indorsement  of  the  note,  but  set  up  that  it  was  without  con- 
sideration ;  and,  also,  that  it  had  been  transferred  to  the  plaintiff 
merely  as  a  collateral  security,  and  had  been  obtained  by  false 
representations.  On  the  trial  the  defendants  offered,  and  were 
permitted  to  show  payment  of  the  note  by  the  maker,  under  the 
objection  of  the  plaintiff';  and  the  defendants  had  judgment, 
which  was  reversed  on  an  appeal  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
was  not  admissible  under  the  allegations  in  the  answer.  But,  even 
in  such  a  case,  the  court  has  power  to  amend  the  pleadings  at  the 
trial,  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  just.  Code,  ^  64,  sub.  10.  The 
rule  now  established  by  the  court  of  api)eals  is,  that,  though  an 
answer  may  set  up  a  defense  defectively,  even  in  a  matter  of 
substance,  the  court  will  not  be  authorized  to  reject  evidence  in 
proof  of  the  defense  at  the  trial.  White  v.  Spencer,  4  Kern.,  247, 
250.  If  a  pleading  is  defective  in  substance,  it  ought  to  be  de- 
murred to,  and  if  this  is  not  done,  the  party  pleading  the  defective 
matter  will  be  permitted  on  the  trial  to  establish  such  defense 
fulljr  by  evidence,  since  the  opposite  party  could  not  be  misled 
in  such  a  case. 

A  variance  between  the  allegations  in  the  answer  and  the 
evidence  must  be  disregarded,  unless  the  evidence  varies  in  its 
entire  scope  and  meaning  from  the  defense  set  up.  Cohh  v.  West, 
4  Duer,  38.  In  the  last  case  cited,  the  action  was  for  the  recovery 
of  money  claimed  to  be  due  for  work  and  labor  performed,  and 
materials  furnished,  iu  repairing  a  building.  The  defense  was  a 
general  denial ;  and  a  special  defense,  alleging  that  the  plaintiff 
agreed  with  the  defendants  to  support  and  keep  up  the  building 
and  earth  on  a  specified  lot,  during  the  excavations  for  the  cellars 
for  adjoining  buildings,  &c.,  and  to  furnish  all  the  materials  and 
do  the  labor  for  the  sum  of  $500,  to  be  paid  when  the  work  was 
completed.  The  evidence  was,  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  for  $200, 
to  keep  up  the  building  iu  good  order,  and  to  leave  it  well 
supported.  It  was  also  proved  that  the  defendants  had  a  right 
to  stop  the  plaintiff  in  the  work  at  any  time,  by  paying  him  for 
what  he  had  done.  It  was  held  that  the  defense  was  established, 
and  that  the  omission  of  the  allegations  in  the  answer  as  to  the 
right  of  the  defendants  to  stop  the  work  was  immaterial. 

If  an  answer  alleges  a  tender  of  money,  it  will  be  proper  and 
sufiicient  evidence  to  show  a  waiver  of  the  tender,  as  proof  of  the 
averment  of  the  tender  itself.  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  5  Seld.,  525. 
For  other  illustrations  of  the  cases,  as  to  variances  between  alle- 
gations and  proof,  see  Voorhies'  Code,  and  the  notes  to  sections 
169,  170,  171.  The  cases  cited  are  sufficient  to  illustrate  the 
liberality  which  the  court  indulges,  in  relation  to  variances 
between  the  evidence  and  the  allegations  in  the  pleadings.    As 
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the  practice  now  stands,  there  are  few  cases  in  which  an  amend- 
ment of  the  pleadings  may  not  properly  be  made,  for  the  purpose 
of  obviating  the  objection,  and  for  the  furtherance  of  justice. 
The  law  in  relation  to  amendments  will  be  fully  discussed  else- 
where. 

SECTION  X. 

BURDEN   OF   PROOF. 

There  are  several  general  rules  which  are  of  great  use  i.n  deter- 
mining whether  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  will  have  to  prove 
the  issue  on  record.  One  of  the  most  useful  of  these  rules,  is 
that  one  which  requires  that  the  point  in  issue  is  to  be  proved  by 
the  party  who  asserts  the  affirmative,  that  is,  the  affirmative  in 
substance,  not  in  mere  form.  Upon  the  party  who  has  to  give 
such  proof,  is  said  to  rest  the  burden  of  proof ;  or,  as  it  is  techni- 
cally called,  the  onus  probandi.  One  of  the  surest  tests  for  ascer- 
taining upon  which  side  the  affirmative  really  lies,  is,  to  consider 
which  party  would  be  successful  if  no  evidence  at  all  were  given ; 
or,  what  amounts  substantially  to  the  same  thing,  to  examine 
whether,  if  the  particular  allegation  to  be  proved  were  struck  out 
of  the  answer  or  other  pleading,  there  would  or  would  not  be  a 
defense  to  the  action,  or  an  answer  to  the  previous  pleading.  In 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money,  alleged  to  have  been  lent  to 
the  defendant,  if  the  answer  contains  a  general  denial  of  the 
complaint,  the  burden  of  proof  will  evidently  be  upon  the  plain- 
tiff. But,  in  such  a  case,  if  there  were  no  denial  of  the  loan  of 
the  money,  or  of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  but  the  defend- 
ant interposed  an  affirmative  defense  alone,  in  which  he  alleges 
payment  of  the  money,  the  burden  of  proof  would  be  on  the 
defendant  to  show  payment,  because  the  answer  admits  the  loan, 
and  the  only  question  to  be  tried  is,  whether  it  has  been  repaid, 
and,  on  that  issue,  the  defendant  holds  the  affirmative. 

There  are  cases  in  which  both  parties  hold  the  affirmative  as  to 
the  issues  to  be  tried,  as,  where  the  plaintiff  sues  for  the  recovery 
of  money  lent,  as  in  the  case  supposed,  and  the  defendant  inter- 
poses a  general  denial,  and  also  a  claim  for  a  set-off.  In  such  a 
case,  the  plaintiff  would  be  bound  to  prove  his  case  ;  and  if  he 
does  so,  and  then  rests  his  case,  the  defendant  will  then  be 
required  to  establish  his  set-off  by  evidence,  or  it  will  not  be  al- 
lowed. 

In  determining  who  is  bound  to  introduce  evidence  to  sustain 
his  side  of  the  case,  it  is  important  to  recollect  that  there  are 
cases  in  which  some  legal  presumption  stands  for  proof  until  it  is 
rebutted;  and  that,  although  the  issue  may,  in  form,  cast  the 
affirmative  on  a  party,  yet  this  legal  presumption  is  still  sufficient 
proof  until  the  presumption  is  rebutted  by  evidence  on  the  other 
side. 

Whenever  the  law  presumes  in  favor  of  the  affirmative,  it  lies 
on  the  party  who  denies  the  fact,  to  prove  the  negative.  In  an 
action  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  or  a  promissory  note,  if  the  defend- 
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ant  answers  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  it,  he  must  prove 
that  fact,  for  the  law  presumes  a  good  consideration.  Lacey  v. 
Forrester,  2  0.  M.  &  E.,  59. 

So,  where  the  negative  involves  a  criminal  omission  by  the 
party,  and,  consequently,  where  the  law,  upon  general  principles, 
presumes  his  innocence,  the  aflBrmative  is  presumed  ;  and,  there- 
fore, when  an  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant  for  put- 
ting a  dangerous  commodity  on  board  of  a  vessel,  as  freight, 
without  giving  notice  thereof  to  the  captain  or  other  person  on 
board,  whereby  a  loss  ensued,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  to  prove  that  notice  was  not  given.  Williams  v.  East  India 
Co.,  3  East,  192. 

It  is  sometimes  important  to  a  defendant  to  insist  that  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  cases  mentioned,  espe- 
cially if  the  plaintiff  is  unprepared  to  substantiate  the  allegations 
by  evidence.  But  the  question  generally  arises  upon  the  question 
who  shall  have  the  right  to  begin,  as  it  is  sometimes  termed. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  party  who  holds  the  affirmative 
of  the  issue  is  entitled  to  introduce  his  evidence  first,  and  in  reply ; 
and  he  has  also  the  right  to  open  the  case  and  to  close  the  argu- 
ment in  summing  up  to  the  court  or  jury.  This  is  frequently  a 
matter  of  much  importance,  and  for  that  reason  the  rules  will  be 
further  explained  as  to  the  right  to  begin. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  if  the  only  defense  inter- 
posed is  usury,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  begin,  as  a  matter  of 
right,  and  to  refuse  it  is  error.  Huntington  v.  Corikey,  33  Barb., 
218  ;  Ayrault  v.  Chamberlain,  Id.,  229.  But  in  actions  in  which 
the  claim  is  for  the  recovery  of  iinliquidated  damages,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  any  thing  to  prove  on  the  question  of  damages,  or 
otherwise,  he  is  entitled  to  begin.  J6.;  Fry  v.  Bennett,  3  Bosw., 
200,  233.  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money,  if  the  only 
defense  is  payment,  and  no  evidence  is  given  at  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover  nominal  damages,  but  nothing 
more.  New  York  Dry  Bock  Co.  v.  Mcintosh,  5  Hill,  290.  In  such 
a  case,  if  the  defendant  proves  the  payment  of  any  sum,  the  plain- 
tiff will  then  be  bound  to  prove  that  his  demand  exceeds  the 
payment,  unless  that  fact  appears  in  some  other  way.  Boyd  v. 
Weeks,  5  Hill,  393 ;  8.  C,  2  Denio,  321. 

So,  in  an  action  of  trover  for  a  watch,  if  the  answer  does  not 
deny  the  value  of  the  watch,  that  is  not  an  admission  that  the 
value  is  that  stated  in  the  complaint;  that  is  a  matter  which 
must  be  proved  in  such  a  case,  or  even  in  case  of  a  defaidt  to 
answer  at  all.  Connoss  v.  Meir,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  314.  The  plain- 
tiff is  sometimes  required  to  prove  a  negative,  as  we  have 
already  seen. 

There  are,  however,  exceptions  to  that  rule,  if  the  matter  to  be 
proved  lies  especially  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and 
where  he  may  show  the  affirmative  very  easily. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  for  selling  spirituous  liquors 
without  a  license,  it  will  be  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to' prove  the 
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sale  of  such  liquors,  without  proving  that  the  defendant  had  no 
license.  That  evidence  is  a  matter  of  defense,  and  the  defendant 
will  be  bound  to  show  a  valid  license  or  he  will  be  liable  to  the 
penalty.  Potter  v.  Beyo,  19  Wend.,  361 ;  Mayor  of  New  York  v. 
Mason,  1  Abb.,  344. 

In  an  action  against  a  defendant  who  sets  up  a  bankrupt's  dis- 
charge, the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  any  matter  which  he 
claims  invalidates  it,  since  it  is  presumed  to  be  valid.  Sherwood 
V.  Mitchell,  4  Denio,  435.  The  defendant  would,  however,  be 
bound  to  prove  the  discharge  itself,  like  any  other  afHrmative 
matter ;  but  when  proved  it  would  be  presumed  valid. 

Whenever  the  pleadings  throw  the  aflSrmative  of  the  issue  upon 
the  plaiutiflf,  as  to  any  matter  of  proof,  or  as  to  any  one  of  the 
defendants,  where  there  are  several,  he  will  be  entitled  to  open 
and  close  the  case.  But  during  the  course  of  a  trial  the  burden 
of  proof  frequently  changes  from  side  to  side,  according  to  the 
state  of  the  evidence. 

In  an  action  upon  a  note,  if  the  answer  denies  its  existence  or 
validity,  and  then  interposes  a  defense  by  way  of  set-off",  the 
burden  of  proof  will  be  upon  the  plaintiff",  in  the  first  instance. 
But  after  the  proving  of  the  execution  of  the  note,  the  burden 
shifts  to  the  defendant,  who  must  meet  the  proof  offered,  if  he 
wishes  to  rebut  it ;  and  if  he  relies  upon  his  set-off,  he  must  prove 
it.  If  he  proves  the  set-off,  and  also  gives  evidence  as  to  the 
execution  or  validity  of  the  note,  the  burden  of  proof  again 
shifts  to  the  plaintiff,  who  may  give  evidence  in  reply  to  the 
matter  of  executing  the  note,  and  also  in  contradiction  or  by  way 
of  avoidance  as  to  the  set-off. 

This  shifting  of  the  burden  of  proof  during  the  course  of  the 
trial  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  as  to  who  shall  begin 
or  open  and  close  the  case.  If  it  belongs  to  either  party,  at  the 
commencement  of  the  trial,  the  right  continues  to  the  close  of 
the  case. 

SECTION  XL 

RELEVANCY   OV   EVIDENCE. 

The  object  of  every  trial  is  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  the  allega- 
tions put  in  issue ;  and  no  evidence  is  admissible  which  does  not 
tend  to  prove  or  disprove  such  issues.  It  is  not  necessary^  that 
the  evidence  should  bear  directly  upon  the  particular  matters  in 
issue,  for  the  evidence  offered  may  be  relevant  and  material  other- 
wise. In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  it  would  be  ofFerhig 
evidence  directly  upon  the  issue,  if  a  witness  were  called  to  prove 
the  execution  of  the  note  in  his  presence ;  but  evidence  to  impeach 
the  character  of  that  witness  would  be  equally  relevant  and  com- 
petent, although  the  evidence  bears  collaterally  upon  the  issue. 
Neioton  v.  Harris,  2  Seld.,  345 ;  Whiting  v.  Otis,  1  Bosw.,  420j 

It  is  frequently  difficult  to  determine  whether  proof  of  a  par- 
ticular fact  offered  in  evidence  will  or  will  not  become  material^ 
and  in  such  cases  it  is  quite  usual,  in  practice,  fov  the  court  to  give 
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credit  to  the  assertion  of  the  counsel  who  tenders  such  evidence, 
that  the  fact  will  turn  out  to  be  materialt    The  court,  however, 
is  not  bound  to  take  that  course ;  and  if  the  evidence  is  objected 
to  by  the  other  side,  the  court  may  require  the  counsel  otferiug 
the  evidence  to  show  how  it  will  become  material,  by  stating 
what  other  facts  are  proposed  to  be  proved  in  connection  with 
the  offered  evidence.    If  the  party  is  required  thus  to  show  how 
the  evidence  is  material,  he  will  be  bound  to  do  so,  or  the  evi- 
dence may  be  properly  rejected.  Roy  v.  Targee,  7  Wend.,  359; 
First  Baptist  Church  of  Brooklyn  v.  Brooldyn  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  23 
How.,  448 ;  Van  Buren  v.  Wells,  19  Wend.,  203  ;  Adsitv.  Wilson, 
7  How.,  64;  Cass  v.  New  York  &  New  Haven  E.  B.,  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  523.     Oare  ought  to  be  taken  in  offering  to  prove  propo- 
sitions.   An  offer  to  prove  two  connected  facts,  one  of  which  is 
relevant  and  one  of  which  is  irrelevant,  will  justify  the  court  in 
rejecting  the  entire  offer.  Harger  v.  Edmonds,  4  Barb.,  256.    So, 
too,  in  offering  evidence,  care  ought  to  be  exercised  as  to  the 
manner  of  offering  it.    When  an  offer  is  made  to  prove  connected 
facts  or  propositions,  some  of  which  are  admissible  and  others  of 
them  inadmissible,  the  court  may  legally  reject  the  entire  evi- 
dence. Hosley  v.  Black,  26  How.,  97.     In  such  a  case  the  proper 
course  would  be  to  offer  each  proposition  separately.    If  evi- 
dence is  offered  and  it  is  excluded,  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
irrelevant  and  immaterial  at  the  time  of  the  offer,  such  exclusion 
will  not  be  erroneous,  nor  will  the  rule  be  changed  by  the  fact 
that  in  the  subsequent  course  of  the  cause  facts  are  proved  which 
would  have  rendered  the  rejected  evidence  admissible,  if  offered 
after  such  facts  were  proved.  Heroy  v.  Kerr,  8  Bosw.,  194.    In 
such  a  case  the  proper  practice  is  to  renew  the  offer  of  such  ex- 
cluded evidence  after  proof  has  been  given  which  renders  it 
admissible ;  and  if  it  is  then  rejected,  it  will  be  error.  11. 

Evidence  which  is  apparently  irrelevant  may  be  shown  to  be 
relevant  by  either  referring  to  matters  already  proved  in  the  cause, 
or  by  a  statement  of  some  additional  evidence  which  is  offered 
to  be  given  in  connection  with  the  proposed  fact.  It  is  always 
proper  to  ascertain  as  certainly  as  possible  that  the  evidence 
offered  is  relevant  and  material  before  it  is  received.  But  there 
are  times  when  it  is  not  advisable  to  apprise  the  witness  about 
to  be  examined  of  the  facts  exijected  to  be  proved  by  him ;  or  the 
counsel  himself  may  not  be  sufficiently  advised  as  to  the  facts ; 
these  or  any  other  sufficient  reasons  are  to  be  weighed  by  the 
justice  upon  such  a  question.  But,  in  every  case,  counsel  are 
bound,  if  required,  to  inform  the  court  how  the  evidence  is  rele- 
vant, so  that  he  may  act  understandingly  in  relation  to  the  ad- 
mission of  the  evidence.  This  may  be  done  by  making  the 
statement  in  writing  and  handing  it  to  the  court. 

Evidence  to  impeach  the  character  of  a  witness  called  by  the 
opposite  party  is  always  relevant;  so  of  evidence  to  sustain 
the  character  of  a  witness  which  has  been  thus  attacked.  Newton 
V.  Harris,  2  Seld.,  345.  So,  on  cross-examination,  it  may  be  shown 
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that  the  witness  is  hostile  to  the  party  against  whom  he  is  called, 
and  that  he  has  made  statements  indicating  such  hostility,  and 
if  he  denies  making  such  statements,  he  may  be  contradicted  by 
other  witnesses.  Ih. 

Evidence  may  be  admissible  as  against  one  of  two  defendants, 
but  not  as  to  the  other;  in  that  case  the  jBvidence  must  bo 
received,  but  it  must  be  limited  in  its  eflfect  to  the  defendant 
against  whom  it  is  admissible,  and  be  disregarded  by  the  court 
and  jury  as  to  the  other.  Black  v.  Foster,  28  Barb.,  387 ;  Fox  v. 
Jackson,  8  Barb.,  355,  An  objection  to  the  evidence  should  not 
be  general  in  such  a  case,  but  should  be  limited  to  the  evidence 
improperly  oflfered.  li. 

In  an  action  of  replevin  by  a  vendor  against  the  general 
assignee  of  a  fraudulent  vendee,  it  is  competent  to  show  that 
the  vendee  made  fraudulent  representations  upon  which  he 
obtained  the  goods ;  and  the  plaintiff  may  also  show,  that  the 
vendee  obtained  goods  at  other  places  by  similar  frauds  at  about 
the  same  time.  Rail  v.  Naylor,  4  B.  P.  Smith,  588 ;  Cary  v. 
Hotailing,  1  Hill,  311,  and  cases ;  King  v.  Phillips,  8  Bosw., 
603. 

So,  on  the  sale  of  goods  in  which  it  is  alleged  that  there  was  a 
fraud  in  the  sale,  it  is  competent  to  show  that  the  defrauded 
party  subsequently  ratified  the  sale  with  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  facts.  Branson  v.  Wiman,  4  Seld.,  182.  And  his  declarations 
to  that  effect  are  proper  evidence.  Ih. 

Evidence  to  prove  that  the  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
was  obtained  by  false  representations  of  existing  facts  is  relevant, 
•although  there  is  no  offer  to  show  that  the  misrepresentations  were 
known  to  the  holder  of  the  bill,  because  such  evidence  would  be 
sufficient  to  cast  on  the  holder  the  burden  of  proving  a  valuable 
consideration.  New  York,  &c..  Bank  v.  Gibson,  5  Duer,  574. 

So,  where  an  action  is  brought  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for 
a  personal  injury  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant, 
and  resulting  in  a  loss  of  services  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  business, 
evidence  showing  how  much  the  plaintiff  was  earning  from  his 
business,  or  realizing  from  fixed  wages,  at  the  time  of  the  injury, 
is  relevant  and  competent,  and  therefore  admissible.  Grant  v. 
City  of  Brooklyn,  41  Barb.,  381. 

In  an  action  against  a  defendant  for  a  breach  of  his  covenant 
to  do  certain  acts,  it  is  not  competent  to  show  that  he  was  pre- 
vented by  inevitable  accident,  nor  is  evidence  of  excuse  of 
non-performance  thereof,  admissible  under  an  answer  alleging 
performance.  Oakley  v.  Morton,  1  Kern.,  26.  But,  in  an  action 
against  a  carrier  for  the  non-delivery  of  goods  at  a  distant  place, 
where  the  plaintiffs  failed  to  give  evidence  of  the  market  value  of 
the  goods  at  the  place  of  delivery,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant 
might  give  in  evidence  their  market  value  at  the  place  where 
they  were  shipped,  and  the  expense  of  transportation,  as  a  proxi- 
mate method  of  ascertaining  the  damages.  Richmond  v.  Branson, 
5  Denio,  55. 

Watt  11—53 
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lu  an  action  against  a  railroad  corporation  for  injuries  received 
in  consequence  of  tlie  negligent  manner  in  which  its  cars  were 
run,  it  is  relevant  to  ask  a  competent  witness  within  what  distance 
such  a  train  as  the  one  in  question  could  be  stopped  with  ordi- 
nary brakes,  on  an  ascending  grade,  running  at  such  a  rate  of 
speed  that  a  man.  could  run  faster  on  foot  than  the  train  was 
going  at  the  time.  Mott  v.  Hudson  Biver  B.  B.,  8  Bosw.,  345. 

Evidence  which  is  clearly  irrelevant  may  be  excluded  by  the 
court  on  its  own  motion,  even  if  both  parties  are  willing  to 
receive  it.  Corning  v.  Corning,  2  Seld.,  97 ;  Cooper  v.  Barber,  24 
Wend.,  105.  No  court  is  bound  to  waste  its  time  by  sitting  to 
hear  such  evidence.  Ih.  Evidence  may  be  competent  to  prove 
the  fact  proposed,  and  yet  it  may  be  irrelevant,  because  the  fact 
proposed  is  itself  irrelevant  under  the  issues  made  by  the  plead- 
ings. Purchase  v.  Mattison,  6  Duer,  587. 

But  relevant  evidence  cannot  properly  be  excluded  because  it 
was  not  noticed  by  counsel  in  opening  the  case  or  defense.  Near- 
ing  V.  Bell,  5  Hill,  291.  Evidence  to  contradict  facts  admitted  by 
the  pleadings,  is  neither  relevant  nor  competent. 

A  party  who  seeks  to  reverse  a  judgment  on  account  of  the 
exclusion  of  evidence  ottered  by  him,  must  show  aflSrmatively  by 
his  exceptions,  case  or  return,  that  the  evidence  was  relevant  at 
the  time  when  it  was  offered  and  excluded.  Tan  Amringe  v. 
Barnett,  8  Bosw.,  358. 

SECTION  XII. 

WRITTEN   EVIDENCE. 

Written  instruments  are,  first,  of  a  public  nature ;  secondly,  of 
a  mixed  nature,  partly  public  and  partly  private;  thirdly,  of  a 
private  nature. 

Public  documents,  again,  are  either  judicial;  or, secondly, not 
judicial ;  and,  with  a  view  to  their  means  of  proof,  they  are 
either,  first,  of  record ;  or,  secondly,  not  of  record.  A  complete 
review  of  this  subject  is  not  consistent  with  the  nature  or  the 
plan  of  this  work,  and,  therefore,  nothing  but  the  most  common 
and  most  useful  principles  and  cases  will  be  noticed. 

The  manner  of  proving  the  statutes  or  the  common  law  of 
other  states,  nations,  governments  or  territories  is  provided  for  by 
the  Code,  %  426 ;  Vol.  I,  35. 

The  statutes  of  this  state  may  be  read  from  the  printed  vol- 
umes, properly  certified  by  the  secretary  of  state.  1  E.  S.,  460, 
§  19,  5th  ed. 

A  record  may  be  proved,  either,  first,  by  mere  production, 
without  more ;  or,  secondly,  by  copy.  Copies  of  records  are  either 
exemplifications ;  or,  secondly,  copies  made  by  the  authorized 
oflacer;  or,  thirdly,  sworn  copies.  An  exemplification  is  under  the 
great  seal,  or  under  the  seal  of  a  particular  court. 

The  reason  of  permitting  a  copy  to  be  given  in  evidence  in 
such  cases,  is  the  inconvenience  to  the  public  of  removing  such 
documents,  which  may  be  wanted  in  two  different  places  at  the 


WRITTEN  EVIDENCE.  419 

same  time.  Wheu  any  record  is  exemplified  the  whole  must  be 
exemplified,  for  the  coTistruction  must  be  gathered  from  the 
whole  taken  together.  The  seals  of  every  court  of  record  prove 
themselves,  and  are  supposed  to  be  known  to  all  persons.  There 
are  many  cases  in  which  the  laAv  makes  a  copy  of  a  record  or 
paper  evidence,  when  properly  certified  by  the  clerk  with  whom 
it  is  deposited.  These  cases  will  be  noticed  in  a  proper  place 
hereafter. 

Not  only  records,  but  all  public  documents  which  cannot  be 
removed  from  one  place  to  an  other,  may  be  proved  by  means  of 
a  copy  proved  on  oath  to  have  been  examined  with  the  original. 
This  is  a  deviation  from  the  general  rule,  that  the  best  evidence 
must  always  be  produced,  but  it  is  permitted  for  the  sake  of  pub- 
lic convenience. 

The  copy  must  be  one  of  a  complete  record,  for  until  it  becomes 
a  permanent  record  it  is  transferable,  and  the  reason  for  admit- 
ting a  copy  does  not  apply.  The  copy,  too,  should  be  of  the 
whole  record,  or  of  so  much,  at  least,  as  concerns  the  matter  in 
question ;  and,  moreover,  it  ought  to  be  an  exact  copy,  and, 
therefore,  if  it  contains  abbreviations,  and  the  original  is  written 
in  words  at  length,  it  will  not  be  admissible. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  whenever  the  original  is  of  a  public 
nature,  a  sworn  copy  is  evidence,  and  that  whenever  the  thing 
to  be  proved  would  require  no  collateral  proof  upon  its  produc- 
tion, it  is  provable  by  a  copy.  But  where  the  document  when 
produced  would  require  support  from  collateral  proof,  it  has  been 
thought  that  a  copy  is  not  admissible,  as  in  the  case  of  a  paper 
in  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  a 
party  to  such  paper. 

When  admissible,  the  copy  must  be  proved  by  one  who  swears  that, 
he  has  compared  it  with  the  original,  taken  from  the  proper  place 
of  deposit.  It  was  formerly  thought  sufficient  for  this  purpose, 
either  that  the  witness  should  have  read  the  copy  whilst  an  other 
read  the  original,  or  vice  versa,  for  it  would  not  be  presumed  that 
a  person  willfully  misread  the  record ;  but  it  has  since  been  deter- 
mined that  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  witness  holds  the  copy, 
while  an  other  reads  the  record  ;  there  must  be  a  change  of  hands, 
or  the  witness  must  himself  read  the  copy  with  the  original. 
Slane  Peerage,  5  01.  &  F.,  24 ;  Harrison  v.  Borwell,  10  Sim.,  380. 
It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  the  record  should  have  been 
read  by  an  officer  of  the  court.  Oyles  v.  Hill,  1  Oamp.,  471.  But, 
before  a  document  can  be  read  as  a  copy  of  a  record,  it  must  be 
proved  that  the  original  either  came  out  of  the  hands  of  the  officer 
of  the  court,  or  from  the  proper  place  of  depositing  the  records  of 
the  court  of  which  it  purports  to  be  a  record,  and  the  contents 
of  the  document  itself  cannot  be  referred  to  in  support  of  such 
proof.  Adamthwaite  v.  Synge,  1  Stark.,  183.  A  copy  is  never 
admissible  where  the  original  is  produced. 

A  chattel  mortgage  may  be  proved  by  a  copy,  certified  by  the 
town  clerk  with  whom  it  is  deposited,  Vol.  I,  175,  but  it  is  not 
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admissible  until  the  existence  of  the  original  is  proved.  Fellows  v. 
Hyring,  23  How.,  230.  But  see  Bissell  v.  Pearce,  1  TiflF.,  252. 
The  proof  of  the  deeds,  mortgages  and  other  instruments  which 
are  acknowledged,  will  be  explained  elsewhere.  See  Acknow- 
ledgments. 

The  existence  of  corporations  may  be  shown  by  certified  copies 
of  the  certificate  of  incorporation,  when  such  copy  is  duly  certi- 
fied by  the  clerk  or  officer  with  whom  the  original  is  deposited. 
Such  incorporations  are  very  numerous,  and  are  daily  increasing 
in  number,  among  which  are  railroad  and  steamboat  companies, 
banking  associations,  turnpikes,  plank  roads,  building  associations, 
gas  companies,  manufacturing,  mining,  mechanical  or  chemical 
companies,  and  the  like. 

Certificates  of  the  incorporation  of  villages,  or  transcripts  from 
the  record  thereof,  certified  by  the  county  clerk  with  whom  the 
originals  are  filed,  are  presumptive  evidence  of  the  facts  therein 
stated.  2  E.  S.,  719,  §  80,  5th  ed. 

A  will,  which  has  been  duly  proved  and  admitted  to  probate, 
may  be  proved  by  the  original  record,  or  by  an  exemplification 
of  it.  "  Every  will  so  proved,  shall  have  a  certificate  of  such 
proof  indorsed  thereon,  signed  by  the  surrogate  and  attested  by 
his  seal  of  ofiSce,  and  may  be  read  in  evidence  without  further 
proof.  The  record  of  such  will,  made  as  aforesaid,  and  the  exem- 
plification of  such  record,  by  the  surrogate  in  whose  custody  the 
same  may  be,  shall  be  received  in  evidence,  and  shall  be  as  effec- 
tual, in  ail  cases,  as  the  original  would  be,  if  produced  and  proved, 
and  may,  in  like  manner,  be  repelled  by  contrary  proof."  3  E.  S., 
140,  §  11,  5th  ed. 

An  exemplification  of  the  record  of  a  will  ought  to  include  the 
proofs  ;  and  if  it  does  not  include  the  entire  record,  including  the 
proofs,  it  is  not  admissible  in  evidence.  Morris  v.  Keyes,  1  Hill, 
540.  The  record  is  but  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  authenticity 
of  the  original.  II).  But  when  the  will  relates  exclusively  to 
personal  estate,  and  it  is  proved  before  a  surrogate  who  has  juris- 
diction of  the  subject,  and  he  adjudges  the  will  to  be  duly  exe- 
cuted, his  decision  is  conclusive  as  to  the  execution  thereof,  when 
the.  question  arises  in  a  collateral  action,  notwithstanding  it  is 
shown  that  there  was  but  a  single  subscribing  witness  to  the  will. 
Tanderpoel  v.  Tan  YalkenMrgh,  2  Seld.,  190,  199. 

"  Every  written  instrument,  except  promissory  notes  and  bills  of 
exchange,  and  except  the  last  wills  of  deceased  persons,  may  be 
proved  or  acknowledged  in  the  same  manner  now  provided  by 
law  for  taking  the  proof  or  acknowledgment  of  conveyances  of 
real  estate;  and  the  certificate  of  the  proper  oflScer  indorsed 
thereon  shall  entitle  such  instrument  to  be  received  in  evidence 
on  the  trial  of  any  action,  with  the  same  effect  and  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  such  instrument  were  a  conveyance  of  real  estate." 
3  E.  S.,  690,  §  101,  5th  ed. ;  Laws  of  1833,  ch.  271,  §  9. 

A  bond  of  indemnity  given  to  a  sheriff  may  be  proved  in  this 
manner.  Camplellv.  Hayt,  23  Barb.,  555.  But  when  the  acknow- 
ledgment is  taken  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  or  a  commissioner  of 
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deeds,  and  the  instrument  is  to  be  used  as  evidence  out  of  the 
county  in  which  such  justice  or  commissioner  resides,  there  must 
be  a  certificate  of  the  county  clerk  residing  in  the  county  with 
such  justice  or  commissioner,  showing  that  the  latter  was  an 
oflBcer  authorized  to  take  acknowledgments,  or  the  instrument 
cannot  be  received  in  evidence.  Ih. ;  and  see  Wood  v.  Weiant,  1 
Oomst.,  77. 

County  clerks  and  town  clerks  are  authorized  to  make  certified 
copies  of  many  different  kinds  of  papers,  and  those  copies  are 
received  in  evidence  instead  of  the  originals. 

"  Whenever  a  certified  copy  of  any  affidavit,  record,  document 
or  other  paper  is  declared  by  law  to  be  evidence,  such  copy  shall 
be  certified  by  the  clerk  or  officer  in  whose  custody  the  same  is 
required  by  law  to  be,  to  have  been  compared  by  him  with  the 
original,  and  to  be  a  correct  transcript  therefrom,  and  of  the  whole 
of  such  original ;  and  if  such  officers. have  any  official  seal  by 
law,  such  certificate  shall  be  attested  by  such  seal,  and  if  such 
certificate  be  given  by  the  clerk  of  any  county,  in  his  official 
character  as  such  clerk,  it  shall  be  attested  by  the  seal  of  the 
county  court  of  the  county  of  which  he  is  clerk."  3  E.  S.,  687, 
^  74,  6th  ed. 

"  But  the  last  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  require  the 
affixing  of  the  seal  of  any  court  to  any  certified  copy  of  any  rule 
or  order  made  by  such  court,  or  of  any  paper  filed  therein,  when 
such  copy  is  used  in  the  same  court,  or  before  any  officer  thereof, 
nor  to  require  the  seal  of  the  supreme  court  to  be  affixed  to  a 
certified  copy  of  any  rule  or  order  of  that  court,  when  used  in 
any  circuit  court"  li.,  §  75. 

"  In  all  cases  where  a  seal  of  any  court,  or  of  any  public  offi- 
cer, shall  be  authorized  or  required  by  law,  the  same  may  be 
affixed  by  making  an  impression  directly  on  the  paper,  which 
shall  be  as  valid  as  if  made  on  a  wafer  or  on  wax."  IK,  §  76. 

"  In  all  caseSf  where  the  seal  of  a  corporation  is  authorized  or 
required  by  law,  the  same  may  be  affixed  by  making  an  impres- 
sion directly  on  the  paper,  which  shall  be  as  valid  as  if  made  on 
wafer  or  on  wax.  li.,  ^  77.  Laws,  1848,  ch.  197,  ^  1. 

County  cleric's  certificate  of  a  copy  of  record,  &c. 
STATE  OF  NEW  YORK, 
Fulton  CouifTY  Clerk's  Office, 
January  24,  1865. 

I,  Mortimer  Wade,  clerk  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  do  hereby  certify,  that 
I  have  compared  the  foregoing  copy  of  a  (bond,  or  whatever  the  instru- 
ment maybe),  and  of  the  indorsements  thereupon,  with  the  original  records 
of  the  same  i-eniaining  on  file  in  this  office  (or,  with  the  originals  now 
remaining  on  file  in  this  office),  and  that  the  same  are  correct  transcripts 
therefrom  and  of  the  whole  of  such  originals. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  caused  the  seal  of  the  county  court  of 
[l.  s.]      said  county  to  be  hei-eunto  affixed,  this  24th  day  of  January,  1 865. 

MORTIMER  WADE. 
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Town  cleric s  certificate  of  a  copy  of  paper,  &c. 

STATE  OP  NEW  YORK,  ) 

County  ot?  Fulton  and  Town  of  Beoadalbin.  j 

I,  Charles  Allen,  town  clerk  of  the  town  of  Broadalbin  aforesaid,  do 
hereby  certify  that  I  have  compared  the  foregoing  copy  of  a  chattel  mort- 
gage (or  other  paper,  describing  it  by  name),  and  of  the  indorsements 
thereon,,  with  the  original  mortgage  (or  other  paper)  now  on  file  in  this 
office,  and  that  the  same  is  a  correct  transcript  of  such  original  chattel 
mortgage  (or  other  paper)  and  of  the  said  indorsements,  and  of  the  whole 
of  the  said  originals. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand,  this  24th  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1865.  CHARLES  ALLEN. 

Where  the  oflScial  character  of  the  clerk  is  not  stated  in  the 
body  of  the  certificate,  as  in  the  preceding  forms,  the  clerk  should 
add  his  official  title  to  his  name.  When  the  certificate  shows  the 
officer's  character,  that  will  be  prima  facie  evidence  that  he  is 
such  officer.  Thurman  v.  Cameron,  24  Wend.,  87.  But,  if  the 
certificate  does  not  show  the  official  character  of  the  person  who 
signs  the  certificate,  that  fact  may  be  shown  by  other  evidence. 

The  certificate  must  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
in  relation  to  the  matters  which  are  required  to  appear  in  it,  or  it 
will  not  be  sufficient  to  authorize  the  reading  of  the  copy  of  the 
certified  paper  in  evidence.  See  ante,  421,  §  74.  That  section 
requires  the  certificate  to  show  that  the  paper  certified  contains  a 
copy  of  the  whole  of  the  original ;  it  is  not  enough  to  state  that 
it  is  a  correct  copy. 

Where  proofs  by  certified  copies  of  papers  are  substituted  for 
common  law  evidence,  all  the  forms  directed  by  the  statute, 
whether  preliminary  or  substantial,  must  be  strictly  complied 
with.  Rogers  v.  Jackson,  19  Wend.,  383,  385. 

A  justice's  official  certificate  of  a  judgment  is  evidence  for 
himself  equally  with  other  persons.  Maynard  v.  Thompson,  8 
Wend.,  393. 

SECTION  XIII. 

JUDICIAL    DOCUMENTS. 

Judicial  documents  may  be  divided  into :  First.  Judgments, 
decrees  and  verdicts;  Secondly.  Depositions  and  inquisitions, 
taken  in  the  course  of  legal  proceedings;  Thirdly.  Writs, 
summonses,  attachments,  warrants,  pleadings,  complaints  and 
answers,  &c.,  which  are  incident  to  legal  proceedings.  With 
respect  to  judgments,  decrees  and  verdicts,  maybe  considered: 
First.  Their  admissibility  and  effect;  Secondly.  The  means  of 
proving  them ;  Thirdly.  The  mode  of  answering  such  evidence. 

Judgments,  verdicts,  &c.]  In  treating  of  the  admissibility  and 
effect  of  judgments  and  verdicts,  it  is  important  to  consider,  in 
the  first  place,  for  what  purpose  a  judgment  or  verdict  is  offered 
in  evidence ;  whether  with  a  view  to  establish  the  mere  fact  that 
such  a  verdict  was  given  or  such  a  judgment  rendered,  and  those 
iegal  consequences  which  flow  from  that  fact ;  or,  secondly,  with 
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a  view  to  a  collateral  purpose ;  that  is,  not  to  prove  the  mere 
fact  that  such  a  judgment  has  been  rendered,  and  so  as  to  let  in 
all  the  necessary  legal  consequences  of  that  judgment,  but  as  a 
medium  of  proving  some  fact  as  found  by  the  verdict,  or  upon 
the  supposed  existence  of  which  the  judgment  is  founded.  For, 
establishing  the  fact  that  such  a  verdict  has  been  given,  such  a 
judgment  rendered,  and  all  the  legal  consequences  of  such  a  judg- 
ment, the  judgment  itself  is  invariably  not  only  admissible  as 
the  proper  legal  evidence  to  prove  the  fact,  but  usually  conclusive 
evidence  for  that  purpose;  for  it  must  be  presumed  that  the 
court  has  made  a  faithful  record  of  its  own  proceedings.  And, 
in  the  next  place,  the  mere  fact  that  such  a  judgment  was  given 
can  never  be  considered  as  an  act  done  between  third  persons  or 
strangers,  being  a  thing  done  by  public  authority ;  neither  can 
the  legal  consequences  of  such  a  judgment  be  so  considered ;  for, 
where  the  law  gives  to  a  judgment  a  particular  operation,  that 
operation  is  properly  shown  and  demonstrated  by  means  of  the 
judgment,  which  is  no  more  a  transaction  between  strangers  and 
third  persons  than  the  law  which  gives  it  force. 

But,  with  reference  to  any  fact  upon  whose  existence  the  judg- 
ment is  founded,  the  proceeding  may  or  may  not  be  a  thing 
transacted  between  strangers  and  third  persons,  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.    For  instance,  if  B.,  being  indicted,  is 
convicted  of  beating  A.,  the  record  of  the  judgment  would  be 
incontrovertible  evidence  of  the  fact  that  B.  had  been  so  con- 
victed ;  it  would  be  conclusively  presumed  that  the  court  had 
kept  a  faithful  record  of  its  own  proceedings.     It  would  also  be 
conclusive,  as  to  all  the  legal  consequences  of  such  conviction. 
For  instance,  one  of  such  legal  consequences  is,  that  B.  shall  not 
be  punished  a  second  time  for  the  same  offense ;   and,  conse- 
quently, the  record  would  be  conclusive,  when  shown  to  the  court, 
to  protect  him  from  a  second  prosecution  for  the  same  offense. 
So,  if  B.  had  been  acquitted,  and  had  brought  an  action  against 
A.  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  it  would  have  been  necessary  to 
prove  the  fact  of  acquittal ;   and  here,  again,  the  record  would 
have  been  conclusive  evidence  to  show  that  fact.    But  next  sup- 
pose, that  upon  B.'s  conviction,  A.  had  brought  an  action  to 
recover  damages  for  the  assault,  and  had  offered  to  prove  the 
assault  by  the  record  of  conviction,  he  would  then  be  offering 
the  judgment,  not  with  the  view  to  prove  the  mere  fact  of  con- 
viction, or  to  establish  any  legal  consequence  to  be  derived  from 
it,  but  for  a  collateral  purpose ;  that  is,  to  prove  the  fact  upon 
whose  supposed  existence  the  judgment  was  founded,  with  respect 
to  such  facts  ;  that  is,  the  facts  upon  which  such  judgment  pro- 
fesses to  be  founded,  and  then  the  judgment  may  or  may  not 
be  evidence,  according  to  circumstances,  considering  the  nature 
of  the  facts  themselves,  and  the  parties. 

A  record  is,  in  no  case,  direct  and  positive  evidence  of  any  fact 
which  it  recites,  as  having  been  found  by  a  jury,  or  otherwise 
ascertained ;  it  is  in  the  nature  of  presumptive  evidence  only,  for 
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even  the  jury  who  found  the  facts  may  have  acted  upon  mere 
presumption,  without  the  aid  of  any  direct  evidence.  If,  there- 
fore, no  rule  of  policy  intervened,  no  verdict  could  ever  establish 
any  more  than  that  the  jury,  in  the  particular  case,  presumed, 
from  some  evidence  or  other,  that  the  fact  was  true.  But  public 
policy  requires  that  limits  should  be  opposed  to  the  continuance 
of  litigation  upon  the  same  subject  matter,  and,  therefore,  the  law 
will  not  permit  a  matter,  which  has  once  been  solemnly  decided 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  be  again  brought  into 
litigation  between  the  same  parties  or  their  representatives.  Con- 
sequently, a  judgment  between  the  same  parties,  upon  the  sarne 
subject  matter,  is  usually  conclusive,  as  to  private  rights. 

On  the  other  band,  it  is  an  elementary  rule  of  law  and  a  prin- 
ciple of  justice,  that  no  man  shall  be  bound  by  the  act  or  admis- 
sion of  an  other  to  which  he  was  a  stranger ;  and  consequently  no 
one  ought  to  be  bound,  as  to  a  matter  of  private  right,  by  a 
judgment  or  a  verdict  to  which  he  was  not  a  party,  where  he 
could  make  no  defense,  from  which  he  conld  not  appeal,  and 
which  may  have  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  an  other,  or  may 
even  have  been  obtained  by  means  of  fraud  and  collusion. 

Under  the  old  rules  of  evidence,  such  a  judgment  or  verdict 
was  rejected  as  evidence,  because  it  might  have  been  founded 
upon  the  evidence  of  the  party  who  claims  a  benefit  from  it,  and 
he  would  thus  receive  the  advantage  which  would  result  from  his 
evidence,  when  he  could  not  be  a  witness  in  the  action  in  which 
such  jtidgment  might  be  offered  as  evidence. 

This  rale  no  longer  exists,  since  either  party  may  be  a  witness, 
and  the  reason  of  the  rule  also  ceases.  But  there  is  an  other 
rule  which  operates  to  exclude  such  a  verdict  or  judgment,  as 
evidence,  on  a  matter  of  private  right,  which  is  this :  a  person 
who  could  have  received  no  prejudice  from  the  verdict,  had  it 
been  given  the  contrary  way,  shall  not  derive  any  benefit  from 
it  when  it  turns  out  to  be  in  his  favor,  and  because  a  judgment 
operates  by  way  of  estoppel,  and  estoppels  must  be  founded  upon 
mutuality. 

The  admissibility  and  effect  of  a  verdict  or  judgment  is  now 
to  be  considered,  with  a  view  to  the  proof  of  the  judgment  itself 
as  a  fact  and  its  legal  consequences.  A  judgment  which  was 
rendered  by  a  person  who  had  competent  authority  to  do  so,  is 
evidence  to  protect  him  against  all  actions  for  any  matter  judi- 
cially done  within  the  scope  of  that  authority.  Tor  his  immunity 
is  a  legal  consequence  of  his  acting  in  that  situation,  and  the 
judgment  is  offered,  not  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  facts  upon 
which  it  is  founded,  since,  with  a  view  to  such  a  defense,  the 
truth  of  those  facts  is  not  material,  but  in  order  to  prove  the  fact 
of  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  competent  authority,  and  so  to 
establish  the  immunity  of  the  judge,  which  is  a  legal  consequence 
of  the  judgment.  Horton  v.  Auchmoody,  7  Wend.,  200 ;  Bobbins 
V.  Gorham,  26  Barb.,  586;  S.  C,  11  E.  P.  Smith,  588;  Mather  v. 
Sood,  8  Johns.,  44 ;  Weaver  v,  JDevendorf,  3  Denio,  117. 
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There  are  other  cases  in  which  a  judgment  is  allowed  to  operate 
in  favor  of  one  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  action. 

In  an  action  by  A.  against  a  sheriff  or  a  constable,  for  wrong- 
fully and  unlawfully  taking  and  selling  his  goods,  the  defendant 
may  give  in  evidence  a  judgment  against  A.  in  favor  of  B.  a  third 
person,  and  also  prove  that  he,  the  othcer,  by  virtue  of  an  execution 
issued  upon  that  judgment,  seized  the  goods  in  question,  because 
they  were  the  property  of  A.,  and  liable  to  be  sold  on  execution. 
So,  in  an  action  by  A.  against  a  constable  for  selling  his  goods, 
the  officer  may  show  in  evidence  a  judgment  rendered  against 
B.,  and  that  the  property  belonged  to  him,  and  that  such  pro- 
perty was  sold  upon  such  execution. 

A  judgment  on  contract  against  several  partners,  is  prima  facie 
evidence  for  one  of  the  partners  against  the  others,  to  prove  their 
liability  to  contribution.  So,  in  an  action  against  a  principal  for 
the  negligence  of  his  agent,  the  recovery  in  the  former  action,  if 
there  is  one,  is  evidence,  in  an  action  by  the  principal  against  the 
agent,  not  to  prove  the  negligence,  but  to  show  the  amount  which 
the  principal  has  suffered  from  such  negligence  ;  the  negligence, 
however,  must  be  proved  by  other  evidence  than  the  judgment. 
So  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  a  former  cause,  between  other  par- 
ties, is  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  introducing  evidence  to 
show  that  a  witness  gave  evidence,  on  such  former  trial,  which 
was  directly  contrary  to  what  he  swears  on  the  present  trial. 

It  has  been  laid  down  by  great  authority,  that,  in  civil  actions, 
the  judgment  of  a  court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  directly  upon  the 
point,  is,  as  a  plea  or  answer,  a  bar,  and  as  evidence,  conclusive 
between  the  same  parties  upon  the  same  matter  directly  in  ques- 
tion, in  an  other  court;  and  that  the  judgment  of  a  court  of 
exclusive  jurisdiction  is,  in  like  manner,  conclusive  upon  the  same 
matter,  coming  incidentally  in  question  in  an  other  court,  between 
the  same  parties,  for  a  different  purpose.  But,  that  the  judgment 
of  a  court  of  concurrent  or  exclusive  jurisdiction  is  not  evidence  of 
any  matter  which  comes  collaterally  in  question,  though  within 
their  jurisdiction,  nor  of  any  matter  to  be  inferred  by  argument 
from  such  judgment. 

The  principal  position  amounts  to  this :  that  no  matt^,  once 
litigated  and  determined  by  a  court  of  competent  authority,  shall 
be  brought  a  second  time  into  controversy  between  the  same 
parties. 

It  is  essentia],  then,  to  consider  the  five  following  points,  viz. : 
The  identity  of  the  parties  ;  the  identity  of  the  matter  litigated ; 
the  nature  and  manner  of  the  adjudication  ;  the  application  of  the 
adjudication  to  the  fact  to  be  proved  ;  and  the  effect  of  the  judg- 
ment. 

First,  then,  as  to  the  identity  of  the  parties.  The  general  rule 
is,  that  no  one  can  be  bound  by  a  verdict  or  judgment,  unless  he 
was  a  party  to  the  action,  or  is  in  privity  with  the  party,  or  pos- 
sesses the  power  of  making  himself  a  party ;  for,  otherwise,  he 
has  no  power  of  cross-examining  the,  witnesses,  or  of  adducing 
Wait  11—54 
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evidence  in  furtherance  of  his  rights ;  nor  could  he  challenge 
jurors,  or  appeal  from  the  judgment ;  in  short,  he  is  deprived  of 
the  means  provided  by  law  for  ascertaining  truth  and  excluding 
error,  and,  consequently,  it  would  be  repugnant  to  the  first  prin- 
ciples of  justice  that  he  should  be  bound  by  the  result  of  an 
inquiry  to  which  he  was  altogether  a  stranger. 

But  one  who  claims  in  privity  with  an  other,  is  in  the  same 
situation  with  the  latter,  as  to  any  verdict  or  judgment,  either  for 
or  against  him,  whether  he  claims  as  privy  in  blood  or  estate,  or 
as  privy  in  law.  Accordingly,  the  heir  may  give  in  evidence  a 
verdict  for  his  ancestor  ;  and  a  verdict  against  the  ancestor,  binds 
the  heir.  But,  although  a  verdict  and  judgment  is  evidence  for 
one  claiming  in  privity  with  him,  this  must  be  understood  of  a 
claim  acquired  subsequently  to  the  verdict.  If  a  party,  after 
a  verdict  and  judgment  against  him,  assigns  his  interest,  the 
assignee  is  bound  by  the  verdict  rendered  against  such  assignor. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  or  upon  an  account,  if  the 
defense  is  payment,  and  there  is  evidence  given,  and  a  verdict  is 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  such  verdict  will  be  conclu- 
sive against  any  person  to  whom  the  plaintiff  subsequently  trans- 
fers the  note  or  account. 

If  personal  property  is  sold  with  a  warranty  of  title,  and  an 
action  is  brought  against  the  vendee  by  a  third  person  who  claims 
title  to  it,  such  vendee  should  give  the  vendor  notice  of  the  pen- 
dency of  the  action,  and  request  him  to  defend  it ;  if  he  defends 
the  action  and  fails,  or  if  he  refuses  to  defend  it,  aftersuch  notice, 
and  the  vendee  defends  as  well  as  he  is  able,  but  unsuccessfully, 
the  verdict  will  be  conclusive  against  the  vendor,  in  an  action  by 
the  vendee  against  him  for  the  failure  of  the  title.  Brewster  v. 
Countryman,  12  Wend.,  446.  And  the  vendee  is  not  bound  to 
appeal  from  the  judgment  rendered  against  him  in  the  action  by 
such  third  person.  li.  A  record  of  recovery  in  a  former  action  is 
not  evidence  against  any  but  parties  or  privies  to  such  former  suit. 

If  the  former  judgment  was  recovered  against  a  person  who 
was  the  servant  of  the  party  against  whom  the  record  is  offered 
in  evidence,  it  will  not  be  admissible,  even  though  such  servant 
attempted  unsuccessfully  to  defend  in  that  character.  Alexander 
V.  Tayhr,  4  Denio,  302. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  identity  of  the  fact.  It  is  essential  not 
only  that  the  parties  should  be  the  same,  but  that  the  same  fact 
should  have  been  in  issue  in  the  former  action  ;  for  if  it  was  not 
in  issue  the  court  or  jury  could  not  have  passed  upon  it ;  nor 
could  there  have  been  any  appeal  from  the  judgment  rendered 
thereon. 

A  verdict  for  the  same  cause  of  action  between  the  same  par- 
ties is  absolutely  conclusive.  And  the  cause  of  action  is  the  same, 
when  the  same  evidence  will  support  both  actions,  although  the 
actions  may  happen  to  be  different  in  form.  Thus  a  judgment 
in  trespass  will  be  a  bar  to  an  action  of  replevin  for  the  same 
goods.    And  a  verdict  in  trespass  or  trover  will  be  a  bar  to  an 
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action  for  money  had  and  received  for  the  same  goods.    For  fur- 
ther explanation,  see  Former  recovery,  &c. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  nature  and  manner  of  the  adjudication.  The 
judgment,  decree,  sentence  or  verdict  must  be  directly  upon  the 
precise  point ;  and  it  is  not  evideuce  of  any  matter  which  came  col- 
laterally in  question,  although  it  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  nor  of  any  matter  incidentally  cognizable,  nor  of  any 
matter  to  be  inferred  by  argument  from  the  judgment,  as  having 
constituted  one  of  the  grounds  of  the  judgment.  As  to  the 
conclusiveness  of  a  former  recovery,  or  as  to  the  necessity  of 
pleading  it,  see  the  title  Former  recovery,  &c. 

SECTION  XIV. 

PRIVATE   DOCUMENTS   OR  WRITINGS. 

Private  writings  and  entries  may,  with  a  view  to  their  opera- 
tion in  evidence,  be  distinguished  into  those :  First.  To  which  the 
person  against  whom  they  are  offered  was  party  or  privy. 
Second.  Entries  made  by  third  persons.  And  they  may  be  con- 
sidered, first,  with  respect,  to  their  nature,  admissibility  and  effect 
in  evidence ;  and,  secondly,  with  respect  to  the  means  of  proof. 
Documents  offered  in  evidence  against  one  who  was  a  party  or 
privy  to  them,  are  either  under  seal  or  not  under  seal.  All  docu- 
ments to  which  a  person  was  party  or  privy,  are  in  general  admis- 
sible in  evidence  against  him,  since  they  operate  as  acknowledg- 
ments or  admissions  on  his  part,  or  that  of  an  other  through 
whom  he  claims  that  the  facts  contained  in  them  are  true,  parti- 
cularly if  the  admission  was  against  the  interest  of  the  party  so 
making  it. 

All  written  contracts  are  made  for  the  express  purpose  of  being 
afterwards  used  as  evidence  of  the  contract ;  the  only  difference 
between  sealed  and  parol  contracts  in  this  respect  being  this — 
that  the  former  are  more  solemnly  authenticated,  and  not  so 
easily  revoked.  So  essential  is  it  that  the  rights  of  men  should 
be  evidenced  by  documents  of  this  nature,  that  the  law  itself 
requires,  in  many  instances,  the  evidences  of  a  deed  to  notify  and 
establish  the  particular  facts,  as  in  the  case  of  a  conveyance  of 
lands,  &c.;  and  in  many  other  cases  a  written  contract  or  memo- 
randum is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  agreement,  as  in  the  case 
of  contracts  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  or  new 
promises  to  revive  debts  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  &c. 
As  a  general  rule,  an  admission  under  seal  is  conclusive  upon 
the  obligor,  and  estops  him  from  asserting  or  proving  to  the  con- 
trary. Thus  if  the  condition  of  a  bond  recites  that  a  particular 
suit  is  depending  in  a  particular  court,  the  obligor  is  estopped 
from  saying  that  there  is  no  such  suit  there.  So,  if  the  condition 
of  a  bond  be  to  perform  the  covenants  in  a  particular  indenture 
or  instrument,  he  is  estopped  from  saying  that  there  is  no  such 
instrument,  &c. 

But,  although  where  a  distinct  statement  of  a  particular  fact  is 
made  in  the  recital  in  a  bond  or  other  instrument  under  seal,  and 
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a  contract  is  made  with  reference  thereto,  it  is  not  competent  to 
the  parties  bound  by  that  deed  to  deny  the  recital  in  an  action 
i;pon  it  between  them ;  and  although  the  same  rule  may  apply 
where  the  instrument  is  not  under  seal,  yet  in  an  action  not 
founded  on  the  instrument,  but  wholly  collateral  to  it,  the  parties 
are  not  so  bound,  even  in  an  action  between  themselves,  but  may 
show  the  circumstances  under  which  the  admission  was  made,  in 
order  to  prove  that  it  is  not  entitled  to  weight. 

Under  the  rules  of  pleading  established  by  the  Code,  matters 
of  defense,  by  way  of  estoppel,  must  be  pleaded. 

As  to  entries  by  third  persons  against  their  interest,  or  as  to 
entries  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  or  as  a  part  of  the  res 
gestcB,  &c.,  and  where  they  are  evidence  against  other  persons. 
See  ante,  376,  394. 

SECTION  XV. 

SUBSCRIBING  WITNESSES. 

The  general  rule  with  respect  to  the  proof  of  private  writings 
is,  that  where  an  instrument  is  attested,  the  attesting  witness 
ought  to  be  produced  at  the  trial  to  prove  it.  This  has  been  the 
rule  from  the  earliest  times,  and  it  is  said  to  be  as  fixed,  formal 
and  universal  as  any  rule  that  can  be  stated  in  a  court  of  justice. 
There  is  one  exception  to  the  rule  in  this  state.  If  a  bill  of 
exchange  or  a  j)romissory  note  is  attested  by  a  subscribing  wit- 
ness, he  need  not  be  called,  if  it  can  be  shown  by  the  admissions 
of  the  party  that  he  executed  the  bill  or  note.  Hall  v.  Phelps,  2 
Johns.,  451.  In  such  a  case,  however,  the  admission  must  clearly 
identify  the  note.  Palmer  v.  Manning,  4  Denio,  131 ;  Shaver  v. 
jB/i/e,  16  Johns.,  201 ;  Pentz  v.  Winterbottom,  5  Denio,  51 ;  Giber 
ton  V.  Ginochio,  1  Hilt.,  218.  In  other  cases  the  rule  is  strictly 
enforced,  and  the  express  admissions  of  the  party,  however  clearly 
proved,  will  not  dispense  with  the  evidence  of  the  attesting 
witness. 

The  subscribing  witness  to  a  bond  must  be  called  to  prove  its 
execution ;  and  the  most  deliberate  acknowledgment  of  its  exe- 
cution, if  made  out  of  court,  will  not  be  sufiicient.  Fox  v.  Beil, 
3  Johns.,  477.  So  of  written  sealed  contracts  executed  by  both 
parties.  Henry  v.  Bishop,  2  Wend.,  575. 

The  execution  of  a  sealed  agreement,  which  has  a  subscribing 
witness,  cannot  be  proved  by  the  evidence  of  one  of  the  parties, 
who  executed  such  instrument.  Jones  v.  Underwood,  28  Barb., 
481.  The  change  in  the  law,  which  permits  parties  to  be  wit- 
nesses, has  not,  in  any  manner  dispensed  with  the  rule  requiring 
subscribing  witnesses  to  ijrove  the  execution  of  the  contracts 
attested  by  them.  lb. ;  Hollenback  v.  Fleming,  6  Hill,  303 ;  8tory 
V.  Lovett,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  153;   Whyman  v.  Garth,  8  Exch.,  803. 

A  subscribing  witness  is  one  who  is  called  by  the  parties  for 
the  purpose  of  witnessing  the  execution  of  the  instrument.  It 
does  not  follow,  that  a  person  is  a  subscribing  witness  merely 
because  he  was  proved  to  be  present  at  the  execution  of  an  agree- 
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ment.  If  he  is  present  but  is  not  called  as  an  attesting  witness, 
and  does  not  at  that  time  subscribe  his  name  as  a  witness,  he  will 
not  be  a  subscribing  witness,  who  must  necessarily  be  called, 
although  he  may  affix  his  name  to  the  paper  as  a  witness,  at  a 
time  subsequent  to  its  execution.  Henry  v.  Bishop,  2  Wend.,  575 ; 
Eollenhack  v.  Fleming,  6  Hill,  303,  305,  If  there  are  subscribing 
witnesses,  they  must  be  called,  even  though  the  instrument  can 
be  proved  by  one  who  was  present  and  saw  it  signed,  and  who 
executed  it,  as  attorney  for  one  of  the  parties ;  and,  although 
such  instrument  has  ever  since  been  in  his  possession,  down  to  the 
time  of  the  trial.  J6.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  a  witness 
should  be  present  at  the  moment  of  the  execution  of  an  instru- 
ment. If  he  is  called  in  by  the  parties  immediately  afterwards, 
and  told  that  it  is  their  deed  or  agreement,  and  requested  to  sub- 
scribe his  name  as  a  witness,  that  will  be  enough.  Holleiiback  v. 
Fleming,  6  Hill,  303,  305. 

It  is  now  clearly  established,  that  the  more  fact  that  a  written 
instrument  came  out  of  the  possession  of  the  adverse  party,  will 
not,  of  itself,  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  proving  its  execution ; 
yet,  there  is  an  important  exception  to  the  rule,  which  is  of  great 
practical  importance  at  a  trial,  and  that  exception  is :  that  whein 
a  party  who  claims  a  beneficial  interest  under  a  written  instru- 
ment, and  he  produces  it  at  the  trial,  under  a  notice  for  that 
purpose,  he  is  not  entitled  to  insist  upon  proof  of  its  execution, 
either  by  the  subscribing  witnesses,  or  in  any  other  manner. 
Betts  V.  Badger,  12  Johns.  223 ;  Jaclcson  v.  Kingsley,  17  Johns. 
157.  This  exceptional  rule,  that  when  a  party  produces  under 
notice  an  instrument  under  which  he  claims  an  interest,  he  can- 
not compel  the  opposite  party  to  prove  the  execution,  is  not, 
however,  of  universal  application.  In  the  first  place,  it  does 
not  apply  where  the  interest  claimed  has  no  reference  to  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  action ;  nor  does  it  apply  where  the  interest  is 
not  of  an  abiding  nature;  nor  is  it  applicable  to  those  cases 
where  the  party  wishing  to  make  the  instrument  evidence  has  had 
it  in  his  own  custody,  and  might,  therefore,  have  been  prepared 
to  prove  the  execution. 

Where  a  party  claiming  an  interest  under  an  instrument  refuses 
to  produce  it,  after  notice,  in  consequence  of  which  refusal  the 
other  party  is  obliged  to  resort  to  secondary  evidence  of  the 
instrument,  although  it  appears  from  the  secondary  evidence 
that  there  were  attesting  witnesses,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to 
call  one  of  them,  the  instrument  will  be  taken,  as  against  the 
party  claiming  under  it,  to  be  duly  executed.  If  he  had  pro- 
duced the  original  instrument,  the  proof  of  execution  would  have 
been  dispensed  with,  and  by  withholding  the  instrument,  and 
thereby  subjecting  the  other  party  to  inconvenience,  he  ought 
not  to  be  entitled  to  more  favor  than  if  he  were  to  produce  it. 

Where  the  evidence  of  none  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  an 
instrument  is  producible,  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  a  subscribing 
witness  will  be  received. 
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Proof  of  the  execution  of  an  instrument  by  a  subscribing  wit- 
ness will  be  dispensed  with,  when  such  witness  is  dead,  or  incom- 
pent  to  give  evidence  on  account  of  insanity,  or  when  he  is  out 
of  the  country,  or  is  beyond  the  reach  of  a  subpoena  which  is 
issued  by  the  court  in  which  the  trial  is  had.  Cook  v.  Husted,  12 
Johns.,  188 ;  Teallv.  Van  Wyclc,  10  Barb.,  377;  People  v.  Rowland, 
5  Barb.,  449. 

If  the  subscribing  witness  is  incompetent  because  of  infamy, 
by  reason  of  his  conviction  of  a  felony,  he  need  not  be  called. 
So,  if  he  is  out  of  the  reach  of  a  subpoena,  but  his  evidence  could 
be  taken  upon  a  commission,  the  party  is  not  required  to  take  his 
evidence  in  this  manner,  but  may  prove  the  instrument  in  the 
same  manner  as  though  there  were  no  subscribing  witness  to  it. 
GluU  V.  Edwards,  2  Mo.  &  E.,  300 ;  Teall  v.  Van  Wyck,  10  Barb., 
377 ;  People  v.  Rowland,  5  Barb.,  449.  And  proof  of  the  hand- 
writing of  such  subscribing  witness  is  enough  in  such  a  case.  lb. 

In  like  manner  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  attesting  witnesses 
may  be  received,  when  they  cannot  be  found  after  strict  and 
diligent  inquiry.  But  every  case  upon  this  subject  must  depend 
upon  its  own  peculiar  circumstances.  The  search  must  be  dili- 
gent, and  made  in  good  faith.  Diligent  inquiry  at  the  former 
residence  of  the  witness,  and  information  from  his  former  neigh- 
bors as  to  his  removal  and  place  of  settlement,  if  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  subpoena,  would  be  a  sufficient  excuse,  because 
no  party  could  reasonably  be  required  to  go  farther  in  pursuit  of 
a  witness  under  such  circumstances.  Van  Dyne  v.  Thayre,  19 
Wend.,  162,  165.  Proof  that  the  subscribing  witness  himself 
informed  a  party  that  his  residence  was  out  of  the  state,  or  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  is  sufficient  evidence  to  dispense 
with  his  testimony.  People  v.  Boivland,  5  Barb.,  449. 

Absence  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  process  of  the  court,  is 
sufficient ;  it  need  not  be  shown  that  he  is  out  of  the  state,  or  out 
of  the  country,  when  the  action  is  in  a  justices'  court,  if  he  is 
beyond  the  reach  of  a  justices'  subpoena.  McPherson  v.  Bathhone, 
11  Wend.,  96 ;  Teall  v.  Van  Wyck,  10  Barb.,  377. 

The  search  and  inquiry  for  a  subscribing  witness  should  be 
made  in  proper  season;  and  where  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a 
written  contract,  on  which  the  plaintiff  sued,  were  the  sons  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  made  no  attempt  to  subpoena 
them  until  the  day  before  the  trial,  although  such  defendant  and 
his  sons  resided  sixteen  miles  from  the  place  of  trial;  this  was 
held  not  to  be  sufficient  diligence  to  dispense  with  the  subscribing 
witnesses,  notwithstanding  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had 
told  a  falsehood  to  the  subpoenaing  party,  as  to  the  absence  of 
the  witnesses.  Mills  v.  Twist,  8  Johns.,  121.  Due  diligence,  and 
such  as  would  govern  a  prudent  man  in  a  sincere  search  after  a 
witness,  must  form  the  standard  in  these  cases.  Information 
derived  from  no  body  knows  whom,  or  belief  taken  up  upon  mere 
conjecture,  is  certainly  not  enough.  Van  J)vn6  v.  Thayre,  19 
Wend.,  162,  165. 
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If  the  party  who  is  required  to  call  a  subscribing  witness,  i? 
guilty  of  collusion  in  keeping  him  out  of  the  way,  he  will  have 
to  make  a  clear  case  before  the  attesting  witness  will  be  dispensed 
with.  Clarlc  v.  Saunderson,  3  Binn.,  195,  198 ;  Crosby  v.  Percy,  1 
Taunt.,  365.  So,  on  the  other  hand,  where  it  is  shown  that  the 
witness  is  kept  out  of  the  way  by  the  party  against  whom  his 
evidence  is  to  be  given,  this  will  be  taken  into  the  account  in 
determining  whether  the  witness  may  be  dispensed  with.  Hill  v. 
Phillies,  5  Oarr.  &  Payne,  356.  And,  where  a  plaiutifF  made 
diligent  efforts,  in  due  season,  to  subpoena  a  subscribing  witness 
who  was  a  son  of  the  defendant,  and  who  was  kept  out  of  the 
way  of  the  subpoena  by  the  defendant  or  his  family,  the  plaintiff 
was  permitted  to  prove  the  instrument  without  calling  such  sub- 
scribing witness.  lb.;  and  see  Burt  v.  Walker,  4  Barn.  &  Aid., 
697. 

An  instrument,  purporting  to  be  attested  by  a  subscribing  wit- 
ness, may  be  proved  as  if  there  were  no  subscribing  witness, 
where  the  name  of  a  fictitious  witness  is  inserted  as  that  of  an 
attesting  witness ;  or  where  the  name  of  a  real  person  has  been 
written  upon  the  instrument,  but  not  by  himself;  or  where  the 
person  who  has  put  his  name  as  attesting  witness,  did  so  without 
the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  parties ;  or  where  the  attesting 
witness,  on  being  called,  denies  any  knowledge  of  its  execution. 
In  such  cases,  the  due  execution  of  the  instrument  may  be  shown 
by  proving  the  handwriting  of  the  party,  or  by  his  admissions,  &c. 
So,  if  the  subscribing  witness  fails  to  establish  the  due  execution 
of  the  instrument,  the  party  calling  him  may  establish  the  fact 
by  other  evidence. 

If  the  witness  recognizes  his  signature,  and  says  that  he  has 
no  recollection  of  the  fact  that  it  was  executed  in  his  presence, 
but,  that,  on  seeing  his  signature  to  it,  he  has  no  doubt  he  saw  it 
executed ;  this  is  sufficient  proof  of  the  execution.  Hall  v.  Luther, 
13  Wend.,  491. 

If  there  are  several  attesting  witnesses,  the  absence  of  all  must 
be  accounted  for  before  evidence  of  handwriting  can  be  given. 
Jackson  v.  Gager,  5  Cow.,  383 ;  Jackson  v.  Christman,  4  Wend., 
277.  But  when  the  absence  of  all  the  attesting  witnesses  is 
accounted  for,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  handwriting  of 
one  of  them. 

If  there  are  several  subscribing  witnesses,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
call  more  than  one,  if  he  can  testify  to  sufficient  facts  to  make 
the  proof ;  but  if  he  cannot  prove  any  of  the  signatures  but  his 
own,  the  other  witnesses,  if  living,  and  competent  to  testify,  and 
within  reach  of  a  subpoena,  must  be  called,  or  their  absence 
accounted  for.  Jackson  v.  Le  Grange,  19  Johns.,  386.  Before  the 
execution  of  the  instrument  can  be  established,  by  proving 
the  signatures  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  their  absence  must 
be  duly  accounted  for.  W^here  this  is  done,  it  will  be  sufficient 
to  prove  the  signature  of  the  subscribing  witness  alone  ;  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  the  party.  People  v.  Bow- 
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land,  5  Barb.,  449  ;  Sluby  v.  Champlin,  4  Johns.,  461 ;  Lush  v. 
Druse,  4  Wend.,  313.  But,  where  proof  of  the  signature  of  the 
party  can  be  made,  it  is  always  best  to  establish  that,  as  well  aa 
that  of  the  signature  of  the  attesting  witness.  Jaclcson  v.  Wal- 
dron,  13  Wend.,  183,  184,  197,  198. 

It  is  always  necessary  to  establish  the  identity  of  the  party,  and 
to  show  that  the  person  who  executed  the  instrument  is  the  party 
to  the  action,  or  the  person  to  be  charged.  Identity  of  name  will 
generally  be  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  party  to  the  action  is 
the  same  person  who  executed  the  instrument.  But,  if  it  is  a 
long  time  since  the  signature  was  made,  or  if  the  name  is  a  very 
common  one,  and  there  are  several  persons  of  the  same  name  in 
the  vicinity,  some  additional  evidence  of  identity  must  be  given. 

Where  a  written  instrument  is  proved  by  establishing  the 
handwriting  of  a  deceased  witness,  the  opposite  party  may 
attack  the  character  of  such  witness  in  the  same  manner  as 
though  he  were  living,  and  had  testified  at  the  trial.  Losee  v. 
Losee,  2  Hill,  609,  612. 

SECTION  XVI. 

HANDWRITING. 

The  simplest  and  most  obvious  proof  of  handwriting  is  the 
testimony  of  a  witness,  who  saw  the  paper  or  signature  actually 
written.  But  a  great  variety  of  cases  must  continually  occur 
where  such  a  direct  kind  o£  evidence  cannot  possibly  be  procured. 
The  writing  may  be  secret  in  its  nature  ;  or,  no  person  may  have 
been  present  at  the  time  ;  or,  if  a  person  was  present,  he  may  be 
dead  or  unknown.  In  this  deficiency  of  positive  proof,  the  best  evi- 
dence which  the  nature  of  the  case  admits,  is  the  information  of 
witnesses  acquainted  with  the  supposed  writer,  who,  from  seeing 
him  write,  have  acquired  a  knowledge  of  his  handwriting ;  for,  in 
every  person's  manner  of  writing,  there  is  a  certain  distinct,  pre- 
vailing character,  which  may  be  discovered  by  observation,  and 
when  once  known,  may  be  afterwards  applied  as  a  standard  to  try 
any  other  specimen  of  writing  whose  genuineness  is  disputed.  A 
witness  may  therefore  be  asked,  whether  he  has  seen  a  particular 
person  write ;  and  if  he  answers  in  the  affirmative,  he  may  fur- 
ther be  asked  whether  he  believes  the  paper  in  dispute  to  be  in 
his  handwriting.  This  course  of  examination  involves  two  ques- 
tions :  First,  whether  the  supposed  writer  is  the  person  of  whom 
the  witness  speaks ;  and,  secondly,  if  he  is  the  person,  whether  he 
wrote  the  paper  in  dispute.  The  first  is  a  question  of  identity ; 
the  second  a  question  of  judgment  or  a  comparison,  in  the  mind 
of  the  witness,  between  the  general  standard  and  the  writing 
produced.  All  evidence  of  handwriting,  except  when  the  witness 
has  seen  the  document  actually  written,  is  in  its  nature  compari- 
son. It  is  the  belief  which  a  witness  entertains  upon  comparing 
the  writing  in  question  with  an  exemplar  in  his  mind,  derived 
from  some  previous  knowledge.  This  kind  of  evidence,  like  all 
probable  evidence,  admits  of  every  possible  degree,  from  the  low- 
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est  presumption  to  the  highest  moral  certainty.  It  may  be  so 
weak  as  to  be  utterly  unsafe  to  act  upon  ;  or  so  stroug  as,  in 
the  mind  of  any  reasonable  man,  to  produce  conviction.  The 
witness  may  have  been  in  the  constant  habit  of  seeing  the  person 
write,  day  after  day,  for  years  together,  on  common  transac- 
tions, and  in  the  course  of  important  business.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  may  be  found,  on  inquiry,  that  he  has  seen  him  write 
only  a  few  words,  many  years  ago,  or  perhaps  only  once  ;  or,  the 
specimens  which  he  saw  may  have  been  slight  and  imperfect, 
made  in  a  hurry,  at  distant  intervals,  or,  from  some  other  cause, 
not  the  fair  average  specimens  of  his  general  character  or  style 
of  writing,  but  deviating  from  the  general  form  ;  in  which  cases, 
the  impression  on  the  mind  of  the  witness  would  be  imperfect, 
faint  and  inaccurate.  But,  whatever  degree  of  weight  his  testi- 
mony may  deserve,  which  is  a  question  exclusively  for  a  jury,  or 
the  justice  sitting  in  their  place,  it  is  an  established  rule,  that  if 
he  has  seen  the  person  write,  he  will  be  competent  to  speak  to  his 
handwriting,  though  he  may  have  seen  him  write  only  once. 

An  other  method  of  acquiring  a  knowledge  of  handwriting  is  by 
means  of  a  written  correspondence.  If  a  wituess  has  received 
letters  on  subjects  of  business,  which  can  be  proved  to  have  been 
written  by  a  particular  person,  or  letters  of  such  a  nature  as 
makes  it  probable  that  they  were  written  by  the  hand  from  which 
they  profess  to  come,  he  may  be  admitted  to  speak  to  that  per- 
son's handwriting. 

If  the  identity  of  the  writer  of  the  letters  is  established,  the 
witness  who  received  them  will  frequently  be  able  to  give  more 
satisfactory  evidence,  than  one  who  has  seen  that  person  in  the  act 
of  writing ;  for  the  latter  may  have  seen  him  write  but  seldom, 
and  on  occasions  not  calculated  to  excite  attention ;  while  the 
other  may  have  had  frequent  opportunities  6f  reperusing  the  let- 
ters, and  the  letters  themselves  having  been  written  on  subjects 
of  business,  will  probably  have  more  consistency,  and  exhibit 
a  fairer  specimen  of  the  general  character  of  handwriting.  It  is 
not  necessary  that  the  witness  should  have  been  a  correspondent 
of  the  writer,  to  render  him  competent  to  speak  to  handwriting, 
if  he  has  seen  specimens  of  his  writing  upon  which  he  has  acted, 
and  which  the  writer  recognized  as  his,  in  the  course  of  business. 
In  the  cases  which  have  been  mentioned,  the  proof  of  hand- 
writing is  founded  upon  a  knowledge  of  its  general  character. 
The  witness  is  supposed  to  have  formed  a  standard  in  his  mind, 
and  with  that  standard  to  compare  the  writing  in  question.  But 
a  witness  is  not  permitted  to  compare  writings  in  court,  and  from 
that  comparison,  give  his  opinion  as  evidence  upon  the  question 
of  the  genuineness  of  the  signature  in  dispute,  if  the  only  know- 
ledge he  has  is  founded  upon  such  comparison  of  hands.  Wilson 
V.  Kirkland,  5  Hill,  182;  Peaple  v.  Spooner,  1  Denio,  343;  Boyle 
V.  Colman,  13  Barb.,  42. 

Where  a  signature  is  alleged  to  be  a  forgery,  the  defendant 
cannot  give  in  evidence  other  instruments  executed  by  him,  to 
Wait  11—65 
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enable  tbe  jury  to  compare  the  signatures  with  the  one  in 
question.  Van  Wyck  v.  Mcintosh,  4  Kern.,  439;  Hoyt  v.  StvMrt, 
3  Bosw.,  447.  And  if  a  witness  has  testified  to  the 'genu- 
ineness of  a  signature,  he  cannot,  on  cross-examination,  for 
the  purpose  of  impeaching  him,  be  shown  other  signatures,  not 
evidence,  nor  in  issue  in  the  case,  and  be  asked  if  they  are 
genuine,  with  a  view  to  contradicting  him,  if  he  is  mistaken  as 
to  the  genuineness  of  such  irrelevant  papers.  11.  But  questions 
which  relate  to  the  appearance  of  a  writing  may  be  asked,  as 
where  a  witness  is  asked  at  the  trial  whether  a  promissory  note 
wasi  written  with  the  same  ink,  including  the  body  of  the  instru- 
ment and  the  signature;  or  whether  there  appears  to  be  an 
erasure  on  the  note ;  or  whether  the  erasure  was  made  before  or 
after  the  body  of  the  note  was  written ;  whether  either  of  the 
edges  of  the  note  were  cut  edges,  or  the  ordinary  foolscap  edges ; 
and  all  such  questions  are  proper,  because  they  call  for  facts 
which  are  apparent,  and  which  the  party  has  a  right  to  prove,  if 
material.  Dubois  v.  Baker,  40  Barb.,  557.  The  proof  of  such 
facts  is  not  proof  of  mere  matter  of  opinion.  Ih.  But  if  the 
question,  whether  the  erasure  was  made  before  or  after  the  body 
of  the  note  was  written,  is  a  matter  of  opinion,  it  is  a  question 
upon  which  a  bank  cashier  is  entitled  to  give  an  opinion  as  an 
expert.  J6.  And  where  notes  and  receipts  of  a  party  are  in 
evidence  for  other  purposes  of  the  action,  and  conceded  to  he 
genuine,  a  witness  who  is  an  expert,  may  state  in  what  respect 
the  character  of  such  notes  and  receipts  differ  from  the  hand- 
writing of  an  other  note,  whose  genuineness  is  questioned.  11. 

SECTION  XVII. 

ALTERATION    OF   WRITTEN   INSTRUMENTS. 

The  law  strictly  guards  the  rights  of  parties,  by  prohibiting  an 
unauthorized  alteration  of  written  instruments.  And,  if  either 
of  the  parties  to  such  an  instrument  makes  a  material  alteration 
in  it  after  its  execution  and  delivery,  such  alteration  will  render 
the  instrument  void,  although  there  are  two  exceptions  to  the 
rule :  one  is,  if  the  alteration  was  made  by  the  consent  of  the 
other  party ;  and  the  other  is,  where  the  alteration  itself  is  an 
immaterial  one,  or  is  one  which  consists  in  merely  supplying 
words,  which  the  law  woiMd  intend  in  the  absence  of  any  written 
words.  Erasures  or  alterations  are  sometimes  made  at  or  before 
the  executions  of  an  instrument ;  and  at  other  times  they  are 
made  afterwards  by  consent.  Where  such  an  altered  instrument 
is  offered  in  evidence,  it  is  sometimes  made  a  question  whether 
any  explanation  must  be  made  by  the  party  offering  it,  as  to 
such  alteration,  before  it  can  be  given  in  evidence.  The  cases 
have  not  been  entirely  consistent  upon  this  point. 

It  has  been  held  that  when  a  paper  is  produced  by  a  party,  and  it 
appears  upon  its  face  to  have  been  altered  by  any  alteration,  era- 
sure, or  blemish,  the  party  producing  it  ought  to  explain  this  ap- 
pearance, by  showing  that  the  alteration,  &c.,was  made  at  or  before 
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the  execution  of  the  instrument,  or  that  it  was  made  afterwards 
by  consent,  or  that  it  was  made  by  a  stranger,  or  that  the  altera- 
tion was  an  immaterial  one,  or  that  it  was  accidentally  done,  or 
that  it  was  procured  to  be  done  by  the  fraud  of  the  opposite 
party.  In  this  state,  the  party  who  produces  an  altered  instru- 
ment, is  generally  bound  to  explain  the  alteration  or  erasure,  if  it 
is  in  a  material  point.  Jackson  v.  Oshorn,  2  Wend.,  555.  And 
this  is  especially  the  rule  when  the  alteration  is  suspicious,  and 
is  beneficial  to  the  holder.  Tillou  v.  Clinton  &  Essex  Ins.  Co.,  7 
Barb.,  564  ;  Acker  v.  Ledyard,  8  Barb.,  514. 

An  alteration  in  the  date  of  a  promissory  note,  made  by  an  agent 
of  the  maker,  under  a  mistaken  supposition  that  he  had  authority 
to  do  so,  will  not  render  the  note  void,  where  there  is  no  evidence 
of  a  fraudulent  intent.  Van  Brunt  v.  JEoff,  35  Barb.,  501. 

In  an  action  upon  a  guaranty  indorsed  upon  the  back  of  a 
promissory  note,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  signature  to 
such  guaranty,  and  if  the  defendant  claims  that  he  is  a  mere 
indorser,  and  entitled  to  the  rights  of  such  a  party,  he  must  prove 
by  some  evidence  that  there  was  no  guaranty  written  there  at 
the  time  he  wrote  his  name  there,  for  the  law  will  not  presume 
that  the  guaranty  was  written  above  the  name  without  proper 
authority.  SmaU  v.  Sloan,  1  Bosw.,  352. 

In  Mayhee  v.  Sniffen,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  1, 10,  the  rule  is  laid  down 
thus,  after  a  careful  review  of  the  cases :  "  The  instrument,  with 
all  the  circumstances  of  its  history,  its  nature,  the  appearance  of 
the  alteration,  the  possible  or  probable  motives  to  the  alteration, 
or  against  it,  and  its  effect  upon  the  parties  respectively,  ought 
to  be  submitted  to  the  jury ;  and  the  court  cannot  presume,  from 
the  mere  fact  that  an  alteration  appears  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment (whether  under  seal  or  otherwise),  that  it  was  made  after 
the  signing." 

The  law  does  not  require  that  an  instrument  shall  be  written 
throughout  with  the  same  colored  ink ;  and  the  fact  that  two 
kinds  of  ink  of  different  colors  was  used  will  not  of  itself,  be 
sufficient  to  authorize  a  court  to  exclude  the  paper  from  the  jury. 
Smith  V.  Mc&owan,  3  Barb.,  404,  406.  So  if  there  is  an  erasure 
of  one  name,  and  an  other  is  written  upon  it,  that  of  itself  will 
not  invalidate  the  instrument,  though  such  circumstances  may  be 
weighed  by  the  jury,  upon  the  question  of  alterations,  &c.  II). 
Where  a  paper  is  required  by  law  to  be  filed  in  some  office,  as 
with  the  county  clerk,  and  the  paper  is  so  filed  with  the  clerk,  and 
is  produced  by  him  at  the  trial,  any  alteration  which  may  appear 
will  not  require  explanation,  since  the  clerk  will  not  be  presumed 
to  have  done  it,  and  no  presumption  could  be  indulged  against 
the  party  because  it  was  not  in  his  possession.  Devoy  v.  Mayor  of 
New  York,  35  Barb.,  264.  If  words  are  erased,  it  will  be  suffi- 
cient explanation  if  it  is  shown  that  it  was  done  before  the 
execution  of  the  instrument.  Newell  v.  Salmons,  22  Barb.,  647. 

The  rules  as  to  alterations  of  written  instruments  are  the  same 
whether  applied  to  deeds  or  to  other  written  instruments.    If 
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such  an  instrument  is  altered  or  destroyed  by  a  stranger  who  had 
no  authority  to  do  so,  the  rights  of  the  parties  will  not  be  affected 
by  his  acts.  In  such  cases  the  existence  of  the  original  must  be 
shown,  and  the  alteration  or  destruction  will  authorize  proof,  as 
in  the  case  of  a  lost  paper,  if  that  kind  of  proof  is  necessary. 
The  law  in  relation  to  the  alteration  of  instruinents,  either  by 
consent,  or  without  authority,  has  already  been  fully  discussed. 
Vol.  I,  901  to  913. 

SECTION  XVIII. 

ACCOUNT   BOOKS. 

Entries  which  are  made  in  books  of  account  constitute  a  very 
important  branch  of  the  rules  of  evidence.  And  the  value  and 
importance  of  this  species  of  evidence  increase  in  proportion  to 
the  growth  of  commerce  and  the  business  interests  of  society. 
It  would  be  entirely  impossible  to  carry  on  an  extensive  business 
as  a  merchant,  or  as  a  tradesman,  upon  the  credit  system,  with- 
out the  aid  of  books  of  account.  And  in  the  course  of  an  exten- 
sive business,  conducted  upon  any  plan,  books  of  account  will 
be  found  to  be  nearly,  if  not  quite,  indispensable. 

The  practice  of  receiving  books  of  account  in  evidence  has 
been  long  established,  both  in  this  state  and  in  the  other  states 
of  the  union.  And  they  were  first  admitted  as  evidence,  too,  at 
a  time  when  the  parties  could  not  be  witnesses  in  the  action, 
either  for  or  against  themselves.  In  this  state,  at  that  time,  the 
parties  were  not  permitted  to  add  anything  to  the  value  of 
the  books  as  evidence,  by  swearing  to  the  truth  of  their  contents. 
Though,  in  some  of  the  other  states,  such  an  oath  was  permitted. 
Books  of  account  are  clearly  evidence  which  is  manufactured  by 
the  party,  and  for  his  own  convenience  and  interest.  They  have, 
therefore,  always  been  received  in  evidence  with  caution,  and  sub- 
ject to  several  important  qualifications. 

The  wisdom  and  the  justice  of  proper  safeguards  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  rights  of  the  parties  against  whom  such  books  are 
to  be  used  are  too  evident  to  need  any  vindication.  There  have 
been  able  judges  who  were  utterly  opposed  to  receiving  such  books 
as  evidence  in  any  case,  and  under  any  circumstances,  even  if 
the  most  stringent  preliminaries  were  required  as  the  condition 
of  such  admission.  It  was  urged  that  such  books  were  made  by 
interested  parties,  and  that  the  contents  of  the  books,  if  received, 
constituted  a  species  of  evidence  which  might  not  only  be  made 
up  for  the  occasion,  but  might  also  be  introduced  as  evidence 
without  oath,  which  was  equivalent  to  receiving  the  written 
declarations  of  the  party  in  his  own  favor.  The  views  of  such 
judges,  however,  did  not  prevail,  and  books  of  account  were 
received  in  evidence  upon  the  principle  that  the  rejection  of  such 
evidence  wou"ld  work  a  greater  injury  to  a  commercial  people 
than  could  result  from  the  reception  of  the  evidence  under  the 
conditions  and  qualifications  which  were  annexed ;  and  after  such 
fPreliminary  proofs  as  were,  in  all  cases,  required,  before  such  books 
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could  be  received.  Some  of  the  reasons  which  have  been  urged 
in  fiavor  of  receiving  such  books  as  evidence,  are  such  as  it  is 
difficult  to  answer.  In  the  intercourse  of  society,  some  of  the 
business  transactions  are  such  that  there  are  almost  constant, 
continued  and  repeated  dealings  between  its  citizens.  And  in 
the  course  of  such  dealings  it  would  be  nearly  impossible  to 
reduce  all  the  transactions  to  writing  and  to  take  written  admis- 
sions of  the  nlatter ;  and  so,  too,  it  would  be  extremely  incon- 
vetiient  to  call  witnesses  in  every  instance,  which,  if  done,  would 
be  leaving  important  matters  to  the  frail  tenure  of  human  mem- 
ory. So,  too,  there  are  dealings  between  distant  parties,  and 
those  in  which  there  are  no  direct  contracts,  but  merely  such  as 
arise  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  dealing  between  them.  In 
all  such  cases,  as  well  as  in  numerous  others,  books  of  account 
are  not  merely  convenient,  but  are  indispensable  aids  in  proof  of 
the  existence  of  the  transactions  themselves. 

But,  while  the  law  tolerates  this  kind  of  evidence  for  the 
advancement  of  the  interests  of  commerce  and  the  furtherance 
of  justice,  it  does  not  permit  such  books  to  be  received  as  evi- 
dence, except  under  specified  restrictions.  And,  when  received, 
they  are  not  by  any  means  conclusive  proof  of  the  facts  recited 
in  such  books. 

It  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  rules  in  relation  to  the 
admission  of  books  of  account  as  evidence  were  established  long 
before  parties  to  an  action  were  allowed  to  be  witnesses.  And 
those  rules  which  were  thus  established  remain  entirely  un- 
changed by  the  Code,  which  permits  parties  to  be  witnesses. 
Tomlinson  v.  Borst,  30  Barb.,  42.  And,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  a  party  may  be  a  witness  in  his  own  favor,  and  may  thus 
be  able  to  establish  his  case  by  common  law  proof,  yet  he  is  not 
obliged  to  do  so,  but  may  introduce  his  books  of  account  as  evi- 
dence, as  formerly,  provided  he  makes  proper  preliminary  proofs 
to  authorize  their  reception,  li. 

The  change  in  the  law  which  now  authorizes  parties  to  be  wit- 
nesses for  themselves,  may,  in  some  degree,  affect  the  practice  in 
relation  to  the  introduction  of  books  of  account.  Where  the 
party  who  ofters  his  account  books  to  prove  his  claim  is  also  able 
to  swear  to  the  facts  which  are  the  foundation  of  such  claim, 
because  they  occurred  within  his  own  personal  knowledge,  and 
at  a  recent  date,  he  would  scarcely  be  willing  to  leave  his  case 
standing  upon  such  proof,  when  he  could  make  the  matter  clear, 
as  well  as  certain,  by  being  sworn  as  a  witness.  If  the  books  are 
properly  proved  in  evidence,  jurors  or  courts  cannot  disregard 
them,  merely  because  the  party  does  net  choose  to  offer  himself 
as  a  witness.  And,  besides  this,  there  may  be  many  reasons, 
such  as  the  absence  of  the  party  from  the  trial,  or  his  inability  to 
attend,  on  account  of  sickness,  or  from  some  other  cause,  which 
prevents  his  attendance.  But,  where  the  preliminary  proofs  are 
quite  slender,  or  where  the  character  of  the  books  has  been  suc- 
cessfully attacked,  if  the  party  is  present  in  court,  or  might 
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reasonably  have  been  there,  and  he  had  knowledge  that  such 
attack  would  be  made,  a  court  or  jury  would  naturally  desire 
and  expect  to  hear  the  evidence  of  the  owner  of  the  books  in 
relation  to  the  truth  of  the  charges  contained  in  them,  provided 
it  appears  that  he. has  such  personal  knowledge  which  he  can 
impart.  Where  the  preliminary  proofs  are  doubtful,  or  where  the 
character  of  the  books  has  been  successfully  attacked,  it  becomes 
important  to  sustain  them  by  such  evidence  as*  the  party  may 
possess.  In  such  cases,  the  question  as  to  the  credit  of  the  books 
is  entirely  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  jury,  or  a  court  sitting  in 
their  place ;  and  a  clear  and  satisfactory  statement  by  the  party 
as  a  witness  would  not  only  establish  the  credit  of  the  books, 
but  his  evidence  would  be  independent  and  competent  proof  of 
his  claim. 

The  leading  case  in  this  state,  in  relation  to  the  admissibility 
of  books  of  account,  as  evidence,  is  VoslurgJi  v.  Thayer,  12  Johns., 
461,  decided  in  the  year  1815.  In  that  case  it  was  established 
that  such  books  could  be  received  as  evidence,  if  the  owner  of 
the  book  proved  the  following  facts : 

1.  That  the  party  had  no  clerk. 

2.  That  some  of  the  articles  charged  had  been  delivered. 

3.  That  the  books  produced  are  the  account  books  of  the 
party. 

4.  He  must  prove  that  he  keeps  fair  and  honest  accounts,  and 
this  proof  must  be  made  by  those  persons  who  have  dealt  with 
him  and  have  settled  from  those  books. 

The  rule  which  requires  proof  that  a  party  had  no  clerk,  has 
not  been  maintained  to  the  fullest  extent ;  and  it  is  questionable 
whether  the  rule  itself  is  not  considerably  shaken.  At  any  rate, 
it  must  appear  that  there  was  a  person  employed  by  the  owner 
of  the  books,  who  was  really  a  clerk,  in  the  proper  sense  of  that 
term.  A  clerk,  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the  term,  when 
applied  to  the  business  of  merchandising,  or  trade  and  com- 
merce, or  as  employed  by  the  court,  in  the  case  of  Yosburgh  v. 
Tliayer,  means  a  person  who  is  employed  as  an  assistant  in  a 
shop  or  store,  for  the  purpose  of  selling  goods  and  keeping  the 
books  of  account  of  his  employer.  A  person  who  is  employed 
as  a  foreman  in  a  business  where  several  assistants  are  also 
employed,  but  who  never  made  any  entries  in  the  books  of  the 
party,  is  not  a  clerk,  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule,  although  as 
foreman  he  may  have  delivered  to  the  other  party  many  of  the 
articles  charged  against  him  in  such  books.  Sickles  v.  Mather,  20 
Wend.,  72.  The  reason  why  proof  was  required  that  the  party 
kept  no  clerk,  was  to  prevent  a  resort  to  such  evidence  as  books 
of  account,  until  it  was  shown  that  the  party  had  no  common 
law  proof  of  the  sales.  But  the  case  just  cited  was  one  in  which 
the  foreman  was  certainly  a  competent  witness,  who  could  have 
proved  the  delivery  of  nearly  or  quite  all  the  articles  charged  on 
the  books,  and  yet  the  court  did  not  require  his  production  as  a 
witness,  because  he  was  not  properly  a  clerk  within  the  ordinary 
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signification  of  the  term.  He  was,  however,  a  competent  witness, 
who  could  have  given  common  law  proof  of  the  sales  of  the  pro- 
perty claimed  to  have  been  sold.  That  case,  shows,  therefore, 
that  the  books  of  a  party  will  not  be  rejected,  merely  because  he 
may  happen  to  be  able  to  prove  his  case  by  common  law  evidence. 
So,  too,  the  case  of  Tomlinson  v.  Borst,  which  has  been  cited,  also 
shows  that  books  of  account  are  not  to  be  rejected,  because  the 
party  is  himself  a  competent  witness.  These  two  cases,  there- 
fore, establish  that  the  mere  existence  of  common  law  proof  of 
the  sale  of  property  charged  in  books  of  account,  does  not  require 
the  production  of  such  witnesses  to  authorize  the  admission  of  the 
book  in  evidence ;  nor  does  their  non-production  render  the  books 
inadmissible.  And  the  rule  as  it  now  stands,  if  it  is  to  be 
enforced  by  the  courts,  merely  requires  proof  that  the  person 
offering  the  books  had  no  clerk,  as  that  term  has  been  already 
defined. 

The  original  rule  required  that  proof  must  be  given  that  the 
party  had  no  clerk,  and  that  qualification  has  not  been  expressly 
overruled,  and  therefore  it  is  best  to  observe  it  in  practice,  not- 
withstanding it  is  evident  that  the  reason  of  the  rule  has  been 
disregarded,  by  allowing  such  books  as  evidence,  without  calling 
a  party,  or  his  foreman  or  agent,  if  he  is  not  strictly  a  clerk. 

Must  be  matter  of  hooJc  account.']  Jfotwithstanding  books  of 
account  are  admitted  as  evidence,  they  are  not  competent  evi- 
dence upon  every  subject  for  which  a  party  might  deske  to  use 
them. 

A  most  important  rule,  in  relation  to  such  books,  is,  that  the 
charges  contained  in  them  must  relate  to  such  things  as  are  a 
matter  of  book  account,  or  they  are  not  competent  evidence.  To 
aid  trade  and  commerce,  was  the  object  in  view  when  such  books 
were  allowed  to  be  used  as  evidence.  And  this  object  ought, 
therefore,  to  be  kept  constantly  in  view,  whenever  a  question 
arises  as  to  the  admissibility  of  books  of  account,  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  the  indebtedness  of  a  party  charged.  The  sale  of 
goods,  wares  and  merchandise  may  be  proved  by  such  books ; 
but  they  are  not  competent  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
a  loan  of  money.  Low  v.  Payne,  4  Oomst.,  247 ;  Case  v.  Potter,  8 
Johns.,  211 ;  Yosburgh  v.  Thayer,  12  Johns.,  461 ;  nor  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  the  payment  of  money.  Irvine  v.  Wortenr 
Oyke,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  374,  376. 

There  are,  also,  numerous  other  cases,  in  which  one  party  may 
have  a  legal  claim  against  an  other,  but  the  existence  of  which 
cannot  be  established  by  means  of  books  of  account  as  evidence. 
And,  therefore,  such  books  are  not  competent  evidence  to  prove 
the  existence  of  a  party's  claim  in  such  instances  as  the  follow- 
ing :  Entries  in  books  of  account  are  not  legal  evidence  to  estab- 
lish a  claim  made  by  one  town  against  an  other  for  keeping  a 
pauper,  when  the  claim  is  founded  on  the  mere  fact  that  the  lat- 
ter town  is  legally  chargeable  with  the  maintenance  of  such  pau- 
per, and  no  contract  is  proved  between  such  towns.    A  cause  of 
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action  arising  out  of  a  tort,  is  not  a  matter  of  book  account.  A 
claim  arising  upon  a  bond,  a  bill  of  exchange,  or  a  promissory- 
note,  or  an  indebtedness  arising  upon  a  special  contract,  is  not  a 
matter  of  book  account.  Nor  can  a  party  establish  a  bailment, 
or  an  agency  in  that  manner.  And  so  of  a  special  agreement  to 
pay  interest,  or  in  relation  to  a  mistake  made  in  a  previous  set- 
tlement, special  damages  arising  on  account  of  the  breach  of  a 
special  contract,  are  not  a  matter  of  account.  And  so  of  a  claim 
against  a  person  who  is  liable  as  a  guarantor  for  the  liabilities  of 
a  third  person  who  was  primarily  liable ;  or  for  a  claim  for  rent, 
for  the  use  and  occupation  of  real  estate. 

The  foregoing  instances  are  sufficient  to  show  the  nature  of  the 
claims  which  are  not  properly  matters  of  book  account. 

Where  a  person  deposits  money  in  a  bank,  and  the  proper  offi- 
cers of  such  bank  make  entries  of  that  fact  in  the  bank  books, 
and  also  in  the  pass  book  of  such  depositor,  such  entries  will  be 
evidence  in  favor  of  the  depositor,  as-  against  the  bank.  Jermain 
V.  Denniston,  2  Seld.,  276.  And  if  such  depositor  makes  or 
indorses  a  note,  payable  at  such  bank,  while  the  deposit  remains 
there,  and  the  bank  officers  make  entries  in  the  bank  books  which 
show  such  note  paid,  such  entries  will  be  competent  evidence  of 
payment,  in  favor  of  the  depositor,  in  any  suit  which  may  be 
subsequently  brought  upon  such  note,  by  any  person  who  has 
purchased  the  same  after  it  became  due.  Ih.  In  the  absence  of 
any  proof  to  the  contrary,  or  of  suspicion  as  to  the  time  of 
making  the  entries,  they  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  at 
the  time  they  bear  date.  J6. 

The  books  of  account  of  a  bank,  however,  are  not  evidence  of 
themselves,  as  against  its  depositors  or  customers,  as  to  the  facts 
contained  in  such  books,  if  there  is  no  evidence  given  by  the 
bank  to  show  the  truth  of  the  entries  made.  Wliite  v.  Ambler,  4 
Seld.,  170. 

Not  evidence  of  a  single  charge.]  Books  of  account  are  not  com- 
petent evidence  in  any  case  where  there  is  but  one  single  claim 
or  charge.  The  object  of  allowing  books  as  evidence  was  to 
meet  the  case  of  furnishing  evidence  of  numerous  transactions. 
So,  again,  the  rule  which  requires  proof  of  the  delivery  of  some 
of  the  items  charged  could  not  be  complied  with  except  by  prov- 
ing the  single  item  claimed.  The  rule  is  the  same  although  there 
may  have  been  several  articles  sold,  if  there  was  but  one  single 
transaction  by  way  of  sale.  If  that  is  the  only  dealing  between 
the  parties,  books  of  account  are  not  competent  evidence  to  prove 
such  sale.  Corning  v.  Ashley,  4  Denio,  354. 

Must  prove  some  of  the  items  charged.]  The  courts  have  inflexi- 
bly required  an  observance  of  this  rule,  by  requiring  proof  that 
there  was  a  delivery  of  some  of  the  goods  claimed  to  have  been' 
sold  and  delivered,  or  of  the  rendition  of  some  of  the  services 
charged.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  some  goods  have  been 
sold  and  delivered,  or  that  some  services  have  been  rendered. 
The  law  requires  proof  that  some  of  the  items  charged  have 
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been  delivered,  or  that  some  of  the  services  charged  have  been 
rendered. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  a  physician,  claimed  to  recover  for' pro- 
fessional services  rendered  "in  April,  1851,  and  continuing  to 
1853,"  and  the  only  proof  of  his  services  was,  that  he  attended 
the  defendant's  family,  as  a  physician  once  in  the  year  1849 ;  it 
was  held  that  the  proof  was  insufficient  to  prove  any  item  in  the 
account  sued  upon.  Morrill  v.  Whitehead,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  239. 
So,  in  an  action  to  recover  upon  an  account  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  there  must  be  proof  of  a  delivery  of  some  of  the 
items  charged  in  the  account.  Conklin  v.  Stamler,  8  Abb.,  395 ; 
S.  a,  2  Hilt.,  422. 

This  rule,  however,  does  not  require  a  party  to  prove  the  larg- 
est possible  number  of  items  of  his  account;  and  where  a 
mechanic  sued  to  recover  for  services  rendered,  and  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  it  was  held  that  proof  of  two  of  the  items  charged 
was  sufficient  to  render  the  books  competent  as  evidence.  Linnell 
V.  Sutherland,  11  Wend.,  568.  It  is  always  prudent  to  prove  such 
a  number  of  items  as  shows  that  there  is  a  regular  course  of  deal- 
ing between  the  parties,  if  such  evidence  is  conveniently  attain- 
able. And,  the  greater  the  number  of  items  proved,  the  more 
satisfactory  will  the  evidence  be  that  the  account  books  are  cor- 
rect. 

In  proving  the  fairness  of  the  books,  by  those  who  have  dealt 
with  their  owner,  it  must  appear  that  the  settlement  related 
to  accounts  which  were  kept  during  the  period  embraced  in 
the  account  between  the  litigating  parties,  or,  at  all  events,  to 
sxich  accounts  as  existed  before  the  commencement  of  the  action 
in  which  the  books  are  offered.  Foster  v.  Coleman,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
85.  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  settlement  should  have  been 
made  before  the  commencement  of  such  action  ;  it  will  be  suffi- 
cient if  the  settlement  was  made  at  any  time  before  the  trial.  Ih. 
Manner  of  keeping  ioolcs.]  The  law  does  not  require  that  books 
of  account  should  be  kept  in  strict  accordance  with  the  most 
api)roved  systems  of  bookkeeping.  Public  convenience,  and  the 
attainment  of  justice,  are  the  great  objects  desired.  Still,  there 
are  some  rules  which  ought  to  be  observed  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  those  very  objects.  The  entries  of  charges  ought  to  be 
made  in  those  books  of  the  party  which  are  employed  by  him  for 
the  purpose  of  entering  his  daily  and  usual  accounts  with  such 
persons  as  deal  with  him.  And  they  ought  to  be  made  in  con- 
formity to  the  prevalent  manner  of  keeping  his  books. 

In  some  of  the  other  states  of  the  Union,  it  has  been  held, 
that  if  the  accounts  stand  insulated,  as  on  the  front  leaf  of  the 
book,  and  not  falling  into  regular  order  with  other  charges,  or  if 
they  are  kept  on  separate  sheets  of  paper  when  the  party  has 
books  of  account,  they  will  be  rejected. 

In  this  state  there  are  no  reported  cases  upon  such  questions. 
Of  course  all  entries  must  be  made  into  those  books  which  the 
party  keeps  as  his  account  books,  or  they  will  not  be  evidence. 
Wait  11—56 
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But,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  there  must  be  very  many 
informal  books  which  are  liept  with  the  strictest  integrity,  and 
yet  with  all  the  skill  which  the  owner  of  the  books  possesses. 
Books  of  account  ought  rarely,  if  ever,  to  be  rejected  merely  on 
accouut  of  defects  of  form,  if  they  comply  with  the  substantial 
requirements  of  the  law.  The  principal  point  for  consideration 
is,  whether  the  party  made  the  entries  with  honest  intentions,  and 
according  to  the  facts  as  they  actually  transpired.  And,  though 
books  informally  kept,  are  not  to  be  commended  as  examples  for 
imitation,  yet,  it  will  be  found,  that  dishonest  charges  may  be 
discovered  in  books  which  are  kept  with  admirable  skill,  neatness 
and  method. 

The  truth  is,  books  may  be  worthy  of  the  most  implicit  con- 
fidence, although  very  informally  kept.  And,  on  the  other  hand, 
there  may  be  the  grossest  frauds,  and  the  most  unjust  claims, 
found  in  books  which  are  kept  in  strict  conformity  to  the  rules 
which  the  law  prescribes.  It  is  always  proper  to  understand  the 
requirements  of  the  law  in  relation  to  books  of  account,  and  to 
apply  those  legal  rules  in  such  a  manner  as  to  advance  the 
interests  of  justice,  as  well  as  those  of  trade  and  commerce. 

The  presumption  of  law  is  in  favor  of  honesty  and  fair  dealing, 
and,  therefore,  there  is  a  fair  presumption  that  books  are  honestly 
kept,  if  there  is  nothing  in  their  appearance  or  in  the  evidence 
in  the  case  which  destroys  that  presumption.  But,  if  they  are 
not  kept  in  conformity  with  the  rules  which  the  law  prescribes, 
or  if  it  is  shown  that  they  are  false  and  fraudulent,  they  will  not 
be  regarded  as  of  any  value  as  evidence. 

The  rules  of  exclusion  are  quite  limited  in  number,  if  the  pre- 
requisites are  proved,  which  entitle  books  to  be  read  in  evidence. 
And  many  of  the  rules  laid  down,  together  with  the  cases  cited, 
relate  to  the  credit  which  ought  to  be  given  to  this  kind  of  evi- 
dence, rather  than  to  its  admissibility  as  evidence  for  the  con- 
sideration of  a  court  or  jury. 

Cormnon  to  all  classes  of  husiness.']  As  the  principle  which  admits 
books  of  account  is  the  convenience  of  society,  so  the  rule  will 
extend  to  all  persons  who  fall  within  the  reasons  for  establishing 
the  principle.  And,  therefore,  books  of  account  are  competent 
evidence  in  favor  of  all  persons  whose  business  requires  the 
keeping  of  books.  Indeed  it  would  be  difficult  to  determine 
many  cases  against  the  employment  of  such  books,  upon  the 
principle  that  the  person  keeping  them  was  not  entitled  to  use 
such  books  in  the  way  of  keeping  an  account  of  his  business 
transactions,  provided  he  is  engaged  in  any  of  the  usual  avoca- 
tions of  life,  in  the  way  of  trade  or  commerce.  Such  books  are 
common  to  the  merchant,  the  manufacturer,  the  mechanic,  the 
professional  man,  the  farmer,  the  day-laborer,  and  to  numerous 
other  classes  of  citizens.  Foster  v.  Coleman,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  85, 
89 ;  SicMes  v.  Mather,  20  Wend.,  72,  76.  The  principal  charges 
contained  in  such  books  usually  relate  to  the  sales  of  property, 
or  to  the  rendition  of  services.    When  the  charges  relate  to  the 
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sale  of  property,  it  must  be  upon  a  sale  of  personal  property,  for 
a  charge  founded  upon  a  sale  of  real  estate  would  not  be  a  mat- 
ter of  book  account.  The  right  to  make  the  charges  may  arise 
upon  an  express  contract  between  the  parties,  or,  in  some  cases, 
it  may  arise  by  implication  of  law.  If  a  person  purchases  arti- 
cles upon  credit,  and  requests  that  they  shall  be  charged  to  his 
account ;  or,  if  he  obtains  them  in  person,  or  by  his  agent,  with- 
out paying  for  them,  he  authorizes  the  vendor  to  charge  them  in 
account.  . 

So,  too,  if  a  person  improperly  turns  away  his  wife  or  children, 
and  refuses  to  provide  them  with  necessaries,  such  articles  may 
be  supplied  to  them,  and  the  amount  recovered  upon  an  implied 
assumpsit  to  pay  for  them.  But  before  a  recovery  can  be  had, 
there  must  be  clear  proof  of  a  liability  of  the  husband  or  parent 
to  supply  such  articles,  that  he  has  wrongfully  neglected  to  do 
so,  and  that  the  party  claiming  payment  has  furnished  the  arti- 
cles, which  must  be  such  as  are  necessary  or  proper  to  the  condi- 
tion of  the  parties  supplied.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  right 
to  charge  must  exist  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  property ; 
and  the  right  must  be  certain  and  absolute,  and  not  an  uncertain 
right,  dependent  upon  some  contingency  for  its  validity.  A  con- 
tingent or  conditional  claim  may  be  valid,  if  it  subsequently 
becomes  an  absolute  one;  but  that  fact  does  not  render  it  a 
proper  item  of  charge,  as  a  matter  of  book  account.  Charges 
are  frequently  and  commonly  made  for  services  rendered.  And 
the  services  rendered  by  an  attorney  or  counselor-at-law,  or  of  a 
physician  or  surgeon,  are  proper  items  of  book  account.  So' of 
services  rendered  by  the  infant  son  of  the  plaintiff,  or  by  his 
apprentice  or  hired  servant.  So  of  charges  by  a  postmaster  for 
postage  due,  or  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  his  fees.  So  of 
charges  for  work  done  by  the  month,  at  a  fixed  price,  and  payable 
at  a  future  day;  or  for  services  rendered  in  making  betterments 
on  the  defendant's  land,  if  done  at  his  request;  or  for  repairs 
done  to  a  vessel;  or  for  the  use  of  horses  and  carriages  furnished 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request.  Some  of  the 
items  above  specified  carry  the  rule  as  to  the  nature  of  the  claims 
which  may  be  made  a  subject  of  book  account  to  its  extreme 
extent,  and  perhaps  extend  it  beyond  the  rule  adopted  in  this 
state. 

Several  instances  in  which  claims  are  not  regarded  as  proper  sub- 
jects of  book  account,  have  already  been  noticed.  Ante,  428, 440. 

The  true  distinction  between  items  properly  chargeable  as  a 
matter  of  account,  and  those  which  are  not  so,  is,  to  ascertain 
whether  the  demand  is  one  which  arises  in  the  usual  course  of 
trade  or  commerce,  or  whether  it  is  a  special  and  independent 
transaction,  not  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade  or  commercial 
dealings.  It  ought  to  be  such  as  shows  a  course  of  dealing  as 
distinguished  from  separate  and  single  transactions  ;  for,  one  of 
the  reasons  assigned  for  allowing  books  as  evidence  at  all  is, 
that  the  course  of  dealing  on  credit  shows  the  confidence  of  the 
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debtor  in  his  creditor  by  permitting  him  to  malie  charges.  Work, 
labor  or  services  ought,  as  a  general  rule,  to  be  executed  before 
they  are  chargeable  as  items  of  account. 

Entries,  ly  ivhom  made.']  The  entries  ought  to  be  made  by  the 
party  himself ;  but  it  is  not  indispensable  that  it  should  be  done 
by  the  hand  of  the  party  owning  the  books.  He  may  employ  an 
agent  to  do  his  writing,  if  he  cannot  write.  And,  in  such  a  case, 
the  entries  will  be  made  by  himself  as  legally  as  though  he  had 
made  them  with  his  own  hand.  Books  containing  entries  made 
in  this  manner  will  not  be  rejected  in  this  state,  merely  because 
there  is  attainable  common  law  proof  of  the  charges,  ante,  438 ; 
unless  the  person  making  such  entries  is  strictly  a  clerk,  in  which 
case  it  would  be  advisable  to  call  him  as  a  witness. 

No  clerk.]  Oue  of  the  prerequisites  to  be  established,  before 
books  can  be  received  as  evidence,  is,  that  the  party  keeps  no 
clerk.     This  fact  may  be  proved  by  the  party  himself;  or,  it  may' 
be  substantiated  by  any  one  who  knows  that  fact.    Any  member 
of  the  family,  or  any  near  neighbor  or  intimate  acquaintance,  or, 
in  sfeort,  any  person  who  is  familiar  with  the  mode  in  which  the 
party  transacts  his  business  in  its  daily  movements,  may  show 
that  no  clerk  is  employed  about  it.    A  mere  foreman,  who  deli- 
vers goods,  is  not  a  clerk,  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule.  Sickles 
V.  Mather,  20  Wend.,  72.    And  the  rule  is  the  same,  even  though  ' 
such  foreman  makes  an  entry  upon  a  slate,  of  the  sales  which  he 
makes,  and  the  owner  of  the  books  subsequently  transcribes  them 
into  his  day  books.  Ih. 

Nmiiber  of  witnesses  to  prove  dealings.]  It  is  quite  xisual  to  prove 
the  fiiirness  of  the  books  and  the  manner  of  dealing,  by  calling 
two  or  three  or  more  witnesses  who  have  dealt  with  the  owner 
and  settled  from  the  books  in  question.  But,  in  legal  strictness, 
it  is  not  necesssary  to  call  so  many  persons.  A  single  witness 
who  has  dealt  with  the  party,  and  has  settled  from  the  books, 
will  be  sufficient  proof  to  render  the  books  competent,  and,  there- 
fore, admissible  in  evidence.  Beattie  v.  Qua,  15  Barb.,  132 ;  Mor- 
rill V.  Wliitehead,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  239,  241. 

But  the  credit  of  a  book  is  dependent  upon  its  character,  and  the 
greater  the  number  of  persons  who  have  found  its  entries  accu- 
rate and  just,  the  more  reliable  will  such  book  be  as  evidence. 
It  is  not  necessary,  nor  is  it  proper  or  usual,  to  call  a  large  num- 
ber of  witnesses,  but  merely  to  prove  by  a  reasonable  number,  say 
two  or  three,  that  the  books  are  of  fair  character.  If  the  charac- 
ter of  the  books  is  attacked,  then  a  greater  number  may  be  called 
for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  it,  upon  the  same  principle  that  the 
character  of  a  witness  is  sustained. 

Credit  for  jury.]  When  a  party  offers  to  introduce  his  books 
of  account  as  evidence,  and  he  has  proved  those  preliminaries 
■which  the  law  requires,  the  books  will  be  competent  evidence,  if 
the  items  of  the  charges  are  matters  of  book  account.  And  if  due 
proof  is  given,  so  that  the  books  are  admissible,  and  they  are 
received  in  evidence  by  the  court,  such  evidence  cannot  legally 
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be  disregarded  by  a  court  or  jury,  any  more  than  a  court  or  jury 
can  properly  disregard  the  evidence  of  a  witness  who  is  not  in  any 
manner  impeached.  But  there  are  cases  in  which  such  books  bear 
suspicious  marks  upon  their  face,  as  where  material  alterations 
appear  in  them,  and  no  explanation  is  given  in  relation  to  it ;  or 
where  the  manner  of  keeping  the  account  of  a  particular  person 
differs  from  that  of  the  general  manner  of  keeping  the  book ;  in 
these  and  similar  cases  the  credit  due  to  the  book  is  for  the  jury  or 
a  justice  sitting  in  their  place.  So,  too,  if  the  books  are  fair  on 
their  face  and  the  preliminary  proofs  are  entirely  sufficient,  yet  if 
the  character  of  the  book  is  attacked  by  showing  that  some  of 
the  entries  are  false  or  unfounded;  or  that  false  accouuts  are 
charged  in  the  books  against  other  persons,  who  prove  the  falsity 
of  such  charges,  the  credit  of  the  books  is  a  question  of  fact  which 
is  to  be  settled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  credit  of  a  witness  is 
determined,  for  the  books,  are  in  one  sense,  a  witness. 

Credit,  how  impeached.']  Any  evidence  is  proper  if  it  legally 
shows  that  the  accounts  are  false  and  fraudulent.  And  if  that 
fact  is  established,  the  books  will  be  entirely  disregarded.  So, 
too,  if  it  is  clearly  shown  that  any  of  the  charges  are  false,  and 
that  they  were  intentionally  entered  in  the  books  for  the  purpose 
of  injustice,  the  jury  may  disregard  the  whole  book,  if  they  see 
proper  to  do  so,  on  the  principle  that  a  book  which  is  deliberately 
and  intentionally  false  in  some  things  is  equally  false  as  to  all 
the  other  items.  This  need  not  necessarily  be  the  result,  for  the 
jury  may,  on  the  entire  evidence  in  the  case,  allow  some  of  the 
items  and  disregard  others,  if  justice  and  truth  will  thereby  be 
promoted. 

Again,  it  is  competent  to  show  that  mistakes  exist  in  the 
accounts,  as  charged  in  the  books.  And  this  evidence  will  go  to 
the  credit  of  the  books,  as  to  its  reliability  for  accuracy,  although 
the  fairness  of  the  owner,  or  the  motive  in  making  the  erroneous 
charges  are  not  questioned.  A  witness  who  makes  numerous 
mistakes  in  his  statements  may  cause  doubts  as  to  his  accuracy, 
although  his  integrity  is  unquestioned ;  and  the  same  rule  applies 
to  books  of  account. 

There  is  a  distinction  between  attacking  the  credit  of  books, 
by  showing  that  they  are  false  and  fraudulent,  or  that  numerous 
mistakes  exist  in  them,  and  an  attack  on  the  general  moral  char- 
acter of  the  owner  of  the  books,  for  the  purpose  of  inferring  that 
the  books  are  false,  if  the  moral  character  of  the  owner  is 
impeached. 

Evidence  to  prove  the  books  false  and  fraudulent,  or  erroneous, 
is  admissible.  But  evidence  to  prove  that  the  general  moral 
character  of  the  owner  of  the  books  is  bad,  is  not  admissible, 
when  the  object  of  offering  the  evidence  is  to  draw  the  inference, 
that  the  books  are  incompetent,  or  that  they  are  unworthy  of 
credit,  because  the  moral  character  of  the  owner  is  bad.  Tomlin- 
son  V.  Borst,  30  Barb.,  42,  46;  and  see  Larue  v.  Rowland,  7  Barb., 
107, 110.    Where  the  question  of  credibility  has  been  fairly  sub- 
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mitted  to  a  jury,  upon  competent  evidence  upon  both  sides,  the 
decision  of  the  jury  as  to  the  credit  of  the  books  is  final.  Morrill 
V.  Whitehead,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  239. 

Existence  of  common  law  proof  does  not  invalidate.']  In  some  of 
the  other  states  it  has  been  held  that  books  of  account  are  not 
evidence  as  to  such  items  as  may  be  proved  by  attainable  com- 
mon law  evidence. 

And  these  decisions  proceed  upon  the  principle  that  books  of 
account  are  not  a  necessary  means  of  proof  where  there  is  com- 
mon law  proof,  which  may  be  introduced.  Those  decisions  are 
in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  the  common  law.  But  that 
rule  is  not  adopted  in  this  state ;  and,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  party  has  a  foreman  who  has  delivered  the  very  goods 
in  question.  Sicilies  v.  Mather,  20  Wend.,  72;  or  even  in  the  case 
of  a  delivery  of  the  goods  by  the  party  himself,  who  is  now  a 
competent  witness  in  this  state,  yet  he  need  not  call  his  foreman, 
nor  be  sworn  himself,  for  his  books  are  competent  evidence,  not- 
withstanding his  means  of  common  law  proof.  Tomlinson  v.  Borst, 
30  Barb.,  42,  46;  and  see  ante,  438,  439,  444. 

Where  the  party  has  employed  a  clerk,  who  is  absent  and  out 
of  the  reach  of  a  subpoena,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  his 
attendance  as  a  witness,  the  cases  disagree  as  to  the  necessity  of 
procuring  his  evidence  npon  a  commission.  The  absence  of  the 
clerk  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  held  by  some  of 
the  cases  to  be  sufficient  to  dispense  with  calling  him  as  a  wit- 
ness, while  other  cases  deny  this  rule.  If  those  cases  which 
require  the  evidence  of  the  witness  proceed  on  the  ground  that 
his  evidence  is  common  law  proof,  and  that  it  must  for  that 
reason  be  adduced,  it  is  opposed  to  the  principle  adopted  in 
this  state,  as  we  have  just  seen.  Of  course  the  death  or  the 
insanity  of  the  clerk  would  dispense  with  the  rule  requiring  his 
production  as  a  witness,  even  in  those  states  in  which  the  strictest 
rule  is  adopted. 

Evidence  of  value.']  Account  books  are  not  merely  evidence  of 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods,  but  they  are  also  competent  evi- 
dence of  the  value  of  the  articles  charged,  or  of  the  personal  or 
professional  services  which  may  have  been  rendered.  Dticoign  v. 
Sclireppel,  1  Yeates,  347.  But  such  evidence  is  not  conclusive, 
and  the  other  party  is  at  liberty  to  show  the  actual  or  true  value. 
In  the  absence  of  other  proof,  the  prices  charged  in  the  books 
will  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  value,  subject  to  such  modifica- 
tions in  that  respect  as  the  entire  evidence  in  the  case  may 
warrant. 

A  plaintiff  who  properly  proves  his  books  in  evidence,  and 
shows  their  fairness  by  those  who  have  dealt  and  settled  with 
him  from  them,  need  not  go  further  and  show  that  the  prices 
charged  are  usual  and  reasonable.  Bailey  v.  BameUy,  23  Geo.,  682. 

Entries  when  made^  Books  of  account  are  designed  for  the 
registration  of  transactions  as  they  occur,  and  not  as  entries  of 
past  events.    One  of  the  most  essential  and  valuable  qualities 
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of  such  books,  and  one  of  its  superiorities  over  that  of  the  mere 
memory  of  individuals  is,  that  such  entries  will  be  accurate,  be- 
cause they  cannot  forget  and  that  they  will  not  be  liable  to  change 
by  the  lapse  of  time.  For  these  reasons  all  entries  of  sales  or 
transactions  ought  to  be  made  daily  and  immediately  on  their 
occurrence  and  completion. 

The  law  does  not  fix  any  precise  instant  at  which  this  shall  be 
done,  and  yet  it  requires  that  there  shall  not  be  any  long  delays 
in  the  matter,  since  such  delays  would  let  in  those  very  mischiefs 
which  a  prompt  entry  would  prevent.  For,  in  the  first  place, 
there  might  be  errors  by  reason  of  inaccuracy  in  recollection,  and 
in  the  next  place  it  would  afford  opportunities  for  changing  the 
character  of  the  entries  made,  by  substituting  one  materially 
different  from  the  original. 

The  fact  that  the  entries  were  not  made  at  the  time  when  they 
ought  to  have  been,  does  not  destroy  the  competency  of  the  evi- 
dence, but  it  goes  to  the  credit  of  the  book. 

There  are  instances  in  which  the  greatest  care  does  not  pre- 
vent the  occurrence  of  mistakes  by  the  omission  to  charge  articles 
which  have  been  sold  and  delivered.  Such  errors  may  be  recti- 
fied, by  making  a  proper  charge,  which  will  not  invalidate  the 
book. 

So,  too,  there  may  be  errors  in  the  entries,  and  these  may  be 
properly  corrected ;  but  in  such  a  case,  the  error  ought  to  be  shown 
by  evidence,  and  the  correction  ought  in  the  same  manner  to  be 
explained.  Alterations  and  erasures  do  not  destroy  the  character 
of  the  book,  if  they  are  properly  explained  by  the  evidence  in 
the  case ;  and  any  objection  will  go  to  the  credit  rather  than 
to  the  competency  of  the  book.  But,  if  such  alterations  or  era- 
sures are  gross  and  suspicious,  and  no  explanations  are  given, 
the  credit,  if  not  the  competency  of  the  book,  will  be  destroyed. 

Ordinary  book  in  daily  use.']  All  entries  ought  to  be  made  in 
those  books  which  are  kept  for  ordinary  and  daily  use,  in  keeping 
the  general  accounts  of  the  party.  It  is  by  keeping  books  in  that 
manner,  that  they  derive  much  of  the  credit  which  they  obtain. 
If  the  general  accounts  of  a  party  are  charged  in  one  book  or  set 
of  books,  while  the  entries  against  some  individual  are  made  in 
a  separate  and  distinct  book  and  by  itself  alone,  this  fact,  of 
itself,  is  a  suspicious  circumstance,  requiring  explanation.  But, 
more  than  this,  such  entries  are  not  competent  evidence,  because 
it  is  in  direct  violation  of  that  rule  which  requires  all  charges  to 
be  entered  in  those  books  which  the  party  uses  for  the  purpose 
of  keeping  his  general  accounts  with  Ms  customers.  Ante,  438. 

Accounts  entered  upon  slips  of  paper  or  upon  separate  sheets, 
distinct  from  the  usual  books  of  account,  cannot  be  received  as 
books  of  account.  It  is  not  necessary  that  such  books  should  be 
bound  in  a  substantial  manner,  nor  need  they  be  bound  at  all. 
Many  individuals,  -whose  dealings  are  limited,  make  an  account 
book  by  folding  or  stitching  together  several  sheets  of  paper, 
instead  of  procuring  a  more  expensive  book.    And,  if  they  keep 
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their  general  accounts  in  such  a  book,  that  will  be  sufficient  to 
render  the  book  competent,  so  far  as  its  form  is  concerned.  But 
it  nmst,  of  course,  be  proved  in  evidence,  in  the  same  manner  as 
ordinary  books  of  account  are  established. 

Original  entries.]  Books  of  account  derive  much  of  their  credit 
from  the  fact  that  they  are  original  entries  of  events  as  they  trans- 
pired. It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  the  first  entries  should 
be  made  in  the  books  themselves.  For,  nothing  is  more  common 
than  to  make  mere  temporary  entries  upon  a  slate,  or  upon  sheets 
of  paper  with  a  pencil,  or  in  an  ordinary  blotter  with  a  pen  and 
ink,  and  then  to  transcribe  at  night,  into  the  ordinary  books,  such 
charges  as  may  have  thus  been  entered  during  the  day.  This 
practice  is  both  convenient  and  legal.  Sickles  v.  Mather,  20 
Wend.,  72.  Such  memoranda  are  mere  temporary  entries, 
and  the  transcribed  entries  are  original  entries  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  rule. 

Books  are  usually  kept  by  writing  with  a  pen  and  ink.  But 
they  will  be  valid,  although  kept  in  pencil  mark,  if  they  are  legi- 
ble, and  if  that  is  the  usual  mode  of  keeping  the  general  accounts. 
Hill  V.  Scott,  12  Penn.  State  R.,  168.  If  a  book  contains  entries 
which  are  original,  and  others  not  original,  it  will  be  valid  evi- 
dence as  to  the  original  entries,  even  if  not  so  as  to  the  others. 
Wollenweier  v.  Ketterlinus,  17  Penn.  State  E.,  389. 

Ledger  and  dayioolc.']  In  an  extensive  business,  a  ledger  is 
always  a  part  of  a  set  of  books  of  account.  But  in  a  limited 
business  there  are  many  persons  whose  entire  accounts  are  kept 
exclusively  in.  the  daybook,  without  the  addition  of  a  ledger. 
And  in  keeping  their  daybook  such  persons  frequently  keep  it 
in  the  manner  of  ledger  entries.  The  name  of  a  person  is  entered 
and  the  items  of  his  account  are  entered  under  that  name  con- 
tinuously without  the  intervention  of  any  other  name  or  account. 
In  other  words,  each  item  is  charged  as  it  occurs,  by  entering 
the  article  with  the  date  of  the  occurrence  or  entry  into  the  book. 

The  names  of  each  of  the  persons  charged  in  the  book  are  thus 
entered  separately,  and  the  accounts  of  each  person  kept  separately. 
Such  a  method  has  its  advantages  in  a  small  business,  since  the 
account  of  each  person  is  readily  examined  and  the  items  ascer- 
tained, without  any  liability  to  overlook  any  of  the  entries  made. 
While,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  accounts  of  all  persons  are  en- 
tered in  order  of  time,  and  indiscriminately  as  to  persons,  it  would 
be  laborious  as  well  as  difficult  to  ascertain  the  state  of  each  per- 
son's accounts  if  no  ledger  were  kept. 

But  this  system  of  entering  each  account  separately  is  objec- 
tionable in  one  point  of  view.  It  offers  facilities  for  false  entries, 
and  for  the  perpetration  of  gross  frauds.  There  may  be  interpo- 
lations, or,  indeed,  there  may  be  an  entire  new  account  written 
up,  without  any  certain  success  in  detecting  it.  Books  kept  in 
this  manner  are  competent  evidence ;  and  when  otherwise  pro- 
perly proved,  must  be  admitted  in  evidence.  There  is  less  objec- 
tion now  to  this  mode  of  keeping  books  than  formerly,  since,  as 
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the  law  now  stands,  the  party  making  the  book  may  be  com- 
pelled to  be  a  witness,  and  his  examination  will  scarcely  fail  to 
elicit  the  truth  as  to  the  manner  of  keeping  the  accounts. 

Entire  set  of  looJcs  must  he  introduced.']  Where  there  is  but  a 
single  book  of  accounts,  it  will,  of  course,  be  complete  in  itself, 
either  as  to  charges  or  credits.  But  frequently,  and  perhaps 
generally,  the  accounts  of  parties  are  contained  in  several  books, 
each  of  which  may  be  separate,  or  each  of  which  may  constitute 
part  of  a  set  of  books. 

If  a  party  gives  in  evidence  entries  contained  in  one  of  a  set 
of  books,  he  is  bound  to  produce  the  entire  set,  or  no  part  of  the 
entries  will  be  evidence,  provided  the  entries  offered  refer  to 
the  other  books,  or  provided  such  other  books  contain  entries 
which  relate  to  the  entries  offered,  or  if  they  contain  entries 
affecting  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  the  parties.  Pendleton 
v.  Weed,  3  B.  P.  Smith,  72. 

Charges  in  gross.]  Books  of  account  are  intended  to  keep  a 
correct  statement  of  the  items  of  an  account,  with  the  date, 
quantity,  price,  or  value  of  each  item.  And  for  that  reason,  it  is 
a  general  rule,  that  entries  are  improper  when  made  in  gross  or 
by  the  lump.  A  charge  by  a  mechanic  for  "  190  days'  work " 
was  held  inadmissible.  Lynch's  Adm'r  ads.  Petrie,  1  Nott  & 
McOord,  130.  So  a  charge  by  a  physician,  of  thirteen  dollars,  for 
medicines  and  attendance  in  curing  the  whooping  cough,  was 
rejected.  Hughes  v.  Hampton,  2  Const.  Eep.,  745. 

This  rule,  however,  is  not  to  be  carried  to  extremes,  for  there 
may  be  instances  in  which  it  is  proper  to  group  together  two  or 
more  items.  A  physician  may  properly  include  in  one  charge 
the  items  of  medicine  furnished  as  well  as  the  compensation  for 
his  visit,  on  any  single  occasion.  But  a  merchant's  bill  must  be 
made  out  differently.  He  cannot  charge  for  a  bill  of  goods  sold 
in  gross,  but  must  give  the  date,  articles,  quantity,  value,  or 
other  specification  requisite  to  an  accurate  account. 

Mechanics  and  laborers  have  sometimes  charged  several  days' 
labor  in  one  item,  as  for  instance,  a  week's  work  at  a  specified 
price  per  day,  and  then  carried  out  the  entire  sum  as  an  item. 
Such  charges  will  be  less  frequently  objected  to  now,  because  the 
party  will  generally  be  able  to  prove  the  entire  items,  by  being 
sworn  as  a  witness. 

Witness  testifying  from  looJcs.]  Where  a  clerk  is  employed  to 
make  entries  in  books  as  a  part  of  his  business,  his  entries  may, 
under  some  circumstances,  become  evidence,  even  when  he  can- 
not recollect  the  transaction  so  entered. 

A  witness  testified  that  certain  entries  and  memoranda  were 
made  by  him;  that  it  was  his  uniform  practice  to  make  such 
entries  at  the  time  of  their  occurrence,  and  to  make  them  accu- 
rately as  to  the  facts ;  that  he  had  no  doubt  as  to  the  accuracy 
of  the  entries  in  question;  and  that  independent  of  the  entries, 
he  had  no  recollection  of  the  matters  mentioned,  nor  could  he 
recollect  them  as  a  matter  of  memory,  even  after  refreshing  his 
Wait  11— 57 
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recollection  by  an  examination  of  the  entries;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  entries  were  admissible  evidence.  Bank  of  Monroe  v. 
Culver,  2  Hill,  531. 

But  such  entries  cannot  be  made  evidence,  on  the  ground  that 
the  witness  is  absent  from  the  state,  or  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  though  the  rule  is  otherwise,  if  such  witness  is  dead. 
Brewster  v.  Doane,  2  Hill,  537. 

Copy  of  ioolcs  not  competent  evidence.']  That  books  must  be  kept 
by  making  original  entries,  has  been  already  seen.  Ante,  448. 
And  when  entries  are  thus  made,  the  original  books  must  them- 
selves be  introduced  in  evidence.  Copies  of  books  of  account 
are  not  admissible  in  evidence,  if  objected  to  on  that  ground. 
McCormicTi  v.  MulvUiill,  1  Hilt.,  131.  And  where  books  were 
proved  by  the  production  of  a  transcrii^t  of  them,  which  was 
objected  to  by  the  other  side,  the  judgment  was  reversed.  lb.  It 
is  of  no  consequence  whether  the  transcript  is  accurate  or  not, 
nor  will  it  avail  any  thing  to  prove  the  accuracy  of  such  tran- 
script, for  in  no  case  is  it  legal  evidence,  if  duly  objected  to.  li. 
But,  if  such  evidence  is  offered,  and  it  is  admitted  in  the  court 
below  without  objection,  it  will  not  be  any  ground  of  objection 
on  appeal,  that  a  copy  was  used  instead  of  the  original  books. 
Peck  V.  Eichmond,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  381.  And  when  entries  in 
books  of  account  are  read  in  evidence  without  objection,  such 
evidence  is  competent  to  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  or  to  the  justice 
sitting  in  their  place.  Brake  v.  Kiniball,  5  Sandf.,  237. 

Books  introduced  cannot  le  withdrawn.']  Each  party  is  at  liberty 
to  prove  his  books  in  evidence,  or  not,  as  he  may  choose,  under 
ordinary  circumstances.  But,  if  he  elects  to  introduce  them  as 
evidence,  when  they  are  once  admitted,  the  evidence  becomes  the 
property  of  both  parties,  and  the  books  cannot  be  withdrawn, 
noi"-  the  evidence  rejected,  without  the  consent  of  the  opposite 
party.  Clinton  v.  Rowland,  24  Barb.,  634  ;  and  see  Yiblard  v. 
Staats,  3  Hill,  144. 

Must  le  received  generally.]  Books  of  account,  like  declarations 
generally,  must  be  taken  together.  There  would  be  no  justice 
in  permitting  a  party  to  introduce  his  books  to  prove  facts  which 
would  aid  his  side  of  the  cause,  and  at  the  same  time  rejecting 
such  items  of  the  account  as  would  make  against  him,  and  in 
favor  of  the  opposite  party.  And,  therefore,  such  books  cannot 
be  received  in  evidence  when  otfered  conditionally,  by  offfering 
them  to  prove  certain  specified  matters,  and  asking,  at  the  same 
time,  that  the  opposite  side  should  be  prohibited  from  using  the 
books  for  the  purpose  of  proving  other  matters  which  are  equally 
competent.  Winants  v.  Sherman,  3  Hill,  74.  They  must  be 
received  altogether,  for  what  they  are  worth,  or  not  at  all.  II. 

Whole  contents  evidence.]  The  party  who  introduces  his  books 
in  evidence,  does  it  subject  to  the  principle  that  the  whole  con- 
tents of  the  book  are  thereby  introduced  as  evidence,  so  far  as 
they  relate  to  the  state  of  accounts  between  himself  and  the 
opposite  party.    Books  thus  introduced  may  show  matters  which 
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charge  the  opposite  side,  but  if  there  are  credits  on  the  book  in 
favor  of  the  latter  such  credits  must  be  allowed  also.  So  again, 
the  rule  is,  that  if  a  party  makes  the  books  of  his  adversary  evi- 
dence in  his  favor  to  prove  bis  credits,  he  is  bound  to  take  the 
whole  account  together,  and  to  admit  the  whole  of  the  debit  side 
of  the  account ;  and  the  rule  is  the  same,  whether  the  books  are 
produced  by  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant.  Biglow  v.  Sanders,  22 
Barb.,  147,  148  ;  Low  v.  Payne,  4  Oomst.,  247. 

May  waive  hooks  and  resort  to  common  law  proofs.]  The  law  is 
clearly  settled,  that  a  party  may  omit  to  prove  his  books,  and 
that  he  may  substantiate  his  claims  by  the  common  law  evidence 
of  witnesses.  But,  if  the  opposite  side  should  call  for  the  produc- 
tion of  the  books,  and  offer  to  introduce  them  as  evidence,  the 
non-production  would  be  regarded  as  a  circumstance  showing  that 
the  books  contained  evideUce  in  favor  of  the  party  so  calling  for 
their  production.  But  the  call  for  such  books,  or  a  notice  to  pro- 
duce them,  ought  to  be  a  reasonable  one,  and  at  a  time  when 
compliance  would  be  a  reasonable  requirement ;  and,  in  any  case, 
the  non-production  of  the  books  will  not  be  ground  of  allowing 
any  sum  to  the  party  calling  for  such  books. 

There  are  cases,  however,  in  which  a  refusal  to  produce  such 
books,  will  justify  a  court  or  jury  in  the  indulgence  of  every  rear 
sonable  presumption  against  the  claims  of  such  party.  In  one 
case,  the  plaintiff  owned  one-half,  and  the  defendant  one-eighth, 
of  a  steamer  which  was  subsequently  destroyed  by  fire.  At  the 
time  of  the  loss,  there  was  an  insurance  in  favor  of  both  parties, 
to  the  amount  of  $3,700.  The  claim  was  settled  with  the  insur- 
ance company  for  $3,300 ;  of  which  sum  the  defendant  was  to 
receive  $750,  for  his  share.  He  received  the  entire  amount, 
and  was  to  account  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance.  After  the 
vessel  was  burnt,  the  plaintiff  sold  his  share  of  the  hulk  to 
the  defendant  for  $550  ;  and,  to  recover  this  sum  and  the  balance 
of  the  insurance,  he  brought  an  action.  It  appeared  that  this 
steamer  was  used  for  towing  vessels,  and  that  the  defendant 
acted  as  general  agent  of  her,  receiving  all  the  moneys  earned, 
and  paying  all  the  current  expenses.  It  was  clear  that  the 
receipts  far  exceeded  the  expenses.  The  plaintiff  acted  as  cap- 
tain, and  he  sometimes  certified  as  to  the  correctness  of  bills 
rendered  against  the  boat,  and  in  some  cases  gave  orders  for  their 
payment.  Such  items  constituted  the  current  expenses ;  and  the 
defendant  claimed  to  be  allowed  for  several  such  items,  allowed 
to  him  by  way  of  set-off  or  counterclaim.  But  the  defendant 
did  not  produce  the  books  containing  the  entire  account,  nor  show 
the  transactions  of  the  boat  or  her  earnings.  The  referee,  who 
tried  the  cause,  rejected  several  items  thus  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ant ;  and,  on  appeal,  the  court  said : 

"  Under  such  circumstances  the  referee  was  justified  in  disre- 
garding all  such  items,  as  it  is  reasonable  to  infer,  from  the  con- 
cealment of  the  books  containing  the  entire  account,  that  they 
had  been  paid  out  of  the  receipts  of  the  boat  which  came  to  the 
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hands  of  the  defendant  as  general  agent  for  the  owners."  Schenclt 
V.  Wilson,  2  Hilt.,  92,  93. 

License  l)y  person  rendering  service,  <fcc.]  There  are  many  in- 
stances in  which  it  is  necessary  to  procure  a  license  before  a 
person  can  legally  carry  on  a  business,  or  before  he  can  practice 
in  a  profession. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce  a  license,  in  the  first  instance, 
because  the  law  will  presume,  as  between  party  and  party,  that 
a  regular  license  has  been  procured,  since  it  would  be  illegal  to 
omit  to  procure  it  before  doing  such  business.  McPherson  v. 
Cheadell,  24  Wend.,  15 ;  Smith  v.  Joyce,  12  Barb.,  21. 

An  attorney  may  recover  for  his  services  without  proving  that 
he  has  taken  out  a  license,  because  the  law  will  presume  that  he 
has  complied  with  the  law  in  that  respect.  Pearce  v.  Whale,  5 
Barn.  &  Cress.,  38 ;  and  see  Sissons  v.  Dixon,  Id.,  758 ;  and  see 
Vol.  I,  928  to  930. 

SECTION  XIX. 

PAROL  EVIDENCE  TO  OONTBADIOT  WRITTEN   INSTRUMENT,  JcO. 

When  the  opinion  of  a  court  is  desired  in  relation  to  the  legal 
construction  of  a  written  instrument,  nothing  more  is  necessary 
than  to  lay  that  instrument  before  the  court.  In  such  a  case  the 
instrument  is  to  be  construed  by  itself  alone,  and  no  question 
arises  as  to  the  admissibility  of  extrinsic  evidence  for  the  pur- 
pose of  contradicting,  varying  or  superseding  the  instrument. 

Where  an  agreement  is  reduced  to  writing,  its  construction  is 
always  a  matter  of  law  for  the  court.  Chapin  v.  Potter,  1  Hilt., 
366.  And  the  rule  is  the  same,  even  when  the  instrument  has 
been  lost,  and  parol  evidence  has  been  given  of  its  contents. 
BerwicTc  v.  Horsfall,  4  J.  Scott,  N.  S.,  450. 

But  in  a  justice's  court  a  jury  is  permitted,  as  a  general  rule, 
to  decide  questions  of  law,as  well  as  those  of  fact,  upon  matters 
relating  to  the  merits,  and  not  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence. 

In  construing  a  written  instrument  the  court  will  understand  the 
words  used  in  their  plain,  ordinary  and  proper  sense,  unless  they 
have  generally,  in  respect  to  the  subject  matter,  acquired  a  peculiar 
sense,  distinct  from  the  popular  sense  of  the  words ;  or  unless 
the  context  evidently  points  out  that  they  must,  in  the  particu- 
lar instance,  and  in  order  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
be  understood  in  some  other  special  and  peculiar  sense. 

An  other  established  rule  is  that  words  of  common  import  may 
be  construed  out  of  their  ordinary  and  primary  sense,  and  may 
have  a  secondary  sense  assigned  to  them,  if  such  appear  clearly 
from  the  context  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

Words  of  legal  import  also,  though  prima  facie  to  be  taken  as 
used  in  their  technical  sense,  and  according  to  their  strict  accepta- 
tion, may  have  a  different  sense  aMgned  to  them,  if  the  instru- 
ment contains  a  plain  demonstration,  that  the  parties  used  them 
in  a  different  sense. 
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Wliat  amounts  to  that  plain  demonstration  must,  in  each  case, 
depend  on  the  language  used,  and  the  circumstances  under  which 
it  is  used ;  and  this  is  not  a  question  to  be  determined  by  reference 
to  reported  cases,  but  by  a  careful  consideration  of  the  language 
and  circumstances  in  the  particular  case  under  discussion. 

Courts  also  endeavor,  as  far  as  possible,  to  give  effect  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  written  instruments.  But  it  is  a  well 
settled  rule  that  the  intention  of  the  party  is  to  be  ascertained 
from  the  meaning  of  the  words  in  the  instrument,  and  from  these 
words  alone,  with  the  aid  of  such  extrinsic  evidence  as  the  law 
permits  to  be  used  in  order  to  enable  a  <^urt  to  discover  the 
meaning  of  the  terms  of  the  instrument,  and  to  apply  them  to 
the  particular  facts  of  the  case. 

General  rule.']  It  is  a  general  and  inflexible  rule,  that  whenever 
written  instruments  are  appointed,  either  by  the  requirements  of 
law,  or  by  the  compact  of  the  parties,  to  be  repositories  and 
memorials  of  truth,  any  other  evidence  is  excluded  from  being 
used,  either  as  a  substitute  for  such  instruments,  or  to  contradict 
or  alter  them.  This  is  a  matter  both  of  principle  and  of  policy; 
of  principle,  because  such  instruments  are,  in  their  own  nature 
and  origin,  entitled  to  a  much  higher  degree  of  credit  than  parol 
evidence ;  of  policy,  because  it  would  be  attended  with  great  mis- 
chief if  those  instruments  upon  which  which  men's  rights  de- 
pended were  liable  to  be  impeached  by  loose  collateral  evidence. 

It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  that  oral  evidence  shall  in 
no  case  be  received  as  equivalent  to,  or  as  a  substitute  for,  a  writ- 
ten instrument,  where  the  latter  is  required  by  law,  or  to  give 
effect  to  a  written  instrument,  which  is  defective  in  any  particular, 
which  by  law  is  essential  to  its  validity ;  or  to  contradict,  alter, 
or  vary  a  written  instrument,  either  appointed  by  law  or  by  the 
compact  of  private  parties,  to  be  the  appropriate  memorial  of 
the  particular  facts  which  it  recites ;  for,  by  doing  so,  oral  testi- 
mony would  be  admitted  in  usurpation  of  a  species  of  evidence 
decidedly  superior  in  degree. 

But  parol  evidence  is  sometimes  admissible  to  defeat  a  written 
instrument,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  mistake,  &c.,  or  to  apply  it 
to  its  proper  subject  matter,  or  to  explain  the  meaning  of  foreign, 
local,  or  technical,  or  family  terms,  or  to  rebut  presumptions  aris- 
ing intrinsically.  In  these  cases,  the  parol  evidence  does  not 
usurp  the  place  or  arrogate  the  authority  of  written  evidence, 
but  either  shows  that  the  instrument  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
operate  at  all,  or  is  essential  to  give  to  the  instrument  its  legal 
effect. 

The  extent  to  which  this  principle  operates,  and  the  rules 
deducible  from  it,  will  be  exhibited  in  the  clearest  point  of  view, 
by  reference  to  the  different  ijurposes  for  which  parol  testimony 
can  be  offered  in  relation  to  written  instruments.  Parol  evidence, 
in  general,  may  be  offered  for  three  purposes,  in  relation  to  writ- 
ten evidence:  First,  in  opposition  to  written  evidence,  where  it  is 
offered  with  a  view  to  supersede  the  use  of  written  evidence,  and 
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to  supply  its  place,  or  to  contradict  it,  or  to  vary  its  effect,  or 
wholly  to  subvert  such  evidence,  by  showing  that  it  has  no  legal 
existence  or  no  legal  operation  in  the  particular  case;  or, 
secondly,  it  is  offered  in  aid  of  written  evidence,  in  order  either 
to  estailisli  a  particular  document,  or  to  apply  it  to  its  proper 
subject  matter,  or  to  explain  it,  or  to  rebut  some  presumption 
which  affects  it,  or  as  secondary  evidence,  where  the  original  is 
unattainable;  or,  thirdly,  it  is  used  as  original  and  ind^endent 
evidence  to  prove  a  particular  fact,  without  regard  to  written 
evidence  of  the  fact,  not  being  excluded  by  any  rule  of  law. 

In  the  first  placef  parol  evidence  is  never  admissible  to  super- 
sede the  use  of  written  evidence,  where  written  proof  is  required 
by  the  law.  Where  the  law,  for  reasons  of  policy,  requires  writ- 
ten evidence,  to  admit  oral  testimony  in  its  place  would  be  to 
subvert  the  rule  itself.  The  same  observation  applies  where  the 
law  prescribes  a  certain  form  of  written  evidence ;  to  allow  a 
defect  in  the  instrument  to  be  supplied  by  oral  evidence,  would 
be,  pro  tanto,  to  dispense  with  the  law.  Hence,  in  general,  where 
the  law  requires  a  formal  written  instrument,  if  the  document 
offered  in  evidence  be  defective,  so  that  it  cannot  operate  without 
collateral  aid,  the  defect  cannot  be  supplied  by  oral  testimony. 

In  those  cases  in  which  the  statute  of  frauds  requires  a  written 
agreement,  and  in  all  other  cases  in  which  the  law  requires 
an  agreement  or  instrument  in  writing,  it  will  be  suflBcient,  if  the 
agreement  is  contained  in  several  different  writings,  which,  by 
internal  reference,  can  be  connected  together  so  as  to  make  one 
entire  instrument,  such  as  is  required  by  the  law.  But  they  can- 
not be  connected  by  mere  oral  testimony,  nor  can  any  defect  in 
the  writing  be  supplied  bj^  oral  evidence. 

The  same  principle  applies  in  all  cases  in  which  parties  have, 
by  mutual  agreement,  reduced  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
contract  to  writing,  which  is  to  be  the  evidence  of  their  agree- 
ment, their  admissions,  and  their  intentions. 

To  admit  oral  evidence  as  a  substitute  for  instruments,  to  which, 
by  reason  of  their  superior  authority  and  permanent  qualities,  an 
exclusive  authority  is  given  by  the  parties,  would  be  to  substitute 
the  inferior  for  the  superior  degree  of  evidence ;  conjecture  for  fact, 
and  presumption  for  the  highest  degree  of  legal  authority  ;  loose 
recollection  and  uncertainty  of  memory  for  the  most  sure  and 
faithful  memorials  which  human  ingenuity  can  devise  or  the  law 
adopt ;  to  introduce  a  dangerous  laxity  and  uncertainty  as  to  all 
titles  to  property,  which,  instead  of  depending  on  certain  fixed 
and  unalterable  memorials,  would  thus  be  made  to  depend  upon 
the  frail  memories  of  witnesses,  and  be  perpetually  liable  to  be 
impeached  by  fraudulent  and  corrupt  practices. 

As  oral  evidence  is  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of  supidying 
an  omission  in  an  instrument  where  written  evidence  is  required 
by  law,  so  it  is  inadmissible  to  give  any  effect  to  a  written  instru- 
ment which  is  void  in  law  for  inconsistency,  repugnancy  or  ambi- 
guity in  its  terms ;  for  if  a  meaning  could  be  assigned,  by  the  aid 


PAROL  EVIDENCE.  455 

of  extrinsic  evidence,  to  that  which  was  apparently  destitute  of 
meaning,  or  if  the  same  instrument  could  be  made  to  operate  in 
different  ways,  according  to  the  weight  of  oral  evidence,  it  is  plain 
that  its  effect  would  depend,  not  upon  the  instrumeut,  but  upon 
the  force  of  the  oral  evidence,  and  thus  the  latter  would  virtually 
be  substituted  for  the  former. 

There  is  an  important  distinction  between  ambiguities,  which 
ate  apparent  or  patent  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  and  those 
which  arise  in  the  application  of  an  instrument  of  clear  and  defi- 
nite meaning  to  doubtful  subject  matter.  An  ambiguity  appa- 
rent on  reading  an  instrument,  is  termed  ambiguitas  patens,  or  a 
patent  ambiguity;  that  which  arises  merely  upon  its  application, 
ambiguitas  latens,  or  a  latent  ambiguity.  The  general  rule  is, 
that  the  latter  species  of  ambiguity  may  be  removed  by  means 
of  parol  evidence ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  such  evidence  is  not 
admissible  to  explain  an  ambiguity  apparent  on  the  face  of  the 
instrument- 
By  the  term  patent  ambiguity  must  be  understood  an  ambiguity 
inherent  in  the  words,  and  incapable  of  being  dispelled  either  by 
any  legal  rules  of  construction  applied  to  the  instrument  itself, 
or  by  evidence  showing  that  terms  in  themselves,  unmeaning  or 
unintelligible,  are  incapable  of  receiving  a  known  conventional 
meaning.  The  great  principle  on  which  the  rule  is  founded  is, 
that  the  intention  of  parties  should  be  construed,  not  by  vague 
evidence  of  their  intentions,  independently  of  the  expressions  which 
they  have  thought  fit  to  use,  but  by  the  expressions  themselves. 
Now,  those  expressions  which  are  incapable  of  any  legal  construc- 
tion and  interpretation  by  the  rules  of  art,  are  either  so  because 
they  are  in  themselves  unintelligible,  or  because,  being  intelli- 
gible, they  exhibit  a  plain  and  obvious  uncQrtainty.  In  the  first 
instance,  the  case  admits  of  two  varieties ;  the  terms,  though  at 
first  sight  unintelligible,  may  yet  be  capable  of  having  a  mean- 
ing annexed  to  them  by  extrinsic  evidence,  just  as  if  they  were 
written  in  a  foreign  language,  as  when  mercantile  terms  are  used, 
which  amongst  mercantile  men  bear  a  distinct  aiid  definite  mean- 
ing, although  others  do  not  comprehend  them;  the  term  used 
may,  on  the  other  hand,  be  capable  of  no  distinct  and  definite 
interpretation.  Now,  it  is  evident  that,  to  give  effect  to  an 
instrument,  the  terms  of  which,  though  apparently  ambiguous, 
are  yet  capable  of  having  a  distinct  and  definite  meaning 
annexed  to  them,  is  no  violation  of  the  general  principle,  for  in 
such  a  case  effect  is  given,  not  to  any  loose  conjecture  as  to  the 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  party,  but  to  the  expressed  meaning; 
and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  where  either  the  terms  used  are 
incapable  of  any  certain  or  definite  meaning,  or  being  in  them- 
selves intelligible,  exhibit  a  plain  and  obvious  uncertainty,  and 
are  equally  capable  of  different  applications,  to  give  an  effect  to 
them  by  extrinsic  evidence  as  to  the  intention  of  the  party,  would 
be  to  make  the  supposed  intention  operate  independently  of  any 
definite   expression   of  such  intention.    By  patent  ambiguity, 
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therefore,  must  be  understood  an  inherent  ambignity,  which  can- 
not be  removed  either  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  legal  construction, 
or  by  the  application  of  extrinsic  and  explanatory  evidence, 
showing  that  expressions,  prima  facie  unintelligible,  are  yet 
capable  of  conveying  a  certain  and  definite  meaning.  Accord- 
ing to  these  principles,  parol  evidence  is  never  admissible  to 
explain  an  ambiguity  which  is  not  raised  by  extrinsic  facts.  And 
parol  evidence  ought  never  to  be  allowed  to  create  an  ambiguity 
where  none  exists.  Auhurn  City  Bank  v.  Leonard,  40  Ba,rb.,  119. 

As  oral  evidence  is  inadmissible,  either  as  a  substitute  for  a 
written  instrument,  required  by  law,  or  to  give  effect  and  opera- 
tion to  such  an  instrument,  when  it  is  defective,  it  follows  a  for- 
tiori, that  it  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  or  even  to  vary,  any 
instrument  to  which  an  exclusive  operation  is  given  by  law, 
whether  that  exclusive  quality  results  from  a  positive  rule  of 
law,  or  from  private  compact. 

Where  the  terms  of  an  agreement  are  reduced  to  writing,  the 
document  itself  being  constituted  by  the  parties  as  the  expositor 
of  their  intentions,  is  the  only  instrument  of  evidence  in  respect 
of  that  agreement,  which  the  law  will  recognize  so  long  as  it 
exists,  for  the  purposes  of  evidence.  If  the  parties  have  con- 
tracted by  deed,  as  the  obligation  under  seal  imports  greater 
deliberation  and  more  solemnity  than  a  mere  written  agreement 
which  is  not  under  seal,  no  evidence,  whether  oral  or  written,  which 
is  not  under  seal,  can  be  admitted  to  contradict  or  vary  it.  In 
this  state,  however,  the  consideration  of  a  sealed  instrument  may 
be  inquired  into,  under  some  circumstances.  Yol.  I,  108. 

So,  upon  the  principles  already  laid  down,  evidence  is  inadmis- 
sible to  show  that  there  was  a  parol  agreement  prior  to,  or  con- 
temporary with,  the.  written  instrument,  and  which  varies  its 
terms,  as,  for  instance,  to  show  that  a  note,  payable  on  a  day 
certain,  was  to  be  payable  upon  a  contingency  only,  or  upon 
some  other  day,  or  not  until  the  death  of  the  maker. 

Where  a  contract  has  been  reduced  to  writing,  nothing  which 
is  not  found  in  the  writing  can  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
contract ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  not  competent  to  add  to  the  terms 
of  such  contract,  by  means  of  parol  evidence.  In  such  cases  It 
is  to  be  presumed  that  the  parties,  in  expressing  their  intention, 
have  expressed  the  whole  of  it,  subject  to  those  incidents  and 
consequences  which  the  law  annexes  to  the  terms  which  they 
have  used.  So,  too,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  parties  have 
expressed  their  actual  intentions ;  and,  therefore,  parol  evidence 
cannot  be  given  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  written  agreement. 
Parol  evidence  is  also  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of  altering 
the  legal  operation  of  an  instrument,  by  evidence  of  an  intention, 
to  an  effect,  which  is  not  expressed  in  the  instrument. 

There  are  cases,  however,  in  which  parol  evidence  is  admissible, 
for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  effect  of  a  written  instrument, 
and  the  rule  admitting  such  evidence  in  these  cases  does  not  at 
all  conflict  with  the  principles  already  discussed. 
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Where  parol  evidence  is  offergd,  not  for  the  purpose  of  adding 
to,  or  varying,  or  contradicting  the  effect  of  a  written  instrument 
of  admitted  authority ;  but  where,  ou  the  contrary,  it  is  offered, 
in  order  to  disprove  the  legal  existence  of  the,  paper,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  rebutting  the  operation  of  the  instrument,  such  parol 
evidence  is  admissible.  ,In  such  a  case,  if  the  parol  evidence  is 
offered,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  written  instrument 
was  obtained  by  a  fraud,  practiced  by  the  party  who  seeks  an 
advantage  under  it  as  against  the  party  who  executed  it,  the 
parol  evidence  would  not  contradict  the  terms  of  the  written 
instrument,  but  would  merely  show  that  it  is  not  to  be  regarded 
at  all  as  a  valid  instrument. 

This  would  not  be  a  substitution  of  mere  oral  testimony  in  the 
place  of  written  evidence,  or  preferring  the  weaker  to  the  stronger 
evidence,  but  would  be  merely  showing  that  the  written  instru- 
ment ought  not  to  have  any  operation  whatever ;  and  this  fact 
must  nearly  always  be  established  by  oral  evidence.  And  where 
the  plaintiff's  ground  of  action  is,  that  the  defendant  induced 
him  to  enter  into  a  written  contract  by  means  of  a  fraud,  it  will 
be  entirely  competent  to  show  such  fraud  by  parol  evidence  of 
the  transaction.  Koop  v.  Handy,  41  Barb.,  454.  In  such  a  case, 
there  is  no  merger  of  the  oral  negotiations  in  the  written  instru- 
ment, li.  And  where  the  cause  of  action  was  founded  upon  a 
fraud  practiced  by  the  defendant  in  the  sale  of  goods  by  sample, 
it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  of  fraudulent  representations 
made  during  the  sale  were  competent  evidence,  notwithstanding 
there  was  a  memorandum  of  the  sale  in  writing,  signed  by  the 
defendant  as  vendor,  which  was  silent  as  to  the  quality  of  the  arti- 
cle sold.  lb. ;  and  see  FilJcins  v.  Whyland,  10  E.  P.  Smith,  338. 

There  is  a  class  of  cases,  too,  in  which  parol  evidence  is  admis- 
sible for  the  purpose  of  reforming  a  written  contract,  even  when 
the  effect  or  result  of  the  evidence  is  to  contradict,  vary,  or  add 
to,  the  terms  of  the  written  instrument.  But  justice's  courts 
have  no  jurisdiction  of  actions  for  that  purpose.  And,  even  in 
courts  of  record,  when  the  evidence  is  offered,  it  is  not  admissible 
unless  the  pleadings  are  framed  for  the  very  purpose  of  reforming 
such  instrument.  In  such  cases  the  evidence  is  not  offered  to 
contradict  a  valid  existing  instrument,  but  merely  to  show  that, 
by  accident,  fraud,  surprise  or  mistake,  the  instrument  in  ques- 
tion has  never  been  constituted  the  actual  depository  of  the 
intention  and  meaning  of  the  parties. 

Aiding  written  evidencely pa^ol evidence.]  Extrinsic  parol  evidence 
is  admissible,  generally,  to  give  effect  to  a  written  instrument,  by 
estdblisTiing  its  authenticity,  or  by  applying  it  to  its  proper  subject 
matter,  and  also  as  auxiliary  to  the  latter  object,  for  the  purpose, 
in  some  instances,  of  explaining  expressions  capable  of  conveying 
a  definite  meaning  by  virtue  of  that  explanation,  and  of  annexing 
customary  incidents;  and  also,  in  other  instances,  for  the  purpose 
of  removing  presumptions  arising  from  extrinsic  facts  which  would 
otherwise  obstruct  such  application.  Where  an  instrument  is  not 
Wait  11—58 
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proved  by  mere  production,  it  must,  necessarily,  derive  its  credit 
and  authenticity  from  extrinsic  Or  parol  evidence. 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  always,  necessarily,  a  matter  of  extrinsic 
evidence  to  apply  the  terms  of  an  instrument  to  a  particular  sub- 
ject matter,  the  ^istence  of  which  is  also  a  matter  of  proof,  by 
parol  evidence.  A  difllculty  in  this  case  sometimes  occurs,  where, 
although  the  terms  of  the  instrument  are  sufficiently  definite  and 
distinct,  yet  the  objects  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied  are  not  equally 
so,  and  where  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  description  applies  at  all 
to  the  particular  object  pointed  out  by  the  evidence,  or  whether 
it  is  not  equally  applicable  to  several  distinct  objects. 

The  illustration  usually  given  of  this  rule,  is  that  of  a  descrip- 
tion in  a  will  of  a  devisee,  or  of  an  estate,  where  it  turns  out 
that  there  are  two  persons  or  two  estates  of  the  same  name  and 
description.  The  same  illustration  is  equally  applicable  to  a  sale 
of  personal  property.  Thus,  if  A.  should  agree,  in  writing,  to  sell 
his  horse  to  B.,  and  there  are  two  persons  of  the  name  B.,  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  which  person  was  intended  as  pur- 
chaser. So,  if  A.  agrees  to  sell  his  bay  horse  to  B.,  and  A.  has 
two  bay  horses  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  parol  evidence  will  be 
proper  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  which  horse  was  sold.  In 
such  cases  the  ambiguity  is  latent,  and  it  is  raised  by  parol  evi- 
dence, and  therefore  it  may  be  explained  and  applied  to  its  subject 
by  such  evidence.  And,  as  an  ambiguity  arising  from  too  great 
generality  of  description  may  be  removed  by  oral  evidence,  which 
restrains  and  confines,  and  applies  that  description  to  a  single  ob- 
ject, although  on  the  mere  comparison  of  the  terms  with  several 
objects,  they  may  be  equally  applicable  to  more  than  one ;  so  it  is  a 
rule,  that  a  redundant  and  superfluous  description,  which  is  inappli- 
cable to  an  object  well  ascertained  by  previousor  subsequent  descrip- 
tion, will  not  prevent  such  application  by  means  of  parol  evidence. 

Upon  the  same  principles,  if  the  description  in  the  instrument 
applies  partially  to  each  of  two  persons,  or  to  two  subject  mat- 
ters, but  to  neither  of  them  entirely,  so  that  a  doubt  arises  which 
was  intended,  oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  remove  it.  For,  as 
an  erroneous  and  superfluous  description  will  not  prevent  the 
application  of  the  description  which  in  part  is  certain,  and  as  a 
description  equally  applicable  to  two  persons  or  objects  may  be 
ascertained  and  fixed  by  external  evidence,  it  seems  to  follow, 
that  where  the  description,  although  redundant  and  partially  erro- 
neous, is  still  limited  to  two  or  more  persons  or  objects,  to  whom 
it  is  equally  applicable,  then  the  generality  may  be  further  limited 
by  means  of  extrinsic  evidence. 

Where  terms  are  used  which  are  known  and  understood  by  a 
particular  class  of  persons,  in  a  certain  special  and  peculiar  sense, 
evidence  to  that  effect  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  applying 
the  instrument  to  its  proper  subject  matter ;  and  the  case  seems 
to  fall  within  the  same  consideration  as  if  the  parties,  in  framing 
their  contract,  had  made  use  of  a  foreign  language,  which  courts 
are  not  bound  to  understand.     Such  an  instrument  is  not  on  that 


PAROL  EVIDENCE.  459 

account  void ;  it  is  certain  and  definite  for  all  legal  purposes, 
because  it  can  be  made  so  in  evidence,  through  the  medium  of  an 
interpreter. 

Conformably  with  these  principles,  the  courts  have  long  allowed 
mercantile  instruments  to  be  expounded  according  to  the  usage 
and  custom  of  merchants,  who  have  a  style  and  language  peculiar 
to  themselves,  of  which  usage  and  custom  are  the  legitimate  inter- 
preters. 

The  legitimate  object  of  extrinsic  evidence  in  such  cases  seems 
to  be  to  explain  terms  which  are  not  intelligible  to  all  who  may 
understand  the  language,  but  which  may,  nevertheless,  have 
acquired,  by  custom  and  usage,  a  known  definite  sense  and  mean- 
ing amongst  a  particular  class  of  persons,  which  can  be  well 
ascertained  by  means  of  the  testimony  of  those  who  are  conver- 
sant with  the  peculiar  use  of  those  terms.  The  witnesses  for  this 
purpose  may  be  considered  sworn  interpreters  of  the  mercantile 
language  in  which  the  contract  is  written.  Beyond  this,  how- 
ever, the  principle  does  not  extend ;  merchants  are  not  prohibited 
from  annexing  what  weight  and  value  they  please  to  words  and 
tokens  of  their  own  peculiar  coinage,  as  may  best  suit  their  own 
purposes,  but  they  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  alter  and  cor- 
rupt the  sterling  language  of  the  country.  If  they  use  plain  and 
ordinary  terms  and  expressions,  to  which  an  unequivocal  mean- 
ing belongs,  which  is  intelligible  to  all,  then  it  seems,  that  accord- 
ing to  the  great  principle  so  frequently  adverted  to,  that  plain 
sense  and  meaning  ought  not  to  be  altered  by  evidence  of  a 
mercantile  understanding  and  usage.  It  is  clear,  indeed,  that  if 
a  contrary  practice  were,  to  prevail,  and  be  carried  to  its  full 
extent,  the  effect  would  be  to  render  it  impossible  to  make  a  spe- 
cial contract  in  mercantile  affairs,  and  to  compel  all  persons, 
under  all  circumstances,  to  conform  to  the  usages  of  trade;  the 
written  contract  would  become  a  dead  letter ;  the  question  would 
not  be,  what  is  the  actual  contract,  but  what  is  the  usage ;  and 
the  very  same  terms  would  denote  different  contracts  as  often  as 
mercantile  fashions  varied.  It  is  clearly  settled,  that  a  general 
usage,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  control  rules  of  law,  is  inadmis- 
sible. So  of  one  which  contradicts  a  settled  rule  of  commercial 
law.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  a  great  variety  of  cases  in 
which  the  courts  have  permitted  evidence  to  be  given,  to  show 
the  meaning  of  terms  in  commerce,  and  the  arts,  or  of  words 
and  phrases  peculiar  to  mercantile  pursuits.  This  is  generally 
spoken  of  as  proof  of  tisage,  although  in  many  cases  it  is  rather 
the  definition  of  technical  language.  Hone  v.  Mutual  Safety  Ins. 
Co.,  1  Sandf.,  137,  150;  Beals  v.  Terry,  2  Sandf,  127.  A  few 
«ases  may  be  useful,  by  way  of  illustrating  when  such  evidence 
is  admissible  and  when  it  is  inadmissible. 

Where  a  written  sealed  lease  exists,  it  is  presumed  to  contain 
the  entire  agreement  as  to  the  premises,  and  therefore  parol  evi- 
dence is  not  admissible  to  prove  a  parol  agreement  which  was 
made  before  the  written  one,  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  or 
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varying  the  terms  of  the  sealed  instrument.  TibUts  v.  Percy,  24 
Barb.,  39. 

So,  in  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,  given  to 
secure  the  payment  of  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of 
money  on  a  specified  day,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  bond 
and  mortgage,  there  was  a  verbal  agreement  that  the  money 
should  not  be  due  until  a  later  day.  Hunt  v.  Bloomer,  5  Duer,  202. 

So,  where  a  written  agreement  required  the  delivery  of  the 
entire  quantity  of  certain  articles  sold  before  payment  could  be 
demanded,  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible  to 
show  that  the  parties  intended  that  each  parcel  should  be  paid 
for  on  its  delivery.  Baker  v.  Higgins,  7  E.  P.  Smith,  397. 

So,  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  in  an  action  upon  it  by  the 
payee,  is  not  entitled  to  show,  by  parol  evidence,  that,  at  a  settle- 
ment of  accounts  between  the  parties,  upon  which  settlement  the 
note  was  given,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  give  it  up,  if  he  could  not 
find  a  receipt  from  the  defendant  for  the  payment  for  some  pro- 
perty which  the  defendant  had  let  him  have,  the  parties  differing, 
at  the  time  of  giving  the  note,  whether  such  property  had  been 
paid  for.  Brown  v.  HiiU,  1  Denio,  400. 

So,  where  a  promissory  note  was  given,  upon  the  release  of  the 
payee's  interest  in  his  father's  estate,  upon  a  parol  agreement 
between  the  maker  and  the  payee,  that  if  the  interests  of  other 
heirs  of  the  estate  could  not  be  obtained  in  a  specified  manner, 
both  the  note  and  the  release  should  be  void,  and  an  action  was 
afterwards  brought  upon  the  note,  it  was  held,  that  evidence  of 
such  parol  agreement  was  inadmissible.  £!ly  v.  Kilborn,  5  Denio, 
514.  In  such  a  case,  the  note  and  the  release  constitute  a  written 
agreement,  and  each  instrument  is  the  consideration  of  the  other, 
and  a  failure,  of  the  condition  in  the  parol  agreement,  would  not 
be  a  failure  in  the  consideration  of  either.  lb. 

So,  where  a  promissory  note  is  given  for  a  specific  sum,  it  can- 
not be  shown  by  parol  evidence  that,  at  the  time  when  the  note  was 
given,  there  was  a  verbal  agreement  between  the  maker  and  the 
payee,  that  an  account  which  the  maker  held  against  the  payee 
should  be  deducted.  JEaves  v.  Henderson,  17  Wend.,  190. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty,  on  a  sale  of  goods  upon 
a  written  contract,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  the  vendor's  agent  represented  the  goods 
to  be  of  a  particular  quality.  Harnor  v.  Groves,  15  0.  B.,  667. 
If  the  action,  however,  is  founded  upon  a  fraud  in  procuring 
such  sale,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  fraud,  notwith- 
standing the  sale  may  have  been  reduced  to  writing.  Eoop  v. 
Handy,  41  Barb.,  454.  So,  if  the  contract  is  a  mere  receipt  for 
the  purchase  price  of  goods  sold,  that  will  not  exclude  parol  evi- 
dence of  a  warranty  on  the  sale  of  such  goods  or  property.  Fil- 
Uns  V.  Whyland,  10  E.  P.  Smith,  338 ;  8.  C,  24  Barb.,  379  ;  ante, 
533,  534.  It  has  been  held  that  a  party  who  signs  a  written  con- 
tract, as  principal,  will  not  be  permitted  to  show,  by  parol  evi- 
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dence,  that  he  was  the  mere  agent  of  a  third  person,  and  thus 
charge  him  as  principal,  when  the  name  of  the  latter  does  not 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument.  FenJy  v.  Stewart,  5  Sandf., 
101 ;  Auburn  City  Bank  v.  Leonard,  40  Barb.,  119.  But,  in  a 
recent  case  in  the  court  of  appeals,  it  was  held  that  a  subscription 
by  an  agent,  in  his  own  name,  without  mentioning  the  name  of 
the  principal,  was  sufficient  to  charge  the  latter ;  that  it  was  valid 
under  the  statute  of  frauds ;  and  that  parol  evidence  was  admis- 
sible to  show  who  was  the  actual  principal.  Dylcers  v.  Toivnsend, 
10  E.  P.  Smith,  57. 

A  written  contract  executed  between  parties,  not  in  perform- 
ance of  a  distinct  and  separate  provision  of  prior  negotiations 
and  agreements  between  them,  but  covering,  in  its  terms  or  legal 
effect,  the  whole  subject  matter  thereof,  extinguishes  and  super- 
sedes all  such  prior  negotiations  and  agreements.  Benard  v. 
Sampson,  2  Kern.,  561 ;  Townsend  v.  Fisher,  2  Hilt.,  47 ;  Price 
V.  McGown,  6  Seld.,  465.  In  such  a  case,  parol  evidence  of  the 
prior  oral  negotiations  are  not  admissible  in  evidence.  But  where 
the  written  instrument  is  a  mere  part  performance  of  a  prior  writ- 
ten contract,  there  is  no  presumption,  in  the  absence  of  all  proof 
on  the  subject,  that  the  prior  contract  is  merged  in  the  subsequent 
one.  Morris  v.  Whitcher,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  41 ;  Bellinger  v.  Kitts,  6 
Barb.,  274.  And  whether  the  stipulations  contained  in  the  prior 
contract  are  merged  in  the  subsequent  one  is  a  question  of  inten- 
tion, xipon  which  parol  evidence  is  admissible.  Ih. 

An  executory  contract,  whether  verbal  or  written,  for  the  per- 
formance of  distinct  and  separable  provisions,  is  not  merged  in, 
or  superseded  by,  a  subsequent  written  contract  in  execution  of  a 
part  only  of  such  provisions,  where  there  is  no  other  evidence 
than  the  written  agreement  of  an  intent  that  it  should  be  extin- 
guished. Witheck  V.  Waine^  2  B.  P.  Smith,  532. 

While  a  written  or  sealed  instrument  remains  in  full  force,  and 
is  still  executory  and  unbroken  or  unrescinded,  parol  evidence  of 
a  parol  prior  agreement  is  not  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  vary- 
ing the  terms  of  such  written  agreement.  Lynch  v.  McBeth,  1 
How.,  113 ;  Nelson  v.  Sharp,  4  Hill,  584.  But  where  a  written 
contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  is  silent  as  to  the  time  of  delivery, 
it  is  competent  to  prove  a  subsequent  oral  agreement,  distinct 
from  the  original  contract,  fixing  the  time  for  delivery.  Orguerre 
v.  Luling,  1  Hilt.,  383,  and  see  Vol.  I,  902. 

There  are  a  few  instances,  however,  in  which  written,  and  even 
sealed  instruments,  may  be  varied  or  modified  by  parol  agree- 
ments; and,  in  such  cases,  parol  evidence  may  be  given  to  show 
what  the  modification  was.  If  a  sealed  agreement  fixes  the  time 
for  the  performance  of  the  contract,  there  may  be  a  valid  parol 
agreement  extending  the  time  of  performance.  Flynn  v.  McKeon, 
6  Duer,  203;  Tasseur  v.  Livingston,  4  Duer,  285;  and  see  Vol. 
1, 902. 

The  holder  of  a  promissory  note  may  treat  all  the  makers  as 
principals,  and  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  in  such  a  case,  to 
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show  that  snch  is  not  their  character;  but  as  between  the  makers 
themselves,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  who  are  princi- 
pal debtors  and  who  sureties.  Boiison  v.  Lyle,  10  Barb..  512 ;  and 
see  Sisson  v.  Barrett,  2  Oomst.,  406;  S.  C,  6  Barb.,  199. 

Although  parol  evidence  cannot  be  admitted,  for  the  purpose 
of  contradicting  or  varying  a  written  instrument,  yet  such  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  explain  the  meaning  of  characters,  marks 
and  technical  terms  used  in  a  particular  business,  and  which  are 
unintelligible  to  persons  not  acquainted  therewith,  where  they 
occur  in  a  written  instrument,  and  the  explanation  is  consistent 
with  its  terms.  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  2  Kern.,  40 ;  S.  C,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
463.  And  where  a  written  contract  stipulated  for  the  sale  of 
"  one  hundred  and  fifty  casks  of  one  ton  each,  best  madder,  12i," 
it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  competent  and  admissible  to 
prove  that  among  dealers  in  the  article,  these  figures  meant  12J 
cents  a  pound.  Ih.  So  where  a  certificate  of  deposit  given  by  a 
banker,  stated  that  the  plaintifl'  had  deposited  a  specified  sum  in 
"Ills,  cy.,"  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible,  to 
show  that  the  meaning  of  these  words  or  letters  was  "Illinois 
currency."  Hulbert  v.  Carver,  37  Barb.,  62. 

So  where  grain  was  deposited  in  store,  and  a  memorandum  or 
certificate  was  given,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  grain  in 
store  "on  freight,"  it  was  held,  in  an  action  on  the  certificate, 
that  the  defendant  might  show,  by  parol  evidence,  that  it  was  the 
custom,  at  the  place  where  the  grain  was  delivered,  and  had  been 
for  forty  years,  to  pay  for  grain  left  on  freight,  after  the  owner 
had  ordered  it  to  be  freighted,  and  not  before;  that  this  custom 
was  known  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  he  himself  had  been  in  the 
habit  for  many  years,  of  leaving  grain  at  that  place,  to  be 
freighted  upon  the  same  terms.  Outwater  v.  Nelson,  20  Barb.,  29. 

So  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of  a 
quantity  of  grain,  the  following  instrument,  signed  by  the  defend- 
ant, was  put  in  evidence,  by  the  plaintiff}  "Eeceived,  Oct.  19, 

1847,  from ,  by  D.  Gary,  ,  43i^  bushels  wheat,  at 

per  bushel,"  and  the  plaintiff  also  offered  parol  evidence,  to  show 
that  the  transaction  was  a  bailment  instead  of  a  sale  of  the  grain, 
and  the  evidence  was  held  admissible,  on  the  ground  that  the 
contract  itself  was  so  ambiguous  as  not  to  import  a  contract  of 
any  description,  and  that  it  stood  on  the  same  footing  as  any 
other  receipt,  and  that  it  might,  therefore,  be  explained  like 
any  other  receipt.  Sheldon  v.  Pe^Tc,  13  Barb.,  317. 

When  terms  of  art  are  used  in  a  written  contract,  and  they 
have  a  definite  meaning,  known  to  those  engaged  in  the  particu- 
lar business  referred  to,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  what 
that  meaning  is,  when  it  is  not  plain  on  the  face  of  the  agree- 
ment. Stroud  v.  Frith,  11  Barb.,  300.  And  where  a  master  cove- 
nanted to  teach  an  apprentice  the  business  of  a  "cabinet  and 
mahogany  door-maker,"  and  an  action  was  brought  against  the 
master  for  not  performing  his  covenant,  it  was  held  that  he  was 
entitled  to  show,  by  parol  evidence,  that  such  business  included 
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nothing  more  than  the  making  of  doors  of  mahogany  and  orna- 
mental woods.  li.  But  although  parol  evidence  is  admissible, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  meaniug  of  these  terms,  it  is  not 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what  the  parties  agreed 
to  do,  except  so  far  as  the  explanation  of  the  terms  has  that 
effect.  Ih. 

Where  the  language  employed  in  a  written  contract  leaves  the 
meaning  of  such  contract  in  doubt,  evidence  of  extrinsic  facts  is 
admissible  to  aid  in  removing  the  doubt.  Moore  v.  Meacham,  6 
Seld.,  208.  So,  in  construing  a  written  instrument,  the  court 
may  look  to  antecedent  and  surrounding  facts  and  circumstances 
to  ascertain  its  meaning.  Blossom  v.  Griffin,  3  Kern.,  569. 

And,  where  the  defendants  were  doing  business,  both  as 
forwarders  and  carriers,  and  they  agreed  orally  to  transport  mer- 
chandise, which  was  to  be  delivered  from  time  to  time,  and 
subsequently,  on  receiving  a  portion  thereof,  to  be  transported 
pursuant  to  the  oral  contract,  they  executed  a  written  instrument, 
stating  that  the  property  was  received  "  to  be  forwarded,"  it 
was  held  that  parol  evidence  of  the  oral  agreement  was  admissi- 
ble, to  aid  in  determining  whether  the  defendants  were  liable  as 
carriers,  or  merely  as  forwarders,  in  a  case  where  the  goods  were 
consumed  by  fire  while  in  the  defendants'  hands.  Ih. 

Parol  evidence  is  always  admissible  to  apply  a  written  con- 
tract to  the  facts,  or  to  show  the  extrinsic  facts  to  which  the 
contract  relates,  and  its  practical  execution  in  reference  to  such 
facts.  Spencer  v.  Babcoclt,  22  Barb.,  326.  In  a  contest  between 
an  attaching  creditor  and  a  mortgagee  of  personal  property, 
where  the  mortgage  described  the  property  as  "  eleven  thousand 
feet  of  pine  lumber,  of  various  thicknesses,  now  in  the  shop  of  the 
mortgagor,"  in  a  specified  building,  and  where  it  was  shown  that 
but  one-fifth  part  of  the  property  was  in  the  building  specified,  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  it  was  held  that  parol 
evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  property  mortgaged 
was  a  quantity  of  lumber  which  the  mortgagor  had  just  before 
purchased  ;  that  a  part  only  of  it  had  been  delivered,  and  that 
the  remainder  was  still  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor.  Galen  v. 
Broum,  8  E.  P.  Smith,  37  ;  and  see  Vol.  I,  160,  161. 

But,  although  parol  evidence  is  admissible  in  many  cases,  to 
determine  and  define  the  subject  matter  of  a  contract,  when  such 
evidence  is  explanatory,  yet  it  is  never  admissible  when  it  is  con- 
tradictory. Bell  V.  Holford,  1  Duer,  58. 

Where  a  warrant,  issued  by  the  supervisors  of  a  county  for  the 
collection  of  taxes,  is  signed  by  the  proper  officers,  though  not 
describing  themselves  as  supervisors,  it  may,  whenever  it  is  im- 
portant to  do  so,  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  that  such  persons, 
so  signing  the  warrant,  were  supervisors.  Sheldon  v.  VanBusMrJc, 
2  Oomst.,  473. 

Where  there  are  several  causes  of  action  embraced  in  the  same 
complaint,  and  the  recovery  appears  to  be  general,  parol  evidence 
is  competent  to  show  upon  which  cause  or  causes  of  action  spe- 
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cified,  the  trial  was  had  and  judgment  obtained.  Stedman  v. 
Patchin,  34  Barb.,  218.  Such  evidence  does  not  contradict  the 
record,  unless  the  party  is  permitted  to  show  that  the  judgment 
was  rendered  upon  a  cause  of  action  not  specified  in  the  com- 
plaint, lb. 

The  consideration  clause  in  a  deed  or  other  written  instrument, 
is  generally  open  to  explanation  by  parol  proof.  If  a  deed-  recites 
that  the  consideration  is  money,  it  is  competent  to  show,  by  parol 
evidence,  that  the  consideration  was  not  money,  but  iron  of  a 
specified  quantity,  and  valued  at  a  stipulated  price.  McCrea  v, 
JPurmort,  16  Wend.,  460  ;  and  see  Adams  v.  Hull,  2  Denio,  306. 
So,  where  a  bill  of  goods  is  sold,  and  a  bill  of  sale,  expressing  a 
pecuniary  consideration,  is  made  out  and  delivered  with  the  goods, 
this  will  not  prevent  the  introduction  of  parol  evidence  to  show 
that  the  consideration  was  not  wholly  pecuniary,  but  consisted  in 
a  special  agreement  instead,  and  that  it  has  been  broken,  to  the 
damage  of  the  party  seeking  to  show  such  fact.  Ecurle  v.  Crane, 
6  Duer,  564. 

So,  where  a  chattel  mortgage  states  the  consideration  to  be 
$1,000,  in  money  advanced  by  the  mortgagee  to  the  mortgagor, 
and  the  consideration  is  attacked  by  the  mortgagor,  or  his 
assignees  or  creditors,  on  the  ground  that  no  money  was  ad- 
vanced, the  mortgagee,  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  his  mort- 
gage, may  show,  by  oral  evidence,  that  the  real  consideration  was 
a  note  for  $1,000,  made  by  the  mortgagor  and  indorsed  by  the 
mortgagee,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  that  amount  of  money  for 
the  mortgagor's  accommodation ;  that  there  was  a  failure  to 
raise  the  money  upon  that  note,  and  that  two  notes,  of  $500 
each,  were  substituted  in  its  place,  upon  which  the  money  was 
obtained,  and  that  the  mortgagee  has  paid  such  notes.  McKin- 
ster  V.  Babcock,  12  E.  P.  Smith,  378.  And,  in  such  a  case,  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  mortgagee  indorsed  the 
two  $500  notes,  in  reliance  upon  the  mortgage  as  a  security 
therefor,  and  that  it  was  the  object  of  the  mortgage  to  secure  any 
such  substituted  liabilities.  Ih,  So,  a  promissory  note  or  other 
written  promise,  given  for  the  payment  of  money,  may  be  shown 
to  be  of  no  value,  and  that  no  action  is  maintainable  thereon, 
because  the  consideration  is  fraudulent,  and  the  fraud  may  be 
established  by  parol  evidence.  Stewart  v.  Alwenfeldt,  4  Denio, 
189.  So,  where  a  contract  is  ambiguous  on  its  face,  and  it  may 
include  or  cover  either  a  legal  or  an  illegal  consideration,  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and 
whether  it  was  the  legal  or  the  illegal  consideration  that  was 
relied  on  in  the  writing.  Brown  v.  Broivn,  34  Barb.,  533.  The 
object  of  the  evidence,  in  such  a  case,  is  not  to  contradict  the  in- 
strument, but  to  apply  it  to  the  subject  intended.  lb. 

Where  a  contract  is  in  writing,  and  it  is  definite  and  certain  in 
its  terms,  it  cannot  be  controlled  or  modified  by  parol  evidence 
of  commercial  usage.  Vail  v.  Bice,  1  Seld.,  155 ;  Hinton  v.  Locke, 
5  Hill,  437;  Hone  v.  Mut.  Safety  Ins.  Co.,  1  Sandf.,  137;  Seals  v. 
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Terry,  2  Sandf.,  127.  And  although  parol  evidence  of  usage  or 
custom  is  admissible  to  explain  ambiguous  words  or  phrases  in  a 
written  instrument,  it  is  never  admissible  to  prove  custom  or 
usage,  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  general  rules  of  law,  or  for 
contradicting  the  express  agreement  of  the  parties.  Ih. 

So  where  the  terms  of  a  written  contract  are  definite,  and  free 
from  any  ambiguity,  parol  evidence  of  the  subsequent  acts  of 
the  parties  is  not  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  construc- 
tion to  the  contract.  Giles  v.  Comstock,  4  Oomst.,  271 ;  Lowher  v. 
I/e  Boy,  2  Sandf.,  202.  Where  the  terms  are  ambiguous,  see 
French  v.  CarharL  1  Oomst.,  96;  Chapman  v.  Bluclc,  4  Bing.  IST.  C, 
187. 

Where  a  bill  of  lading  acknowledges  the  receipt  of  a  cargo  of 
grain  from  A.,  A.  is  competent  to  show  by  parol  evidence  that  the 
grain  actually  belonged  to  B.,  and  that  A.  was  merely  his  agent, 
having  no  interest  whatever  in  the  grain.  Ide  v.  Sadler,  18  Barb., 
32;  and  see  8covUl  v.  ariffiih,  2  Kern.,  509;  Higly  v.  N.  T.  & 
Harlem  B.  B.,  3  Bosw.,  497. 

Where  the  evidence  in  a  case  shows  both  a  written  and  a  ver- 
bal authority  to  a  person  to  act  as  attorney,  proof  of  a  search  for 
the  written  power,  and  of  an  inability  to  find  it,  is  suflflcieut  to 
warrant  the  introduction  of  parol  proof  of  its  contents.  Banh  of 
North  America  v.  Embury,  33  Barb.,  323.  So  parol  proof  of 
notice  of  the  non-payment  of  a  bill,  note,  or  check  may  be 
given,  although  the  notice  was  in  writing,  and  the  defendant  has 
not  been  called  on  to  produce  it  at  the  trial;  and  the  rule  is  the 
same,  whether  the  notice  was  given  by  a  public  notary  or  by  a 
private  person.  Scott  v.  Betts,  Hill  &  Denio,  363. 

In  construing  a  written  contract,  the  court  will,  if  possible,  so 
read  it  as  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties  rather  than  to 
defeat  it.  Stratton  v.  Pettit,  16  0.  B.,  420.  And  it  will  interpret 
or  construe  a  promise  in  the  sense  in  which  the  promisor  knew 
that  the  promisee  understood  it.  Barlow  v.  Scott,  10  E.  P.  Smith, 
40.  But,  as  a  general  rule,  the  intention  must  be  collected  from 
the  face  of  the  written  instrument  itself.  Kelley  v.  Tipton,  5  Duer, 
336;  Bak&r  v.  Riggins,  7  E.  P.  Smith,  397.  And  if  the  plaintiff 
complains  upon  an  instrument  in  writing,  the  defendant  cannot, 
in  pleading,  rely  upon  oral  matter,  which  introduces  a  qualifica- 
tion of  the  contract  sued  on,  or  which  shows  that  it  was  made 
subject  to  a  condition  which  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  it. 
Canham  v.  Barry,  15  0.  B.,  597;  Hosley  v.  Beach,  26  How.,  97; 
and  see  ante,  460,  461. 

But  it  may  be  shown  that  the  instrument  was  not  to  take 
effect  as  an  agreement  until  it  was  approved  by  some  particular 
person,  and  that  such  approval  has  not  been  given.  Pym  v.  Camp- 
Mi,  6  Ell.  &  Bla.,  370;  or  it  may  be  shown  that  the  instrument 
was  not  to  be  obligatory  on  the  party  sued  until  an  other  person 
signed  it  above  his  signature,  and  that  this  has  not  been  done. 
Miller  v.  Gambie,  4  Barb.,  146;  My  v.  Kilborn,  5  Denio,  514, 
Vol.  I,  438. 

Wait  11—59 
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Where  general  words  are  used  iu  an  agreement,  tliey  will  be 
so  restricted  as  to  subserve  the  intentions  of  the  parties.  Codding- 
ton  V.  Davis,  3  Denio,  17;  S.  C,  1  Oomst.,  186. 

And  where  a  written  instrument  has  no  date,  parol  evidence  i& 
admissible  to  show  that  it  was  not  intended  to  operate  from  its 
delivery,  but  from  a  future  uncertain  period.  Bavis  v.  Jones,  17 
0.  B.,  625.  So,  too,  contracts  must  always  be  construed  in  refer- 
ence to  the  subject  matter  to  which  they  relate,  and  in  the  light 
of  the  contemporaneous  facts  and  circumstances.  And,  there- 
fore, extrinsic  evidence  of  the  circumstances  existing  at  the  time 
of  its  execution  is  always  admissible,  not  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tradicting the  instrument,  but  to  aid  in  ifs  interpretation.  Phelps 
Y.  Bostwick,  22  Barb.,  314.  And,  so  parol  evidence  is  also 
admissible,  to  show  that  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  money,  abso- 
lute in  its  terms,  was  delivered,  under  an  agreement,  by  which  it 
was  to  be  held  by  the  obligee  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  debt 
of  third  parties,  and  that  it  was  to  be  canceled  upon  his  obtain- 
ing payment  from  them.  Chester  v.  Banli  of  Kingston,  2  E.  P. 
Smith,  336. 

SECTION  XX. 

PAROL  PROOF  Ag  ORIGINAL  AND  INDEPENDENT  ETIDENGE. 

It  has  already  been  seen,  ante,  453,  how  far  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  contradict,  vary,  or  wholly  subvert  a  written  instru- 
ment, as  well  as  how  far  it  is  admissible  to  establish,  explain  and 
support  written  evidence;  and  it  now  remains,  in  the  third  place, 
to  consider  in  what  cases  parol  extrinsic  evidence  is  admis- 
sible, to  prove  a  fact,  by  virtue  of  its  own  weight  or  authority, 
notwithstanding  the  casnal  existence  or  use  of  collateral  written 
evidence  to  prove  or  disprove  the  same  fact.  What  has  been 
already  said  supplies,  indeed,  a  sufficient  test;  for  it  seems  that, 
in  general,  the  mere  circumstance  that  a  written  instrument 
exists,  which  may  be  made  evidence  of  a  particular  transaction, 
does  not  exclude  oral  testimony  either  to  prove  or  disprove  the 
fact,  unless  that  written  instrument  be  by  law,  or  the  agreement 
of  the  parties,  constituted  the  authentic  and  sole  medium  of  prov- 
ing that  fact. 

To  illustrate,  suppose  that  a  valid  oral  contract  is  made  by  two 
persons,  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  and  suppose,  further,  that 
one  of  those  witnesses  should  reduce  to  writing  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  such  writing  would  not  be  of  a  higher  nature  than 
the  oral  evidence  of  the  other  witnesses,  so  as  to  exclude  their 
oral  testimony,  because  the  writing  iu  such  a  case  was  not  the 
act  of  the  parties,  nor  was  it  agreed  that  the  writing  should  be 
the  only  legal  evidence  of  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

A  written  memorandum  made  in  the  manner  supposed,  might 
be  more  satisfactory  evidence  as  to  its  accuracy,  especially  after 
the  lapse  of  a  long  time,  but  that  fact  does  not  affect  the  compe' 
tency  of  the  oral  evidence  of  the  other  witnesses,  although  a  court 
or  jury  might  give  greater  credit  to  the  written  evidence  in  a  case 
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of  conflicting  evidence  between  the  oral  statements  and  those 
reduced  to  writing. 

The  importance  of  the  subject,  however,  renders  it  desirable 
further  to  consider,  first,  in  what  instances  written  instruments 
are  of  an  exclusive  nature:  and  secondly,  with  respect  to  what 
parties  and  to  what  facts. 

In  the  first  place  written  evidence  has  an  exclusive  operation  in 
every  instance  in  which  such  evidence  is  required,  by  virtue  of 
legislative  enactments,  such  as  the  case  of  wills,  deeds  and  mort- 
gages of  real  estate,  contracts  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
&c.,  &c. 

In  the  second  place  written  evidence  has  an  exclusive  opera- 
tion in  all  those  cases  in  which  the  parties  intentionally  and 
deliberately  reduce  their  agreement  or  contract  to  writing,  intend- 
ing that  the  writing  shall  be  the  authentic  evidence  of  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  agreement.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the 
parties  should  expressly  agree  that  the  writing  shall  be  the  exclu- 
sive evidence  of  the  contract.  The  simjjle  fact,  that  the  agree- 
ment is  reduced  to  writing  is  sufScient,  and  the  law  will  declare 
that  such  writing  was  intended  to  be  the  sole  and  exclusive  evi- 
dence of  such  agreement,  and  will  exclude  parol  evidence  of  the 
terms  of  such  contract. 

The  rule  is  the  same  in  all  cases  in  which  the  acts  of  a  court  of  jus- 
tice are  the  subjects  of  evidence.  Courts  of  record  speak  by  means 
of  their  records  only  ;  and  even  where  the  transactions  of  courts 
which  are  not,  technically  speaking,  courts  of  record,  are  to  be 
proved,  if  such  courts  preserve  written  memorials  of  their  pro- 
ceedings, those  memorials  are  the  only  authentic  means  of  proof 
which  the  law  recognizes. 

Those  proceedings  in  justices'  courts  which  the  law  requires  to 
be  entered  into  the  docket  of  the  justice,  must  be  proved  by  the 
docket,  and  not  by  means  of  parol  evidence.  Ante,  401  to  404. 

A  release  under  seal  is  conclusive  as  to  the  matters  stated  in  it ; 
and  parol  evidence  to  contradict  the  terms  or  the  legal  effect  of 
such  a  release,  is  not  admissible.  Stearns  v.  Tappin,  5  Duer,  294. 
In  such  a  case,  it  cannot  be  shown  by  parol  that  there  was  not  a 
sufficient  legal  consideration  to  sustain  the  instrument ;  nor  can 
it  be  shown  that  the  consideration  was  a  different  one  fromi  that 
stated  in  such  release.  li.  And  the  provisions  of  the  Eevised 
Statutes,  which  permit  an  inquiry  into  the  consideration  of  a 
sealed  instrument,  has  not  affected  the  common  law  rnle  that 
a  release  under  seal  extinguishes  the  debt  or  claim  to  which  it 
relates,  even  when  the  release  recites  a  mere  nominal  considera- 
tion. Ih. 

There  are  some  exceptions  to  the  rule  which  excludes  parol 
evidence  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  or  explaining  or  vary- 
ing the  terms  of  written  instruments.  A  writing,  which  on  its 
fe^ie  purports  to  be  an  absohite  bill  of  sale  of  chattels,  may  be 
shown,  by  parol  evidence,  to  have  been  intended  as  a  mere  cbafe- 
tel  mortgage.  Vol.  I,  133. 
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Where  an  agreement  is  reduced  to  writing  in  duplicate,  and 
each  party  keeps  a  copy,  if  there  is  a  mistake  in  one  of  the  instru- 
ments, it  may  be  shown  by  parol  evidence,  by  the  scrivener  who 
wrote  the  paper,  that  he  made  a  mistake  in  making  one  of  the 
papers.  McNulty  v.  Prentice,  25  Barb.,  204.  In  the  case  just 
cited,  the  written  instrument  was  an  indenture  of  apprenticesbip, 
and  the  question  in  the  case  was,  in  relation  to  the  time  for  which 
the  apprentice  was  to  serve.  In  the  apprentice's  coi)y,  it  was 
stated  to  be  two  years,  two  months,  and  fifteen  days ;  while  in  the 
master's  copy,  it  was  stated  to  be  two  years,  ten  mouths,  and 
fifteen  days.  On  the  trial,  the  defendant,  who  was  the  master, 
offered  to  show  that  the  word  ttvo  was  inserted  instead  of  ten 
by  a  clerical  error,  and  was  made  by  a  mistake  of  the  person 
who  wrote  the  papers ;  and  the  evidence  was  held  competent.  It 
will  be  observed,  however,  that,  in  this  case,  it  was  not  strictly  a 
correction  by  parol  evidence  alone ;  for  the  parol  evidence  offered 
was  merely  to  the  effect  that  an  other  written  instrument,  exe- 
cuted at  the  same  time,  and  as  a  part  of  this  instrument,  was  the 
accurate  one. 

In  an  action  upon  a  written  agreement  which  was  signed  by 
the  defendant,  he  offered  to  show,  by  parol  evidence,  that  the 
agreement  was  not  to  be  binding  upon  him  until  he  should  con- 
sult a  third  party,  and  upon  condition  that  such  third  party 
should  approve  of  the  contract ;  and  it  was  also  offered  to  show 
that  such  third  person  did  not  approve  of  the  contract ;  and  this 
evidence  was  held  to  be  admissible,  because  it  showed  that,  in 
fact,  there  was  no  agreement  at  all  between  the  parties.  Pym  v. 
Campbell,  6  Ell.  &  Bla.,  370. 

Eeceipts,  as  a  general  rule,  are  open  to  explanation  or  contra- 
diction, so  far  as  they  relate  to  an  admission  of  the  receipt  of 
money  or  property.  It  may  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  that 
there  was  a  mistake  made  in  the  receipt,  as  to  the  particular 
moneys  mentioned  in  it.  Ensign  v.  Webster,  1  Johns.  Oas.,  145  ; 
or,  that  the  receipt  was  given  upon  a  condition  which  has  not 
been  performed.  House  v.  Loiv,  2  Johns.,  378  ;  or,  to  show  that 
provisions  were  received  to  sell  on  commission,  instead  of  a  sale, 
when  the  receipt  expressed  that  they  were  received  "  for  account 
of"  the  person  sending  them,  McKinstry  v.  Pearsall,  3  Johns., 
319 ;  or,  to  show  that  there  was  no  payment,  when  a  note  or  other 
chose  in  action  is  received  by  the  person  giving  such  receipt, 
Bigby  v.  N.  T.  and  Harlem  Railroad  Co.,  3  Bosw.,  497  ;  Toley  v. 
Barber,  5  Johns.,  68  ;  Putnam  v.  Le^vis,  8  Johns.,  389  ;  Johnson 
V.  Weed,  9  Johns..  310  ;  Soutlmick  v.  Hayden,  7  Cow.,  334  ;  or,  to 
show  that  a  sum  receipted  as  money  was  not  paid  in  money,  but 
in  property.  Battle  v.  Rochester  City  Baiilc,  3  Comst.,  88.  But, 
where  a  receipt  was  given  for  a  quantity  of  grain,  which  was 
"  subject  to  order  any  day  when  called  for  (after  a  day  specified), 
without  charge  for  storage,"  it  cannot  be  shown  by  parol  evidence, 
nor  by  evidence  of  usage,  that  this  is  a  contract  of  sale,  instead  of 
a  bailment.  Wadsworth  v.  Allcott,  2  Seld.,  64. 
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An  ordinary  receipt  is  conclusive  as  to  what  it  recites,  if  it  is 
not  explained  or  contradicted  by  parol  or  other  evidence.  Lam- 
iert  V.  Seely,  2  Hilt.,  429.  So,  where  the  amount  of  a  claim  is, 
in  good  faith,  disputed,  and  the  claimant  takes  less  than  the  sum 
demanded,  for  the  purpose  of  a  settlement,  and  gives  a  receipt  in 
full,  such  receipt  cannot  be  contradicted  by  parol  evidence,  show- 
ing that  the  full  amount  was  not  paid.  Palmerton  v.  Huxford,  4 
Denio,  166 ;  Neary  v.  Bostiviclc,  2  Hilt.,  514 ;  Pierce  v.  Pierce,  25 
Barb.,  243.  But,  where  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  amount  due, 
and  a  receipt  in  full  is  giveu,  when  less  than  the  full  amount  is 
paid,  the  receipt  may  be  explained  or  contradicted  by  parol  evi- 
dence. Foersch  v.  Blacliwell,  14  Barb.,  607. 

In  some  instances,  a  receipt  constitutes  a  part  of  a  contract,  as 
well  as  the  acknowledgment  of  a  sum  of  money ;  and  in  such 
cases,  the  contract  part  of  the  receipt  cannot  be  contradicted  by 
parol  evidence. 

Where  an  injury  occurred  to  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the 
negligence  of  the  stage  driver  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
gave  a  receipt  to  the  defendant  in  the  following  form :  "Received, 
Brookfield,  July  11,  1849,  of  Wm.  D.  Knapp,  $40,  in  full,  for 
damages  done  to  us  by  stage  accident  of  the  13th  of  June  last," 
it  was  held,  that  this  was  not  a  mere  receipt,  explainable  or  liable 
to  contradiction  by  parol  evidence,  but  that  it  was  a  conclusive 
bar  to  an  action  for  damages  for  such  injury.  Coon  v.  Knapp,  4 
Seld.,  402  ;  and  see  Egleston  v.  EnicJcerlaclcer,  6  Barb.,  458. 

Bills  of  lading  are  explainable,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  goods  received.  And  if  the  bill  recites  that  the 
goods  were  received  "in  good  order,"  this  does  not  prevent 
the  carrier  from  showing,  if  he  can,  that  the  goods  were  not  in 
good  order  when  received.  Mlis  v.  Willanl,  5  Seld.,  529;  Wolfe  v. 
Myers,  3  Sandf.,  7.  The  presumption,  however,  is,  that  the 
goods  were  in  good  order,  as  the  receipt  admits ;  and  the  burden 
of  proof  is  upon  the  carrier,  to  show  that  the  goods  were  not  in 
good  order  at  the  time  they  came  into  his  hands.  Price  v.  Powell, 
3  Oomst.,  322. 

Where  two  persons  are  sureties  for  a  third  person,  it  may  be 
shown  in  an  action  between  the  sureties,  that  one  of  them  was 
surety  for  the  other,  and  that  they  were  not  joint  sureties.  Ante, 
462;  Barry  v.  Ransom,  2  Kern.,  462;  but  see  Norton  v.  Coons, 
2  Seld.,  33;  Vol.  I,  377. 

So,  a  mere  receipt  given  for  the  purchase  price  of  a  horse  sold, 
does  not  prevent  the  purchaser  from  showing,  by  parol  evidence, 
that  the  horse  was  sold  with  a  warranty,  and  that  such  warranty 
was  broken.  This  was  held  in  a  case  in  which  the  receipt  was 
as  follows : 

"Tbot,  Nov.  19,  '52. 
C.  B.  Filkins, 

Bo't  of  C.  Whyland, 
1  Horse, $150  00 

C.  WHYLAND." 
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And  it  was  held  that  this  paper  was  a  mere  receipt,  and  not  a 
contract  of  sale.  Filldns  v.  Whyland,  10  E.  P.  Smith,  338. 

Of  course  if  the  contract  of  sale  was  reduced  to  writing,  it 
could  not  be  contradicted  or  varied,  even  though  it  also  contained 
a  receipt  for  the  purchase  price.  Ih. 

There  may  sometimes  be  a  modification  of  written  unsealed 
agreements  by  a  subsequent  parol  agreement.  As  a  general  rule, 
it  is  clearly  and  certainly  settled,  that  in  an  action  upon  a  con- 
tract for  work  and  labor  stipulated  to  be  performed  within  a 
definite  time,  an  extension  of  the  time,  or  an  entire  waiver  of 
objections  to  a  delay  in  performance,  may  be  shown  by  parol 
evidence  of  the  declarations,  or  acts  in  pais  of  the  party,  who  at 
the  time  was  entitled  to  claim  the  performance.  Vasseur  v.  Liv- 
ingston, 4  Duer,  285,  292.  And  the  same  rule  has  been  applied 
to  sealed  instruments.  Fleming  v.  Gilbert,  3  Johns.,  528 ;  Smith 
V.  Grugerty,  4  Barb.,  615;  Crane  v.  Maynard,  12  Wend.,  408; 
JEsmond  v.  Tan  Bensclioten,  12  Barb.,  366.  So  where  a  written 
sealed  agreement  fixes  a  time  for  its  performance,  that  time  may 
be  extended  by  a  parol  agreement.  Flynn  v.  McKeon,  6  Duer,  203. 

So,  where  sealed  articles  of  agreement  for  the  sale  of  real 
estate,  did  not  specify  the  place  at  which  the  conveyances  to  be 
executed  by  the  plaintiff  should  be  tendered,  it  was  held  compe- 
tent for  the  parties,  subsequently,  to  appoint  a  place  by  parol,  for 
that  purpose.  Francliot  v.  Lea^li,  5  Cow.,  506 ;  Esmond  v.  Van 
Bensclioten,  12  Barb.,  366.  But,  independently  of  these  excep- 
tions, as  to  extension  of  time,  or  the  fixing  of  a  place  for  the 
performance  of  a  written  agreement,  the  general  rule  is,  that  a 
sealed,  executory  contract  cannot  be  released  or  rescinded  by 
a  parol  agreement,  Delacroix  v.  Bulldey,  13  Wend.,  71 ;  Dewey  v. 
Derby,  20  Johns.,  462;  Erwin  v.  Saunders,  1  Cow.,  249;  Nelson 
v.  Sharp,  4  Hill,  584;  and  see  cases  cited  in  Hunt  v.  Bloomer,  5 
Duer,  206. 

But,  after  there  has  been  a  breach  of  a  sealed  contract,  the  right 
of  action  may  be  waived,  or  it  may  be  released  by  a  new  parol 
contract  relative  to  the  same  subject  matter,  or  by  any  valid  parol 
executed  contract.  lb. ,-  Eeeler  v.  Salisbury,  27  Barb.,  485. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  an  executed  parol  agreement,  which 
is  founded  upon  a  sufficient  consideration,  may  operate  to  dis- 
charge the  stipulations  of  a  sealed  contract.  Townsmd  v.  Empire 
Stone  Dressing  Co.,  6  Duer,  208 ;  Allen  v.  Jaquish,  21  Wend., 
628. 

Though  a  subsequent  executory  agreement,  to  be  operative  as  a 
defeasance  or  a  modification  of  a  previously  executed  sealed  agree- 
ment, must  be  under  seal,  whether  executed  upon  a  sufficient 
consideration  or  not.  Eddy  v.  Graves,  23  Wend.,  82. 

SECTION  XXI. 

OBJECTIONS   TO   THE   COMPETENCY   OF   WITNESSES. 

The  question,  who  are  competent  witnesses,  has  been  already 
discussed.  Ante,  367.    But,  although  many  persons  are  now  com- 
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petent  who,  under  the  former  law,  were  not,  there  are  still  some 
cases  in  which  an  objection  may  be  taken  to  the  competency  of  the 
person  ofltered  as  a  witness.  The  time  and  manner  of  raising  the 
objection  is  sometimes  a  material  one.  And,  besides  that,  there 
is  a  matter  of  fairness  as  to  this  time  and  manner  of  objecting. 

If  the  objection  arises  on  account  of  the  extreme  youth  of  the 
witness,  or  from  his  infamy  of  character  because  convicted  of  a 
felony,  it  ought,  in  its  natural  course,  to  be  taken  before  the  wit- 
ness is  sworn,  because  the  objection  assumes  that  he  is  incapaile 
of  being  bound  by  an  oath.  And  the  rule  may  be  generally 
stated,  that  every  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  ought 
to  be  taken  in  the  first  instance,  and  before  he  is  sworn  and 
examined  in  chief;  because,  if  the  rule  were  otherwise,  it  would 
afford  an  unfair  advantage  to  the  objecting  party,  since  he  could 
avail  himself  of  the  testimony  of  the  witness  if  it  were  favorable, 
but  who  would  get  rid  of  it  by  raising  the  objection,  if  it  turned 
out  to  be  adverse  to  him. 

In  this  state,  however,  if  a  witness  is  sworn  in  chief  without 
objection,  and  it  appears  during  his  examination  that  he  is  incom- 
petent, by  reason  of  interest,  the  objection  may  be  taken  after 
such  fact  appears.  Seeley  v.  Engell,  3  Kern.,  542.  But  a  party 
against  whom  a  person  is  offered  as  a  witness  has  a  right  to  have 
the  preliminary  oath,  called  the  voir  dire,  administered  to  him, 
and  to  examine  him  in  relation  to  his  competency  before  he  is 
sworn  in  chief.  Ih. 

It  is  not  a  mere  matter  of  discretion  with  a  justice,  whether  he 
will  administer  this  preliminary  oath  to  the  proposed  witness ; 
for,  if  he  refuses  to  do  so,  on  a  proper  application,  his  refusal 
will  be  error.  Ih. 

To  be  sworn  on  the  voir  dire,  simply  means  that  the  witness  is 
sworn  to  speak  the  truth.  The  form  of  the  oath  indicates  the 
nature  of  the  oath : 

Form  of  the  oath. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  answer  truly  all  such  questions  as  shall  be 
put  to  you,  in  relation  to  your  interest  in  the  event  of  this  action. 

When  the  oath  is  administered  to  any  witness,  other  than  the 
one  proposed,  vary  the  form  by  saying,  "  in  relation  to  the  interest 
of  A.  B."  (naming  the  witness). 

The  question  as  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  is  always  a 
question  for  the  justice,  and  cannot  be  submitted  to  the  jury* 
Vol.  I,  53,  ^  98.  Both  parties  may  give  evidence  upon  the  ques- 
tion ;  but,  if  the  party  objecting  calls  and  examines  the  proposed 
witness,  neither  party  can  introduce  any  other  evidence  upon  that 
question.  lb. 

It  must  not  be  supposed,  that  because  witnesses  are  competent 
to  testify,  that  therefore  the  question  whether  they  are  interested 
in  the  event  of  the  action  is  a  matter  of  no  iijiportance.  A  wit^ 
ness  may  be  permitted  to  be  examined,  but  his  interest  may  be 
such  that  a  jury  would  scarcely  feel  at  liberty  to  regard  his  evi-^ 
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denee  in  the  same  light  they  would  that  of  a  disinterested  witness. 
Aud  interest  is  as  valid  an  objection  to  the  credibility  of  a  wit- 
ness as  ever  it  was.  Hoyt  v.  Lynch,  2  Sandf.,  328.  When  a  per- 
son is  offered  as  a  witness,  aud  he  is  objected  to,  on  the  ground 
that  he  is  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted, 
and  evidence  to  support  such  objection  is  offered  and  given  by 
the  party  making  it,  the  proposed  witness  is  competent  to  dis- 
prove the  allegation  that  the  suit  is  prpsecuted  for  his  benefit. 
Beqiia  v.  Bequa,  8  E.  P.  Smith,  254. 

The  subject  of  evidence  having  been  generally  discussed,  and 
some  of  the  principles  examined  which  relate  to  written  evidence, 
it  is  now  proper  to  notice  the  subject  of  oral  evidence,  and  the 
manner  of  introducing  such  evidence. 

Oral  proof  is  generally  given  by  a  personal  examination  of  the 
witness  in  open  court,  though  such  examination  is  sometimes 
taken  on  a  commission,  or  upon  an  order  for  that  purpose.  Oral 
testimony,  it  is  to  be  remembered,  in  natural  order  precedes 
written  evidence.  It  is  generally  more  proximate  to  the  fact 
than  written  evidence,  because  it  is  a  direct  communication  by 
one  who  possesses  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact  by  his  senses, 
while  written  evidence  in  itself  requires  proof,  aud  must  ulti- 
mately be  derived  from  the  same  source  with  oral  evidence ;  that 
is,  from  those  who  possessed  actual  knowledge  of  the  facts.  The 
manner  of  procuring  the  attendance  of  witnesses  will  be  elsewhere 
explained. 

SECTION  XXII. 

OATH   TO   WITNESSES. 

After  the  attendance  of  a  witness  is  secured,  the  law  next  pro- 
vides for  the  attaining  of  the  highest  value  and  importance  which 
can  be  attached  to  oral  evidence. 

And  for  this  purpose,  the  first  great  safeguard  which  the  law 
provides  for  the  ascertainment  of  truth  in  ordinary  cases,  con- 
sists in  requiring  all  oral  evidence  to  be  given  under  the  sanction 
of  an  oath.  This  imposes  the  strongest  obligation  upon  the  con- 
science of  the  witness  to  declare  the  whole  truth,  that  can  be 
devised  by  human  wisdom ;  since  a  willful  violation  of  the  truth 
exposes  him  at  once  to  temporal  and  to  eternal  punishment. 

An  oath  is  a  declaration  made  according  to  law,  before  a  com- 
petent tribunal  or  officer,  to  tell  the  truth ;  or  it  is  the  act  of  one 
who,  when  lawfully  required  to  tell  the  truth,  takes  God  to  wit- 
ness that  what  he  says  is  true.  It  is  a  religious  act  by  which  the 
party  invokes  God  not  only  to  witness  the  truth  and  sincerity  of 
his  promise,  but  also  to  avenge  his  imposture  or  violated  faith ; 
or  in  other  words  to  punish  his  perjury,  if  he  shall  be  guilty  of  it. 

The  act  or  ceremony  of  taking  an  oath  is  now  usually  that  of 
laying  the  hand  upon  and  kissing  the  gospels.  But  this  is  not 
strictly  necessary,  fqv  in  place  of  this  the  witness  is  allowed,  if  he 
prefers  it,  to  swear  by  lifting  up  the  right  hand,  and  in  some 
cases  without  any  manual  act  whatever.     As  oaths  are  adminis- 
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tered  at  the  present  day,  it  is  important  that  the  witness  should 
do  some  act,  for  he  generally  says  nothing  when  sworn. 

The  whole  form  of  the  oath  is  repeated  to  him  by  the  person 
who  administers  the  oath,  and  the  party  sworn  merely  assents  to 
it  by  kissing  the  book,  or  by  some  other  act  done. 

The  entire  form  is  far  less  impressive  than  that  of  the  ancient 
practice,  which  placed  the  words  of  the  oath  in  the  party's  own 
mouth,  it  being  repeated  in  the  first  person  throughout,  and 
sometimes  with  peculiar  solemnity.  This  form  of  administering 
an  oath  is  now  observed  in  some  instances,  as,  for  instance,  in 
taking  the  constitutional  oath  of  office. 

The  object  of  every  oath  is,  to  bind  the  conscience  of  the  wit- 
ness or  person  sworn,  and  for  that  reason,  that  form  of  oath  and 
that  mode  of  swearing  should  be  adopted  which  the  witness  con- 
siders most  obligatory. 

By  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  no  particular  form  is 
essential  to  the  oath  ;  and  therefore  every  witness  is  now  sworn 
according  to  the  form  which  he  holds  to  ,be  the  most  solemn,  and 
which  is  sanctified  by  the  usage  of  the  country  or  of  the  sect 
to  which  he  belongs. 

The  statute  has  provided  what  rules  shall  be  observed  in  the 
administration  of  oaths  and  affirmations,  3  E.  S.,  692,  5th  ed.,  as 
follows : 

"  §  114.  The  usual  mode  of  administering  oaths  now  practiced, 
by  the  person  who  swears  laying  his  hand  upon  and  kissing  the 
gospels,  shall  be  observed  in  all  cases  in  which  an  oath  may  be 
administered  according  to  law,  except  in  the  cases  hereinafter 
otherwise  provided." 

"  §  115.  Every  person  who  shall  desire  it,  shall  be  permitted  to 
swear  in  the  following  form  :  '  You  do  swear,  in  the  presence  of 
the  everliving  God ;'  and,  while  so  swearing,  such  person  may  or 
may  not  hold  up  his  hand,  in  his  discretion." 

"  ^  116.  Every  person  who  shall  declare  that  he  has  conscien- 
tious scruples  against  taking  any  oath,  or  swearing  in  any  form, 
shall  be  permitted  to  make  his  solemn  declaration  or  affirmation 
in  the  following  form :  "  You  do  solemnly,  sincerely  and  truly 
declare  and  affirm." 

"§  117.  Whenever  the  court,  before  which  any  person  shall  be 
offered  as  a  witness,  shall  be  satisfied  that  such  person  has  any 
peculiar  mode  of  swearing  connected  with,  or  in  addition  to,  the 
laying  of  his  hand  upon  the  gospels  and  kissing  the  same,  which 
is  more  solemn  and  obligatory  in  the  opinion  of  such  person,  the 
court  may,  in  its  discretion,  adopt  such  mode  of  swearing  such 
person." 

"  §  118.  Every  person  believing  in  any  other  than  the  Christian 
religion,  shall  be  sworn  according  to  the  peculiar  ceremonies  of 
his  religion,  if  there  be  any  such  ceremonies,  instead  of  any  of  the 
modes  hereinbefore  prescribed.' ' 

Matters  of  religious  belief  do  not  now  render  any  witness 
incompetent,  however  much  it  may  affect  his  credit.  Ante,  370. 
Wait  11—60 
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In  whatever  form  the  oath  is  administered,  at  the  request  of 
the  party  sworn,  he  will  be  as  guilty  of  perjury,  both  morally 
and  legally,  if  he  swears  falsely,  as  though  he  had  been  sworn  in 
the  usual  manner.  3  E.  S.,  693,  ^  122,  5th  ed. 

Where  a  witness  is  offered  who  is  ignorant  of  the  English  lan- 
guage, he  must  be  sworn  and  examined  through  an  interpreter, 
who  must  be  first  sworn. 

Form  of  interpreter's  oath. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  accurately  and  truly  interpret  tetween  the 
court,  the  jury  and  the  witness,  A.  B.,  in  this  action,  between  John  Doe, 
plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe,  defendant. 

When  no  jury  is  called,  omit  the  words,  "the  jury,"  in  the 
form  of  the  oath.  After  the  interpreter  is  thus  sworn,  the  oath 
is  administered  to  the  witness,  by  being  repeated  by  the  court  to 
the  interpreter,  and  by  the  latter  to  the  witness. 

The  examination  of  the  witness  is  conducted,  by  putting  the 
questions  to  the  interpreter,  and  by  his  immediately  repeating 
the  substance  of  the  question  in  the  language  which  such  witness 
speaks  or  understands. 

Deaf  and  dumb  persons  are  examined  by  means  of  an  inter- 
preter, even  in  the  most  important  cases.  But  where  such  a 
witness  can  write,  the  best  mode  is  to  require  written  answers. 
Morrison  v.  Lennard,  3  Oarr.  &  Payne,  127.  The  aid  of  an  in- 
terpreter is  proper  in  every  case  in  which  there  cannot  be  an  intel- 
ligible communication  between  the  witness  and  the  counsel,  court, 
or  jury. 

The  form  in  which  an  oath  is  administered  to  a  witness,  requir* 
Ing  him  to  tell  "the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the 
truth,"  is  sometimes  singularly  understood  by  witnesses.  Some 
suppose  that  it  imposes  no  obligation,  except  to  answer  as  to 
such  matters  as  are  called  for  by  a  particular  and  direct  question. 
Others  again  suppose  that  they  are  to  tell  every  thing  which  they 
imagine  relates  to  the  matter  in  litigation,  whether  the  evidence 
is  relevant  or  not,  or  even  whether  it  is  legally  admissible  at  all 
or  not.  Such  extreme  views  are  entirely  erroneous;  and  no 
notice  need  be  taken  of  the  matter  were  it  not  so  commonly  seen 
in  practice.  Occasionally  a  witness  insists  xipon  giving  his  entire 
version  of  a  matter,  merely  because  he  has  been  sworn  to  tell 
the  whole  truth.  Now,  if  they  understood  the  true  object  of  the 
oath,  there  could  be  no  such  improper  view  entertained.  The 
object  of  the  oath  is  to  elicit  the  entire  truth,  without  suppressions 
or  additions.  But  such  oath  is  always  subject  to  the  qualification, 
that  the  witness  is  to  speak  of  those  matters  only,  which  are 
legally  admissible  in  evidence,  under  the  decisions  of  the  court ; 
and,  also,  that  they  are  such  as  are  in  some  manner  called  for  by 
the  party  examining  the  witness. 

If  a  witness  is  required  to  narrate  all  that  he  knows  of  a  spe- 
cified transaction,  he  should  proceed  to  state  it  fully  and  accu- 
rately.   But,  if  he  is  informed  by  the  examining  party  that 
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certain  portions  of  the  transaction  are  unimportant,  or  if  any 
portion  of  the  evidence  is  objected  to  by  the  opposite  party,  he 
ought  not  to  speak  of  that,  unless  directed  by  the  court  to  do  so. 
And,  above  all  things,  a  witness  ought  never  to  volunteer  or  foist 
in  statements  which  he  knows  are  not  called  for  by  any  question, 
or  proper,  as  a  part  of  any  statement  which  he  is  permitted  or 
required  to  make. 

To  do  such  an  act  knowingly  and  intentionally  is  as  much 
moral  peijury  as  any  other  false  swearing.  This  is  evident,  from 
the  nature  of  the  oath  itself,  which  requires  a  witness,  1st.  To 
tell  the  truth,  which  means  that  his  entire  statements  shall  be 
strictly  true,  both  in  letter  and  in  spirit.  2d.  To  tell  the  whole 
truth,  which  means  that  nothing  shall  be  kept  back  or  concealed, 
if  inquired  after  by  either  party,  either  by  means  of  direct  ques- 
tions, or  by  requiring  a  full  statement  of  specified  matters;  but 
the  oath  does  not  require  or  permit  a  witness  to  testify  as  to 
matters  of  which  no  inquiry  is  made  in  any  form.  3d.  To  tell 
nothing  but  the  truth,  which  means  that  the  witness  shall  not 
state  any  thing  which  is  not  strictly  true;  and  that  he  shall 
not  make  up  or  manufacture  any  statements  which  are  false  or 
unfounded  in  fact,  and  give  them  in  evidence  as  truth ;  so  it  also 
prohibits  a  witness  from  stating  any  matters  which  he  knows 
are  not  legal  evidence,  or  which  are  entirely  foreign  to  the  mat- 
ters called  for  by  his  examination. 

Occasionally,  however,  a  question  may  be  so  vague  that  the 
Avitness  is  misled  by  it ;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  he  may  be  required 
to  make  some  general  statement,  and  while  doing  so  may  speak 
of  matters  not  intended  to  be  inquired  about.  In  such  cases 
there  is  no  offense  on  the  part  of  the  witness,  since  he  has 
acted  in  good  faith  in  the  discharge  of  a  great  obligation  as  a 
sworn  witness.  And  there  is  one  mode  which  an  honest  witness 
may,  and  always  will  pursue,  when  he  fully  understands  his 
rights  and  duties,  which  is  to  invariably  stop  testifying  whenever 
an  objection  is  taken  to  any  of  his  statements  until  the  court 
shall  decide  the  question,  or  direct  him  to  proceed.  And  he 
should  pursue  the  same  course  whenever  an  objection  is  taken 
by  either  party  to  any  question  put  by  the  other. 

SECTION  XXIII. 

MANNER    OF    TESTIFTIKG. 

The  nature  of  evidence,  whether  immediate  and  within  the 
actual  knowledge  of  the  witness,  or  mediate  or  hearsay,  has  been 
already  explained.  Ante,  365.  When  a  witness  is  admitted  as 
competent,  his  evidence  must  be  received;  but  even  in  such  a 
case  the  credibility  of  the  witness  is  an  other  question,  and  is  to 
be  determined  by  those  whose  duty  it  is  to  weigh  the  entire  evi- 
dence in  the  cause.  The  manner  in  which  a  witness  testiflea 
frequently  has  a  most  important  bearing  upon  the  credit  which 
is  accorded  to  his  evidence. 
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Immediate  testimony  (or  that  withiu  the  knowledge  of  the 
witness),  is  given  under  the  solemn  sanction  of  an  oath,  in 
the  presence  of  the  public;  the  jury  have  the  advantage  of 
observing  the  deportment  of  the  witness,  the  manner  in  which 
he  gives  his  testimony ;  in  particular,  whether  as  one  relying  on 
the  consistency  of  truth,  he  answers  promptly  and  readily, 
according  to  the  suggestions  of  his  memory,  or  with  hesitation 
and  difficulty,  either  attempting  to  evade  direct  answers,  or  to 
gain  time  to  weigh  them,  in  order  to  avoid  contradictions  and 
inconsistency;  whether  he  readily  answers  all  questions  indiffer- 
ently, whether  they  make  in  favor  of  or  against  the  party  whose 
witness  he  is ;  or  he  gives  favorable  answers  on  the  one  side,  with 
willingness  and  readiness,  and  on  the  other  with  difficulty  and 
reluctance.  The  attention  of  such  a  witness  is  called  directly 
and  immediately  to  the  very  facts  of  which  the  disclosure  is 
material;  his  means  of  knowledge,  memory,  situation,  connec- 
tion with  the  parties,  and  his  motives,  are  subject  to  the  severe 
and  trying  test  of  cross-examination,  by  means  of  which  fraudu- 
lent witnesses  are  often  surprised  and  detected. 

In  all  these  important  particulars  mediate  or  hearsay  evidence 
is  usually  defective,  for,  although  no  doubt  be  entertained  that 
the  witness  examined  heard  from  an  other  the  statement  which 
he  is  ready  to  repeat,  yet  that  other  did  not  make  the  communi- 
cation under  the  sanction  of  an  oath.  There  are  no  sufficient 
means  of  ascertaining  whether  he  had  the  opportunitj-  or  the 
capacity  for  minute  and  accurate  observation;  nor  of  judging  as 
to  the  tenacity  of  his  memory.  His  attention  in  making  the 
communication  may  not  have  been  sufficiently  directed  to  many 
of  the  particular  facts,  which  afterwards  appear  to  be  material. 
He  may  have  omitted  many  which  are  important ;  or,  not  know- 
ing that  anj'^  such  use  would  afterwards  be  made  of  his  declaration, 
may  have  expressed  himself  without  that  caution  and  accuracy 
which  he  would  have  deemed  to  be  necessary  had  he  been 
examined  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath  before  a  public  tribunal, 
having  his  attention  particularly  directed  to  each  material  fact, 
and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  important  consequences  which 
might  result  from  his  testimony  with  respect  to  the  property, 
liberty  or  lives  of  others,  and  the  necessity  for  caution  in  his 
answers.  In  addition  to  this,  he  may  have  been  induced  to  mis- 
represent facts  on  the  particular  occasion,  under  the  influence  of 
indirect  motives,  which,  without  the  opportunity  of  cross-exami- 
nation, it  is  impossible  to  trace  or  even  to  surmise. 

Where  the  communication  is  derived  through  several  interme- 
diate witnesses,  it  is  still  weaker  in  degree ;  there  is  greater 
latitude  afforded  for  misunderstanding  and  mistake,  or  even 
designed  willful  misrepresentation,  and  it  is  more  difficult  to 
appreciate  the  veracity  of  the  original  witness,  the  means  which 
he  possessed  of  acquiring  information,  and  the  motives  by  which 
he  was  actuated  in  making  the  communication.  Ordinary  expe- 
rience shows  how  little  credit  is  due  to  such  mediate  testimony, 
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and  how  frequently  it  happens  that  even  the  most  absurd  and 
improbable  reports  acquire  credit. 

SECTION  XXIY. 

EXAMINATION    OF    WITNiSSSES. 

When  a  witness  has  been  regularly  sworn  he  is  first  examined 
by  the  party  who  produces  him,  which  is  called  the  direct  exami- 
nation, after  Avhich  the  other  party  is  at  liberty  to  examine  him, 
which  is  called  a  cross-examination;  and  then  the  party  who  called 
him  may  examine  him  again,  which  is  a  re-examination.  This  is 
the  regular  mode  of  proceeding,  and  it  ordinarily  closes  the 
examination  of  the  witness.  But,  as  we  shall  see  hereafter,  this 
strict  mode  is  scarcely  ever  pursued  in  actual  practice.  The 
office  of  a  direct  examination,  or  examination  in  chief  as  it  is 
also  termed,  is  to  lay  before  the  court  and  the  jury  the  whole  of 
the  evidence  of  ,the  witness  that  is  relevant  and  material.  The 
office  of  a  cross-examination  is  to  search  and  sift,  to  correct  and 
supply  omissions,  and  to  affect  the  credit  of  the  witness.  The 
office  of  a  re-examiuation  is  to  explain,  to  rectify,  and  i)ut  in 
order  such  matters  as  have  been  affected  by  the  cross-examinar 
tion.  The  examination  of  a  single  witness  is  an  illustration  of  the 
manner  of  conducting  the  examination  of  all  the  witnesses  in 
the  cause.  If  the  strict  rules  of  examination  are  followed,  the 
party  who  produces  a  witness  is  bound  to  ask  all  material  ques- 
tions on  the  direct  examination,  and  if  this  is  omitted  it  cannot 
be  done  in  reply,  for  no  new  question  can  be  put  in  reply  which 
is  not  connected  with  the  cross-examination,  and  which  does  not 
tend  to  explain  it. 

In  one  case  a  learned  judge  said :  "In  strict  practice,  he  who 
has  the  affirmative  ought  to  introduce  all  the  evidence  to  make 
out  his  side  of  the  issue ;  then  the  evidence  of  the  negative  side 
is  heard ;  and  finally,  the  rebutting  proof  of  the  affirmative, 
which  closes  the  examination.  In  doing  this,  neither  side  ought 
to  be  permitted  to  give  evidence  by  piece  meal,  then  to  apply  for 
instructions,  and  again  to  mend  and  add  to  his  proof,  until,  by 
repeated  experiments,  he  shall  make  it  come  up  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court.  An  adherence  to  these  rules,  generally,  will  be 
found  necessary  in  all  courts  of  original  jurisdiction ;  and,  with- 
out them,  confusion,  loss  of  time,  and  captious  and  irritable 
conduct  must  follow.  We  say  generally,  for  it  will  often  be  found 
necessary  for  the  presiding  court,  for  good  reasons,  to  depart  from 
them,  to  attain  complete  justice;  and  when  they  ought  or  ought 
not  to  be  varied,  must  in  a  great  measure  be  left  to  the  sound 
discretion  and  prudence  of  the  court,  and  a  court  of  error  ought 
never  to  interfere  for  such  departure,  except  where  injustice  is 
done  by  it."  Per  Mills,  J.,  in  Braydon  v.  Goulman,  1  Monroe, 
115,  117, 118. 

The  principle  is  so  clearly  stated  in  the  foregoing  extract,  that 
little  need  be  added. 

In  a  justice's  court,  where  so  many  causes  are  tried  by  the 
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party  in  person,  or  at  least  with  the  assistance  of  some  unpro- 
fessional person,  neither  of  whom  is  expected  to  be  familiar 
with  technical  rules,  it  would  not  be  proper  to  enforce  the  strict 
rule  to  its  full  extent.  But,  even  in  such  cases,  it  would  be 
proper  for  the  justice  to  inform  them  of  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  rule,  and  then  require  a  reasonable  observance  of  it.  Where 
the  cause  is  conducted  by  members  of  the  legal  profession,  there 
would  be  more  propriety  in  enforcing  a  proper  and  substantial 
compliance  with  the  rule.  The  practice,  however,  has  been  so 
loose  in  this  particular,  in  justices'  courts,  that  it  would  be  diffi- 
cult to  attempt  anything  more  than  a  general  observance  of  the 
principle  of  the  rule.  If  a  disregard  of  the  rule  will  promote  the 
cause  of  justice,  fair  practice,  and  of  truth,  then  a  disregard  of 
it  will  be  proper ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  if  a  strict  enforce- 
ment of  it  will  defeat  an  unfair  practice  as  to  the  introduction  of 
evidence,  or  will  preA'ent  a  willful  or  useless  waste  of  time,  or 
will  in  any  manner  defeat  injustice  or  oppression,  then  an 
enforcement  of  the  rule  will  be  a  solemn  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
court.  The  rule  itself  must  not,  however,  be  misunderstood  in 
one  important  respect.  In  no  case  is  either  party  bound  to  do 
more  than  to  prove  the  issues  which  are  upon  him  at  the  time  he 
offers  his  evidence.  He  need  not  anticipate  and  disprove  any 
matters  alleged  affirmatively  on  the  opposite  side.  For  instance, 
suppose  the  plaintiff  sues  on  a  promissory  note,  and  the  defend- 
ant interposes  a  general  denial,  with  a  notice  of  set-off  for  goods, 
wares,  &c.,  and  for  work,  &c.  In  such  case  the  plaintiff  need 
only  prove  his  own  side  of  the  case  by  proving  a  liability  on  the 
note.  He  need  not  disprove  the  set-off  until  after  it  has  been 
sustained  by  the  evidence  of  the  defense.  And  this  same  rule 
applies  to  all  instances  which  are  similar  in  principle. 

In  the  examination  of  a  witness  in  chief,  the  lirst  rule  to  be 
attended  to  is,  that  the  questions  be  relevant  to  the  matter  in 
issue.  If  this  is  not  attended  to  and  observed,  the  examination 
will  be  rambling,  tedious  and  uncertain,  and  likely  to  confuse 
and  perplex  the  jury,  from  the  very  circumstance  of  its  compris- 
ing irrelevant  matter.  Besides,  the  courts  have  a  right  to  prevent 
any  questions  from  being  put,  which  do  not  tend  to  the  proof  of 
some  of  the  issues.  Ante,  418. 

Each  party  is  to  decide  whether  he  will  offer  any  witnesses,  or 
whom  those  witnesses  shall  be,  and  the  court  may  then  decide  as 
to  their  competency.  But  no  court  has  a  right  to  require  a  wit- 
ness to  be  sworn  in  favor  of  a  party  who  does  not  desire  to  call 
him.  And,  therefore,  a  justice  has  no  legal  power  to  compel  a 
party  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  when  he  objects  to  being  a  witness 
for  himself,  and  when  the  opposite  party  does  not  call  him  as  a 
witness.  McCormick  v.  Mulvihill,  1  Hilt.,  131.  And  when  a  wit- 
ness  has  been  duly  sworn,  the  court  cannot  examine  him  so  as  to 
prevent  any  right  which  would  exist  in  an  ordinary  course  of 
examination.  And,  therefore,  when  a  defendant,  on  the  trial  of  a 
cause,  called  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness,  under  the  395th  section 
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of  the  Code,  and,  in  reply  to  a  question  pnt  to  him  by  the  court, 
the  plaintiff  testified  to  new  matter,  going  beyond  the  point  to 
■which  hei  was  examined  by  his  adversary ;  it  was  held,  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  offer  himself  as  a  witness,  for  the 
purpose  of  answering  such  new  matter.  Myers  v.  McCarthy,  2 
Sandf.,  399. 

SECTION  XXV. 

^tek  CROSS-EXAMINATION. . 

Before  entering  upon  a  cross-examination,  a  preliminary  ques- 
tion may  arise  whether  the  witness  has  so  far  given  evidence  in 
chief  as  to  entitle  the  opposite  party  to  cross-examine.  If  a  wit- 
ness is  called  by  a  party  merely  for  the  purpose  of  producing  a 
written  instrument  belonging  to  the  party,  which  is  to  be  proved 
by  an  other  witness,  he  need  aot  be  sworn,  and  if  he  is  not  sworn, 
he  will  not  be  subject  to  cross-examination. 

If  a  witness  is  sworn,  and  gives  some  evidence,  as  for  instance, 
to  prove  an  instrument,  however  formal  the  proof  may  be,  he  is  to 
be  considered  a  witness  for  all  purposes.  Or,  if  a  witness  is  sworn, 
and  would  be  competent  to  give  evidence  for  the  party  calling 
him,  the  other  party  will  be  entitled,  strictly,  according  to  the 
general  rule,  to  cross-examine  him,  although  he  has  not  been 
examined  in  chief.  But,  if  the  counsel  of  one  of  the  parties  calls 
a  witness  by  mistake,  and  discovers  the  mistake  before  he  puts  a 
question  to  him,  the  witness,  though  sworn,  will  not  be  subject  to 
cross-examination.  So,  where  a  witness  has  been  asked  only  one 
immaterial  question,  and  his  evidence  is  stopped  by  the  court,  the 
other  party  has  no  right  to  cross-examine  him. 

After  a  witness  has  been  examined  in  chief,  the  adverse  party 
is  at  liberty  to  cross-examine  him.  The  power  and  opportunity 
of  cross-examination,  it  will  be  recollected,  is  one  of  the  principal 
tests  which  the  law  has  devised  for  the  ascertainment  of  truth  ; 
and  this  is,  certainly,  a  most  efficacious  test.  By  this  means,  the 
situation  of  the  witness  with  respect  to  the  parties  and  the  subject 
of  litigation,  his  interest,  his  motives,  his  inclination  and  preju- 
dices, his  means  of  obtaining  correct  and  certain  knowledge  of 
the  facts  to  which  he  bears  testimony,  the  manner  in  which  he 
has  used  these  means,  his  powers  of  discerning  facts  in  the  first 
instance,  and  his  capacity  for  retaining  and  describing  them,  are 
fully  investigated  and  ascertained,  and  submitted  to  the  consid- 
eration of  the  court  or  jury,  who  have  an  opportunity  of  observ- 
ing the  manner  and  demeanor  of  the  witness;  circumstances 
which  are  often  of  as  high  importance  as  the  answers  themselves. 
It  is  npt  easy  for  a  witness  who  is  subjected  to  this  test,  to  impose 
upon  the  court ;  for,  however  artful  the  fabrication  of  the  false- 
hood may  be,  it  cannot  embrace  all  the  circumstances  to  which 
the  cross-examination  may  be  extended  ;  the  fraud  is  therefore 
open  to  detection,  for  want  of  consistency  between  that  which 
has  been  invented,  and  that  which  the  witness  must  dther  repi?e- 
sent  according  to  the  truth,  for  want  of  previous  preparation,  or 
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misrepresent  according  to  his  own  immediate  invention.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  imposition  must  obviously  be  very  liable  to  detec- 
tion ;  so  difficult  it  is  to  invent  extemporaneously,  and  with  a 
rapidity  equal  to  that  with  which  a  series  of  questions  is  pro- 
posed, in  the  face  of  a  court  of  justice,  and  in  the  hearing  of  a 
listening  and  attentive  multitude,  a  fiction  consistent  with  itself 
and  the  other  evidence  in  the  case. 

The  purpose  of  a  cross-examination  is,  either  to  impugn  the 
credit  of  a  witness,  or  to  get  him  to  explain  or  give  a  colr^'to 
what  he  has  already  stated,  in  his  examination  in  chief ;  so  ;..»  to 
render  it  less  unfavorable  to  the  party  cross-examining.  You 
may  cross-examine  him  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  he  has 
no  great  respedt  for  the  moral  obligation  of  the  oath  he  has  taken ; 
or  to  show  that,  however  he  may  design  to  speak  the  truth,  his 
means  of  knowledge  upon  the  subject  of  his  evidence  were  so 
limited,  he  may  possibly  have  been  deceived  in  what  he  asserted 
in  his  examination  in  chief ;  or  to  show  that  he  is  interested  in 
the  event  of  the  action,  for,  although  interest  would  not  disqualify 
him  from  testifying,  it  would  be  a  question  whether  it  affected 
his  credit ;  or  to  show  that  he  has  been  arrested  or  punished  for 
offenses,  or  otherwise  so  degraded  that  no  dependence  can  with 
safety  be  placed  upon  his  testimony  ;  or  to  impeach  his  veracity, 
by  showing  that  he  has,  at  other  times,  made  declarations,  by 
parol  or  in  writing,  or  done  acts  inconsistent  with  the  evidence 
he  has  given  upon  his  examination.  But,  in  this  latter  case,  you 
will  not  be  allowed  to  impeach,  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  by 
proving  his  former  declarations  or  acts  to  the  contrary,  unless 
you  first  cross-examine  him  particularly  as  to  his  having  made 
such  declarations  or  done  such  acts.  This  subject  will  be  more 
fully  explained  hereafter,  when  treating  of  impeaching  witnesses. 

The  credibilitry  of  a  witness  is  compounded  of :  his  knowledge 
of  the  facts  he  testifies  ;  his  disinterestedness  ;  his  integrity ;  his 
veracity,  and  his  being  bound  to  speak  the  truth,  by  such  oath  as 
he  deems  obligatory  upon  his  conscience. 

If  he  be  deceived  in  the  facts,  no  dependence  of  course  can  be 
placed  in  his  testimony,  however  disinterested  he  may  be,  and 
however  unimpeachable  his  character  may  be  for  integrity  and 
veracity. 

Where  there  is  a  doubt,  therefore,  whether  the  evidence  given 
by  a  witness  be  not  founded  in  some  misconception,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  counsel,  who  cross-examines  him,  to  question  as  to  the 
sources  of  his  knowledge ;  his  reasons  for  believing  the  fact  to 
be  as  he  has  stated ;  his  reasons  for  recollecting  it ;  the  circum- 
stances attending  its  occurrence ;  whether  it  was  light  or  dark ; 
whether  few  or  many  persons  or  none  at  all  were  present ;  whether 
it  was  late  or  early  in  the  day ;  and  whether  he  was  near  or  dis- 
tant at  the  time  it  occurred,  and  the  like ;  so  that  the  court  and 
jury  may  be  able  to  judge  of  the  degree  of  confidence  they  may 
repose  in  the  witness'  testimony. 

But,  valuable  as  the  right  of  cross-examination  is,  it  is  some- 
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times  a  dangerous  instrument  in  the  hands  of  an  unskillful  or 
inexperienced  person.  If,  by  an  unfortunate  or  unskillful  ques- 
tion put  on  cross-examination,  a  fact  be  extracted  or  elicited  wliich 
would  not  have  been  evidence  upoh  an  examination  in  chief,  it 
then  becomes  evidence  against  the  party  cross-examining.  But 
a  witness  is  not  allowed  voluntarily  to  obtrude  inadmissible  evi- 
dence, and  if  he  does  so,  it  is  not  to  be  considered  as  evidence  in 
the  action,  and  the  court  and  jury  should  give  it  no  consideration 
whatever.  This  is  a  just  and  a  most  important  rule;  for  a 
fraudulent  and  subtile  witness  will  sometimes  endeavor  to  baffle 
and  annoy  his  cross-examiner  for  the  purpose  of  deterring  him 
from  pursuing  his  course  by  introducing  into  his  answers  matters 
which  are  foreign  to  the  question  put,  and  which  are  unfavorable 
to  the  cross-examining  party. 

With  regard  to  the  relevancy  to  the  matters  in  issue  of  ques- 
tions which  may  be  put  on  cross-examination,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  considerable  latitude  is  allowed  in  this  respect,  where  the 
tendency  of  the  questions  is  to  affect  the  credit  of  the  witness. 
A  witness  may  be  asked  questions  affecting  his  own  character, 
and  consequently  his  credit,  though  such  questions  have  no  rela- 
tion to  the  matters  in  issue.  But  a  witness  cannot  be  cross- 
examined  as  to  any  facts  which,  if  admitted,  would  be  collateral 
and  wholly  irrelevant  to  the  matters  in  issue,  and  which  would 
in  no  way  affect  his  credit,  and  still  less  can  he  be  cross-examined 
as  to  such  facts,  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  him  by  other 
evidence,  and  in  this  manner  to  discredit  his  testimony.  And  if 
the  witness  answers  such  an  irrelevant  question  before  it  is  dis- 
allowed or  withdrawn,  evidence  cannot  afterwards  be  admitted 
to  contradict  his  testimony  on  the  collateral  matter.  Plato  v. 
Reynolds,  13  E.  P.  Smith,  586. 

The  principle  of  a  rule  which  excludes  an  inquiry  into  such 
collateral  matters  is,  that  it  would  render  an  inquiry,  which  ought 
to  be  simple,  and  confined  to  the  matter  in  issue,  intolerably  com- 
plicated and  prolix,  by  causing  it  to  branch  out  into  an  indefinite 
number  of  collateral  issues. 

Witnesses  are  frequently  cross-examined  in  relation  to  writings, 
such  as  deeds,  contracts,  letters,  papers  and  documents,  and  jus- 
tices are  not  a  little  perplexed  as  to  the  rule  which  ought  to  be 
observed  in  such  cases.  For  that  reason  a  few  of  the  principles 
which  govern  in  such  cases  will  be  here  stated.  When  a  witness 
is  cross-examined  as  to  such  writings,  the  examination  is  con- 
ducted with  a  view  either  to  establish  in  evidence  the  contents  of 
the  writing  as  material  to  the  cause,  or  to  test  the  memory  or  the 
credit  of  the  witness.  When  the  object  of  the  cross-examination 
is  to  establish  the  writing  in  evidence,  the  cross-examining  coun- 
sel has  no  right  to  represent  or  state  the  contents  of  the  writing 
in  the  form  of  a  question,  and  then  ask  the  witness  whether  he 
wrote  such  a  paper  or  writing  to  any  person,  with  such  contents, 
or  contents  to  the  like  effect,  without  first  showing  the  writing  to 
the  witness,  and  asking  him  whether  he  wrote  the  letter  or  paper. 
The  Queen's  Case,  2  Brod.  &  Bing.,  284  to  315.  If  the  paper  is 
Wait  11—61 
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shown  to  the  witness,  and  he  admits  that  he  wrote  it,  the  whole 
paper  will  be  made  evidence  when  introduced  at  the  proper  time. 
So,  again,  on  cross-examination  it  is  permitted  to  show  a  witness 
a  part  of  a  letter,  or  one  or  more  lines,  and  not  the  whole  of  the 
letter,  and  then  ask  him  if  he  wrote  that  part  of  it.  76.  But  if 
the  witness  does  not  state  whether  he  did  or  did  not  write  what 
is  shown  him,  he  cannot  be  cross-examined  as  to  the  contents  of 
that  letter,  because  the  letter  itself  is  the  best  evidence.  Ih. 

If  the  witness  admits  that  he  wrote  the  letter,  he  cannot  be 
cross-examined  as  to  the  contents  by  means  of  questions  put  to 
him  by  the  cross-examining  counsel,  but  the  letter  itself  must  be 
read  to  show  whether  it  contains  such  statements  as  are  embodied 
in  the  question.  Il>. 

If  the  letter  or  paper  is  admitted  by  the  witness,  it  is  some- 
times a  question  when  it  shall  be  introduced  in  evidence.  The 
general  rule  is  that  it  is  to  be  read  as  the  evidence  of  the  cross- 
examining  counsel,  as  part  of  his  evidence  in  his  turn,  after  he 
shall  have  opened  his  case;  but  if  the  counsel  who  is  cross- 
examining  suggests  to  the  court  that  he  wishes  to  have  the  letter 
or  paper  read  immediately,  in  order  that  he  may,  after  the  con- 
tents of  that  paper  shall  have  been  made  known  to  the  court, 
found  certain  questions  upon  such  contents,  which  could  not 
well  or  effectually  be  done  without  reading  it,  that  becomes  an 
excepted  case,  and,  for  the  convenient  administration  of  justice,  it 
is  permitted  to  be  read  at  the  suggestion  of  counsel,  but  con- 
sidering it,  however,  as  a  part  of  the  evidence  of  the  counsel 
proposing  it,  and  subject  to  all  the  consequences  of  having  it 
considered  as  a  part  of  his  evidence.  II. 

On  cross-examination,  counsel  are  not  permitted  to  ask  a  wit- 
ness whether  he  has  made  representations  of  a  particular  nature, 
and  not  specifying  in  his  question  whether  the  question  refers  to 
representations  in  writings  or  in  words.  lb.  In  such  a  case  the 
opposite  counsel  have  a  right  to  interpose  and  ask  the  court  to 
direct  the  cross-examining  counsel  to  ask  whether  the  represen- 
tation was  in  writing  or  in  spoken  words.  li. 

But,  it  may  be  properly  asked,  on  cross-examination,  whether 
the  witness  has  said  such  a  thing,  for  that  implies  that  it  was 
words  spoken  and  not  written.  II). 

The  instances  in  which  evidence  is  rejected,  when  it  is  sought 
to  show  the  contents  of  a  writing,  by  examining  a  witness,  is 
founded  upon  the  principle,  that  the  paper  is  the  best  evidence 
of  its  contents.  .But  it  frequently  happens  that  the  cross-exami- 
nation of  a  witness  as  to  what  he  has  before  said  or  written  on 
the  subject  of  inquiry,  is  material  only  as  a  test  to  try  his  mem- 
ory and  his  credit. 

Such  evidence  is  usually  admissible,  for  no  other  purpose  than 
to  try  the  credit  or  the  capacity  of  the  witness.  What  a  witness 
stattMj  on  a  former  occasion  may  be  very  material  evidence  to 
contradict  him,  or  to  impeach  his  testimony,  but  can  rarely  be 
evidence  of  the  fact  stated  5  and  it  is  a  remarkable  circnmstance, 
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that  the  question  was  never,  in  the  course  of  inquiry  in  the  case 
which  occasioned  so  much  discussion  on  the  subject,  directly 
raised,  whether  a  cross-examination  as  to  something  written  by 
the  witness,  for  the  purpose,  not  of  proving  any  fact  in  the  cause, 
but  simply  of  trying  the  credit  or  ability  of  the  witness,  was 
subject  to  the  same  strict  rules  as  governed  an  examination  for 
proving  material  facts;  and  whether  the  witness  might  not  be 
cross-examined  as  to  what  he  had  written,  without  producing  the 
writing,  where,  •  although  not  proved  to  be  lost,  it  was  not  in 
the  possession  of  the  examining  party.  But  the  question  has 
been  decided  in  the  English  courts,  one  of  which  held,  in  1852, 
that  upon  a  cross-examination,  a  witness  cannot,  even  for  the 
purpose  of  discrediting  him,  be  asked  as  to  the  contents  of  a 
written  paper,  which  is  neither  produced,  nor  its  absence  accounted 
for.  Macdonnell  v.  Evans,  2  J.  Scott,  930 ;  but  see  Hollingham  v. 
Head,  4  J.  Scott  N.  S.,  388.  In  Bellinger  v.  People,  8  Wend.,  595, 
a  letter  in  the  handwriting  of  the  witness  was  shown  to  him,  and 
he  was  then  asked:  "Did  you  not  write  that  letter  in  answer  to 
a  letter  charging  you  with  forgery?"  And  it  was  held  that  the 
question  was  inadmissible  for  any  purpose,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
an  attempt  to  get  at  the  contents  of  a  written  document,  which, 
for  anything  that  appeared,  might  have  been  produced. 

And  in  a  recent  case  the  court  of  appeals  has  put  the  question 
at  rest,  so  far  as  this  state  is  concerned.  In  Neivcomb  v.  Chriswold, 
10  E.  P.  Smith,  298,  a  witness  was  asked,  on  cross-examination, 
whether  he  had  not  been  convicted  of  petit  larceny,  which  was 
objected  to  by  the  opposite  party,  on  the  ground  that  the  record 
was  the  best  evidence  of  the  matter ;  and  the  objection  was  sus- 
tained, and  the  evidence  excluded,  which  was  held  to  be  the 
proper  ruling  in  the  case.  And  the  party  may  take  the  objection, 
even  though  the  witness  does  not  object  to  answering  such  ques- 
tion, lb.  So,  where  a  question  is  put  to  a  witness,  asking  him 
whether  he  had  made  certain  specified  statements  in  an  affidavit 
which  was  not  produced,  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  objec- 
tionable, on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit  was  the  best  evidence 
upon  that  subject.  Ih. 

A  party  having  produced  a  document  for  the  purposes  of  cross- 
examination,  is  not  bound  to  read  it  before  he  comes  to  his  own 
side  of  the  cause,  although  he  may  have  shown  it  to  the  witness 
and  have  cross-examined  him  upon  it ;  and  if  a  party,  on  cross- 
examination,  obtains  proof  of  a  document,  the  opposite  side,  it 
has  been  said,  has  no  right  to  see  the  paper  for  the  purpose  of 
reexamining  the  witness,  as  to  the  paper  being  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  party  whose  handwriting  is  sworn  to.  If  the  cross-examin- 
ing counsel  merely  produces  a  paper,  and  asks  the  witness  whether 
it  is  in  his  handwriting,  that  does  not  entitle  the  other  side  to  see 
it ;  but  if  he  proceeds  to  fotand  any  question  on  the  document, 
the  opposite  counsel  has  a  right  to  see  it ;  and  if,  upon  a  writing 
being  put  into  the  witness'  hand  for  the  purpose  of  cross-examia- 
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ation,  the  cross-examination  wholly  fails,  the  adverse  counsel  is 
not  entitled  to  look  at  the  paper. 

And  it  has  been  held,  that  when  a  witness  has  been  examined 
as  to  entries  in  a  book,  the  adversary  cannot  cross-examine  as  to 
other  entries  which  have  not  been  used,  without  putting  them  in 
as  his  evidence.  Where,  upon  the  examination  in  chief  of  a  wit- 
ness, a  valid  objection  has  been  taken  to  the  admission  of  illegal 
or  incompetent  evidence,  a  cross-examination  as  to  the  same 
matter,  by  the  objecting  party,  will  not  waive  the  previous  valid 
objection.  Simpson  v.  Watrus,  3  Hill,  619 ;  Worrall  v.  Parmelee, 
1  Oomst.,  519  ;  Duffy.  Lyon,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  536. 

The  court  possesses  ample  power  to  prevent  an  abuse  of  the 
privilege  of  cross-examination.  Feclc  v.  Richmond,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
380.    Post,  632,  633. 

Still,  as  the  right  of  cross-examination  is  a  very  valuable  one,  the 
courts  ought  to  allow  it  liberally  and  indulgently,  in  every  case, 
unless  there  is  an  evident  intent  to  abuse  the  privilege.  In  one 
case  the  court  remarked,  "  that  cross-examination  had  gone  to  an 
unreasonable  length ;  but  he  had,  in  general,  permitted  gentlemen 
to  go  as  far  as  they  pleased,  because,  if  there  was  an  honest  case 
on  the  other  side,  it  would  do  them  no  good."  And  a  learned 
writer  comments  upon  the  subject  as  follows :  "  The  benefits  of 
cross-examination  are  sometimes  defeated  by  the  interposition 
of  the  court,  to  require  an  explanation  of  the  motive  and  object  of 
the  question  proposed,  or  to  pronounce  judgment  upon  them  im- 
mediately ;  whereas,  experience  frequently  shows,  that  it  is  only 
by  an  indirect  and  apparently  irrelevant  inquiry,  that  a  witness 
can  be  brought  to  divulge  the  truth  which  he  had  prepared  him- 
self to  conceal ;  the  explanation  of  the  motives  and  tendency  of 
the  question  furnishes  the  witness  with  a  caution  that  may  wholly 
defeat  the  object  of  it,  which  might  have  been  successfully 
attained,  if  the  gradual  progress  from  immateriality  to  materi- 
ality was  withheld  from  his  observation.  The  importance  of  an 
inquiry  may  sometimes  be  strongly  felt  by  an  advocate,  and  upon 
very  reasonable  grounds,  from  his  own  instructions  with  respect 
to  the  bearing  and  circumstances  of  the  cause,  which  the  judge, 
acting  only  upon  the  impressions  of  what  has  already  been  dis- 
closed, cannot,  by  any  possibility,  anticipate.  The  full  exposition 
of  the  motives  can  only  be  attained  by  a  premature  exposition  of 
the  case  that  is  to  be  brought  forward,  and  even  when  that  can 
be  done  without  prejudice  to  the  party,  the  endeavor  to  satisfy 
the  court  would  have  the  common  effect  of  an  interruption  of  the 
regular  course  of  inquiry,  and,  instead  of  assisting  the  accurate 
discussion  of  the  question,  would,  in  all  probability,  terminate  in 
confused  and  desultory  altercation."  The  right  of  cross-examin- 
ing a  witness,  by  inquiring  into  collateral  facts  for  the  purpose  of 
discrediting  the  witness,  is  so  far  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the 
court  that  it  may  be  limited  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
Allen  V.  Modine,  6  Barb.,  383 ;  and  see  Fry  v.  Bennett,  3  Bosw., 
201,239. 
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The  time  when  a  witness  shall  be  cross-examined  is  also  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court.  It  is  usually  done  immediately  after 
the  examination  in  chief  is  closed.  But  it  may  be  delayed  by  the 
court  to  any  stage  of  the  cause  before  the  cause  is  finally  sub- 
mitted. There  ought,  however,  to  be  some  good  reason  shown, 
before  the  ordinary  course  is  abandoned,  and  the  exceptional 
practice  adopted.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  court  will  require 
counsel  to  avail  themselves  of  the  opportunity  of  a  cross-examin- 
ation before  the  witness  leaves  the  stand,  unless  for  some  good 
reason  the  court  should  allow  them  the  privilege,  at  a  subsequent 
stage  of  the  trial.  Shield  v.  Rochester  and  Syracuse  B.  S.,  21 
Barb.,  339.  And,  in  the  case  last  cited,  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
publicly  inquired  of  the  defendant's  counsel,  before  dismissing 
the  witness  from  the  stand,  whether  any  of  the  facts  testified 
to  by  this  witness  would  be  controverted  on  the  trial,  to  which 
the  defendant's  counsel  replied,  that  they  should  introduce  no 
evidence  on  the  points  testified  to  by  him.  The  right  to  cross- 
examine  the  witness  was  not  reserved  by  the  defendant's  counsel. 
At  the  close  of  the  trial,  the  defendant's  counsel  called  for  the 
witness  for  a  further  examination,  but  he  did  not  appear,  as  he 
had  gone  home  without  leave;  and  the  plaintiff's  counsel  received 
no  intimation  that  he  was  wanted  until  after  he  had  gone.  And 
the  court  held  that  the  right  to  further  examination  by  the 
defendants  was  lost  by  their  own  acts ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  bound,  under  the  circumstances,  to  detain  the  witness  longer 
than  he  had  done. 

If  a  witness  dies  after  his  direct  examination,  and  before  the 
cross-examination,  the  evidence  taken  cannot  be  rejected,  but  is 
to  be  taken  as  a  part  of  the  evidence  in  the  cause.  Forrest  v.  Kis- 
sam,  7  Hill,  463.  But,  if  the  opportunity  to  cross-examine  is  lost, 
by  reason  of  the  misconduct  or  fault  of  the  witness,  or  of  the 
party  calling  him,  his  evidence  will  be  struck  out  of  the  case.  lb. 

If  a  party  to  the  action  is  a  witness,  and  he  refuses  to  answer 
proper  questions  on  his  cross-examination,  his  evidence  will  be 
struck  out.  Burnett  v.  Fhalon,  19  How.,  530;  S.  C,  11  Abb.,  157. 

SECTION  XXVI. 

BE-EXAMINATION. 

After  a  witness  has  been  cross-examined,  he  may  be  re-exam- 
ined by  the  party  who  called  him ;  and  upon  such  re-examination 
he  may  be  examined  as  to  all  matters  upon  which  he  has  been 
cross-examined,  which  will  give  an  opportunity  for  explaining  any 
new  facts  which  have  thus  come  out.  Counsel  have  a  right,  on 
such  re-examination,  to  ask  all  such  questions  as  may  be  proper 
to  draw  forth  an  explanation  of  the  sense  and  meaning  of  the 
expressions  used  by  the  witness  on  cross-examination,  if  they  are 
in  themselves  doubtful ;  and  also  to  ascertain  the  motive  by  which 
the  witness  was  induced  to  use  those  expressions;  but  he  has  no 
right  to  go  further,  and  to  introduce  matter  new  in  itself,  and  not 
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suited  to  the  purpose  of  explaining  either  the  expressions  or  the 
motives  of  the  witness. 

It  has  already  been  seen  that  a  witness  cannot  obtrude  evi- 
dence on  cross-examination,  which  he  could  not  have  been  per- 
mitted to  give  on  an  examination  in  chief,  ante,  475;  but  if  counsel 
voluntarily  cross-examine  as  to  inadmissible  matter,  the  opposite 
counsel  is  entitled  to  re-examine  upon  it.  Blemett  v.  Tregonning, 
3  Ad.  &  Ell.,  554;  Greville  v.  Chapman,  5  Ad.  &  Ell.  K  S.,  731. 
In  the  case  last  cited,  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  stated,  on  cross- 
examination,  that  by  the  rules  of  the  jockey  club  the  owner  of  a 
horse  might  bet  against  his  own  horse,  and  then  withdraw  him ; 
but  it  was  held  that  he  might  be  asked,  on  re-examinatiou, 
whether  he  did  not  consider  such  conduct  dishonorable. 

SECTION  XXVII. 

rUKTHER   EXAMINATION. 

After  the  witness  has  been  examined  in  chief,  on  cross  and  on 
a  re-examination,  it  not  unfrequently  happens  that  one  or  the 
other  of  the  parties  desires  to  ask  further  questions  of  the  witness, 
on  account  of  the  accidental  omission  of  inquiring  as  to  some 
fact  which  escaped  attention  or  recollection,  or  because  the  party 
then  learned,  for  the  first  time,  that  the  witness  knew  some  fact 
which  was  not  before  known  to  such  party,  or  for  some  similar 
reason.  And  so,  in  other  cases,  after  the  evidence  in  the  entire 
case  has  been  closed,  one  of  the  parties  sometimes  desires  to 
recall  a  witness  and  further  examine  him ;  or  he  may  even  wish 
to  call  a  new  witness,  who  has  not  before  been  sworn.  In  all 
such  cases,  the  matter  is  entirely  within  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

In  ordinary  practice,  this  discretion  is  liberally  exercised,  if  it 
is  for  the  furtherance  of  justice. 

As  to  each  witness,  the  practice  is,  as  we  have  seen,  ante,  477, 
for  the  party  who  calls  the  witness  to  examine  him  first.  He  is 
then  cross-examined  and  finally  re-examined.  So,  too,  on  the 
whole  trial,  the  party  holding  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  calls 
his  witnesses  and  they  are  examined,  and  he  then  rests  his  side 
of  the  case.  The  opposite  side  then  calls  his  witnesses,  who  are 
also  examined,  and  that  side  of  the  case  submitted ;  and  finally 
the  party  opening  the  case  introduces  his  evidence  in  reply, 
when,  in  the  usual  course  of  practice,  the  evidence  in  the  case  is 
considered  closed.  But  there  are  so  many  causes  of  error  and  of 
omission  as  to  the  introduction  of  evidence,  that  this  strict  rule 
is  scarcely  ever  enforced.  The  material  rights  of  either  party 
ought  never  to  be  permitted  to  suffer  by  reason  of  an  excusable 
omission.  A  single  material  question  may  have  been  inadver- 
tently omitted,  and  the  mouth  of  the  witness  ought  not  to  be 
closed  for  that  reason.  And  it  may  sometimes  be  necessary  to 
examine  a  witness  as  to  entirely  new  matter,  or  to  call  several 
new  witnesses,  for  the  purpose  of  attaining  entire  justice  in  the 
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cause.  In  such  cases  a  further  examination  is  permitted,  and 
with  it  the  right  to  further  cross-examine,  re-examine,  &c. 

So  the  court  has  power  to  permit  a  witness  to  be  examined, 
cross-examined  and  re-examined,  over  and  over  again,  at  any 
time  during  the  trial.  But  great  care  should  be  taken  in  the 
exercise  of  this  discretion,  so  as  to  prevent  either  party  from 
gaining  any  advantage  over  the  other  by  any  trick,  artifice  or 
fraud.  If  the  plaintiff  should  declare  that  he  had  finished  his 
evidence,  and  in  consequence  of  such  declaration  the  defendant 
should  dismiss  some  or  all  of  his  witnesses,  and  the  plaintiff 
should  then  offer  to  produce  new  evidence,  which  might,  perhaps, 
have  been  contradicted,  or  answered,  or  explained  by  the  wit- 
nesses who  were  dismissed,  the  court  would  never  tolerate  so 
unfair  a  practice,  nor  suffer  a  plaintiff  to  avail  himself  of  the 
advantage  of  such  ungenerous  and  fraudulent  conduct. 

This  same  rule  applies,  of  course,  to  both  parties,  and,  there- 
fore, if  the  defendant  declares  his  evidence  closed,  and  the 
plaintiff  dismisses  his  witnesses  in  consequence,  the  defendant 
will  be  precluded  from  calling  witnesses  as  to  any  matter  which 
might  have  been  answered  by  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  who  were 
dismissed. 

When  evidence  has  been  duly  taken  on  a  trial,  without  objec- 
tion, and  it  bears  upon  material  issues,  the  court  has  no  right  to 
strike  it  out,  or  to  exclude  it  from  the  consideration  of  the  court 
or  jury.  Hall  v.  Earnest,  36  Barb.,  585,  591.  If  the  evidence  is 
proper  in  kind,  though  not  in  degree,  or  if  it  is  objectionable 
otherwise  upon  some  technical  ground,  all  right  of  exception  to 
it  is  waived  by  the  parties,  by  not  objecting  in  time,  and  all 
rightful  control  over  it  by  the  court  is  gone.  J6. 

It  is  only  when  evidence  is  received  upon  some  condition,  mis- 
talce  or  contingency,  that  the  court  can  properly  direct  the  jury  to 
disregard  it  and  treat  it  as  not  received.  But  when  it  has  been 
given  and  received  absolutely,  it  cannot  in  any  way  be  stricken 
out  of  the  case  or  disregarded.  Ih.         * 

Parties  sometimes  introduce  evidence  which  does  not  answer 
their  purpose,  or  they  elicit  an  answer  from  a  witness  which  is 
unfavorable ;  in  aU  such  cases  they  must  abide  by  the  election 
made  and  its  results,  for  they  cannot  withdraw  the  evidence,  nor 
require  it  to  be  struck  out.  Decker  v.  Bryant,  7  Barb.,  183,  189 ; 
Yibhard  v.  Staats,  3  Hill,  144.  Evidence  once  given  belongs  to 
the  cause,  and  is  the  common  property  of  all  the  parties.  11). 
There  are  some  cases  in  which  evidence  may  be  struck  out,  even 
after  it  has  been  given.  But  it  is  to  be  done  by  the  party 
opposed  to  the  introduction  of  the  evidence.  If,  for  instance, 
property  has  been  sold  by  a  bill  of  sale,  and  the  plaintiff  proves 
the  sale  by  oral  evidence,  and  the  defendant  first  discovers  on  a 
second  cross-examination  that  the  sale  was  by  writing,  he  may 
move  to  strike  out  the  oral  evidence.  Dunn  v.  Hewitt,  2  Denio,  637. 

So  where  a  witness  has  given  considerable  evidence  before  it 
is  disclosed  that  he  is  not  a  competent  witness,  the  opposite  party 
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must  then  move  to  strike  out  his  evidence  if  he  would  avail  him- 
self of  the  objection.  Heely  v.  Barnes,  4  Denio,  73. 

Parties  sometimes  estop  themselves  from  objecting  to  evidence 
which  would  have  been  objectionable  but  for  their  own  acts. 

K  both  parties  give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  written 
instrument,  without  any  objection  by  either  of  them,  both  parties 
will  be  held  to  have  acquiesced  in  receiving  parol  evidence  of  its 
contents,  and  neither  party  will  be  permitted  to  object  to  show- 
ing fully  the  entire  contents  of  the  instrument  by  parol  evidence. 
Morss  V.  Stone,  5  Barb.,  516 ;  Seaman  v.  Benson,  4  Barb.,  445. 
And  when  one  party  agrees  that  the  opposite  party  may  intro- 
duce evidence  which  is  legally  inadmissible,  if  objected  to,  he 
cannot  afterwards  complain  of  the  reception  of  such  evidence, 
nor  of  the  reception  of  other  evidence  of  a  similar  character. 
Eimdell  v.  Butler,  10  Wend.,  119.  When  a  party  consents  to 
establish  a  law  of  his  own  as  to  evidence,  he  must  abide  by  it.  lb. 

In  taking  notes  of  evidence,  it  is  sometimes  the  case  that  a 
question  is  raised  as  to  what  the  witness  testified.  In  such  a 
case,  if  the  witness  is  requested  to  repeat  his  answer,  and  he  does 
so  partially,  but  omits  to  state  the  whole  of  it,  or  if  it  is  claimed 
by  counsel  that  a  part  of  it  is  omitted,  and  the  witness  asserts 
that  he  has  repeated  the  entire  answer,  the  party  claiming  the 
entire  answer  may  call  the  stenographer  or  shorthand  writer  of 
the  court,  and  swear  him  as  to  the  fact  whether  he  has  taken 
such  answer,  and  whether  the  witness  has  repeated  the  whole  of 
it.  Bex  v._  Slater,.  6  Oarr.  &  Payne,  334.  So,  too,  any  other  person 
would  be'  equally  competent  for  the  same  purpose,  if  he  took  the 
entire  answer  down  in  the  language  employed  by  the  witness, 
and  he  can  swear  positively  that  it  was  used  by  the  witness. 

SECTION  XXVIII. 

OPINIONS  AND  BELIEF,  SKILL  AND  SCIENCE,  &C. 

A  witness  is  examined,  either  as  to  facts,  simply,  which  he  him- 
self knows,  or,  in  some  ifistances,  as  to  his  own  inferences  from 
facts,  or  as  to  facts  which  he  has  heard  from  others.  In  ordinary 
cases,  the  witness  ought  to  be  examined  as  to  facts  only,  and  not 
as  to  any  opinion  or  conclusion  which  he  may  have  drawn  from 
facts,  for  those  are  to  be  formed  by  the  court  or  a  jury,  except,  in- 
deed, where  the  conclusion  is  an  inference  of  skill  and  judgment. 
A  witness  examined  as  to  facts,  ought  to  state  those  only  of  which 
he  has  personal  knowledge  ;  and  such  knowledge  is  supposed,  if 
not  expressly  stated,  upon  the  examination  in  chief;  and,'  upon 
cross-examination,  his  means  of  knowledge  may  be  fully  investi- 
gated, and  if  he  has  not  had  suflScient  and  adequate  means  of 
knowledge,  his  evidence  will  be  struck  out.  A  witness,  on  his 
examination  in  chief,  must  not,  as  a  general  rule,  be  examined 
as  to  his  belief,  or  his  persuasion,  but  only  as  to  his  knowledge  of 
the  facts  in  the  case,  because  judgment  is  to  be  given  according 
to  the  allegations  and  the  proofs.  A  recent  case  will  illustrate 
this  principle :  The  question  in  the  case  was,  whether  a  notice  of 
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protest  was  duly  served.  The  service  was  made  by  a  clerk  of  the 
notary ;  aud  on  the  trial  he  was  a  witness,  but  he  had  no  recol- 
lection whether  the  service  was  made  at  the  proper  time.  He 
produced  a  copy  of  the  protest,  at  the  foot  of  which  was  a  memo- 
randum in  these  words :  "  Served  notices  of  protest  at  indorsers' 
offices ;"  which  memorandum  was  in  his  handwriting.  He  fur- 
ther testified  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  the  service,  except 
what  was  indicated  by  the  memorandum ;  that  he  was  certain 
that  the  memorandum  was  made  on  the  day  of  the  protest,  though 
he  had  no  positive  recollection  when  it  was  made  ;  that  he  was 
confident  of  the  service,  from  his  invariable  custom  ;  and  that  it 
was  possible  that  the  service  was  not  made  as  the  memorandum 
stated.  The  court  held  the  proof  of  service  defective,  and  used 
the  following  language :  "  The  testimony  of  the  clerk,  in  respect 
to  the  time  of  the  service,  is  nothing  more  than  the  conclusion 
he  draws  from  the  existence  of  the  memorandum,  the  time  of 
protest,  and  his  custom  in  serving  such  notices.  It  was  no  proof 
of  the  fact  that  the  service  was  made  within  the  time  required  by 
law,  but  simply  a  conclusion  formed  in  his  mind,  from  the  exist- 
ence of  other  facts.  If  he  had  any  recollection  of  the  circum- 
stance of  having  served  the  notices,  however  faint  may  have  been 
the  impression  remaining  upon  his  memory,  it  would  be  evidence 
of  the  fact  to  submit  to  a  jury.  But  he  had  none.  His  memory 
totally  failed  hin|,. ,  When  he  saw  the  memorandum,  he  was  con- 
vinced that  he  had  made  the  service,  and  was  willing  to  swear 
positively  that  he  made  it  on  the  14th,  but  not  because  the  memo- 
randum recalled  or  revived  the  recollection  of  a  circumstance 
which  had  passed  from  his  memory,  but  from  a  conviction  in  his 
mind,  the  result  of  an  operation  of  reason  and  judgment.  The 
recollection  of  a  fact  by  a  witness  is  one  thing,  and  his  presuming 
or  being  convinced  of  the  existence  of  a  fact,  in  respect  to  which 
he  has  no  recollection,  is  an  other.  The  former  is  the  only  testi- 
mony which  it  is  competent  for  a  witness  to  give ;  the  other, 
upon  a  fact  which  is  disputed,  is  no  testimony  at  all."  Daly,  J., 
Taylor  v.  Stringer,  1  Hilt.,  377,  381. 

In  an  other  case  it  was  important  to  show  that  a  specified  con- 
versation alluded  to  a  particular*time,  at  which  it  was  alleged  a 
warranty  was  made  as  to  a  certain  horse.  The  witness  testified 
that  there  was  nothing  in  the  conversation  from  which  he  could 
say  that  the  plaintiff  alluded  to  the  time  of  the  sale  as  the  period 
when  the  defendant  had  given  this  information.  He  was  then 
asked  by  the  defendant's  counsel  what  his  lelief  was  as  to  that 
fact.  This  was  objected  to,  but  the  evidence  was  allowed,  aud 
the  judgment  was  reversed.  The  court  said:  "  The  justice  erred 
in  permitting  the  witness  to  state  his  lelief,  after  he  had  sworn 
that  there  was  nothing  in  the  conversation  from  which  he  could 
say  that  the  plaintiff  referred  to  the  time  of  the  sale.  Cutler  v. 
Carpenter,  1  Cow.,  81,  83,  and  see  Butler  v.  Benson,  1  Barb.,  527, 
637.  So,  too,  it  is  not  proper  to  ask  a  witness  what  he  supposed, 
at  the  time,  was  the  effect  of  a  particular  transaction,  or  to  ask 
Wait  11—62 
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what  impression  was  produced  upon  his  mind  by  what  passed. 
The  inquiry  ought  to  be  what  was  said  or  done.  Weber  v.  Kings- 
land,  8  Bosw.,  416. 

So  far  as  it  regards  mere  belief  or  persuasion,  which  does  not 
rest  upon  a  sufficient  or  legal  foundation,  the  cases  just  cited 
show  that  they  are  not  competent  evidence.  But  there  are  cases 
of  persuasion  or  belief,  founded  upon  the  actual  knowledge  of 
the  witness,  in  which  the  belief  of  the  witness  is  proper  evidence. 
On  questions  of  identity  of  persons,  or  of  handwriting,  when  the 
witness  is  familiar  with  the  handwriting  in  question,  or  with  the 
person  whose  identity  is  in  dispute,  such  witness  may  state  his 
belief  as  to  the  identity  of  the  person  or  the  genuineness  of  the 
signature,  although  he  may  not  be  able  or  willing  to  swear  posi- 
tively. In  such  a  case,  however,  the  question  is  not  merely  one 
of  belief,  as  in  the  cases  cited.  It  is  clearly  a  matter  of  recollec- 
tion, and  the  question  is,  how  confidently  the  witness  can  speak 
upon  that  subject.  The  belief  of  the  witness,  in  such  a  case,  is  a 
mere  matter  of  recollection,  and  its  value  is  entirely  a  question 
for  the  jury  or  the  justice  in  their  place. 

There  are  well  established  exceptions  to  the  rule  that  witnesses 
must  speak  as  to  facts  alone.  One  of  these  exceptions  is  when 
the  question  is  one  of  skill  or  science.  When  professional  men 
and  others  give  evidence  on  matters  of  skill  and  judgment, 
their  evidence  frequently  does  not,  and  ofteo,^cannot,  from  the 
nature  of  the  case,  extend  beyond  opinion  and  belief.  And  the 
general  rule  is,  that  when  the  question  is  one  of  skill  or  science, 
or  the  inference  is  one  of  skill  and  judgment,  the  oijiuion  of 
experienced  persons  is  admissible,  for  by  such  means  only  can  a 
court  or  jury  be  enabled  to  form  a  correct  conclusion.  The  gene- 
ral distinction  is  this,  that  the  jury  must  judge  of  the  facts  for 
themselves,  but  that  whenever  the  question  depends  on  the  exer- 
cise of  peculiar  skill  and  knowledge  that  may  be  made  available, 
it  is  not  a  decision  by  the  witness  on  a  fact  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  jury,  but  the  establishment  of  a  new  fact,  relation,  or  connec- 
tion, which  would  otherwise  remain  unproved.  Not  to  admit 
such  evidence  would  be  to  reject  what  was  essential  to  the  inves- 
tigation of  truth.  But,  to  render  opinions  competent  evidence, 
it  is  important  that  two  things  should  exist  in  the  case.  First, 
the  matter  upon  which  it  is  proposed  to  introduce  evidence  of 
opinions,  must  be  one  of  skill  or  science.  And,  secondly,  the  wit- 
ness must  be  shown  to  possess  such  knowledge  or  skill  as  to 
render  him  competent  to  give  an  opinion.  Where  the  question 
is  not  one  of  skill  or  science,  opinions  will  not  be  evidence,  no 
matter  how  learned  or  scientific  the  witness  may  be  whose  opin- 
ion is  asked.  A  few  illustrations  from  the  adjudged  cases  will 
not  be  inappropriate,  by  way  of  applying  these  principles. 

In  one  case,  Lamoure  v.  Caryl,  4  Denio,  370,  the  opinion  of  a 
farmer  was  held  to  be  incompetent  to  prove  the  value  of  the  ser- 
vices of  a  clerk  in  a  country  store.  And  the  court  said,  pages 
373,  374:  "A  witness  for  the  defendant,  who  had  known  him  a 
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clerk  while-  in  the  service  of  the  plaintiff,  was  asked  by  the 
defendant  what  his  services  were  worth.  The  witness  had  testi- 
fied that  he  was  a  farmer,  and  did  not  know  what  clerks  in  country 
stores  usually  received.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  inquiry, 
but  the  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  question  was  answered. 
In  general  the  opinion  of  a  witness  is  not  evidence  for  a  jury, 
although  there  are  exceptions  to  the  rule.  But  they  all  proceed 
upon  the  principle,  that  the  question  is  one  of  science  or  skill,  or 
has  reference  to  some  subject  upon  which  the  jury  are  supposed 
not  to  have  the  same  degree  of  knowledge  with  the  witness. 
The  evidence  of  experts  is  received,  on  the  ground  of  science  or 
skill,  and  witnesses  may  speak  on  the  value  of  property  or  labor, 
when  it  appears  they  have  any  peculiar  sources  of  knoAvledge  to 
guide  them  on  these  subjects,  and  which  are  not  presumed  to  be 
equally  within  reach  of  the  jury.  The  witness  whose  opinion 
was  received  was  not  shown  to  have  any  means  of  knowledge  on 
this  subject,  beyond  the  range  of  the  jury.  Objection  was  made 
to  his  opinion  being  received  as  evidence.  The  objection  was 
well  founded,  and  should  have  .been  sustained.  The  parties  were 
entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  jury  on  the  value  of  the  defend- 
ant's services,  and  how  were  they,  rightfully,  to  be  aided  by  the 
mere  opinion  of  a  witness  who  had  no  means  of  information 
beyond  their  own?  Opinions  are  to  be  formed  by  jurors,  but  it  is 
the  business  of  witnesses  to  deal  with  facts.  Even  where  their 
opinions  are  allowable,  it  is  more  with  a  view  to  inform  the  jury 
on  some  matter  of  fact,  than  for  the  mere  purpose  of  obtaining 
an  opinion.  The  expressed  opinion  of  an  expert,  or  of  a  person 
acquainted  with  some  peculiar  subject  or  business,  is  little  more 
than  a  brief  abstract  of  a  long  examination.  The  law,  in  such 
case,  allows  the  opinion  as  a  substitute  for  an  extended  examina- 
tion. It  is  brief  and  intelligible,  and  may  very  properly  be 
received  as  the  result  of  what  would  be  established  by  the  evi- 
dence of  the  witness,  if  given  in  detail.  But  when  the  witness 
has  no  such  information  to  impart,  the  law  will  in  no  case  permit 
his  opinion  to  be  received."  And  see  Jefferson  Ins.  Go.  v.  Co- 
tlieal,  7  Wend.,  72,  78. 

The  amount  of  damages  which  may  result  from  the  breach  of  a 
contract  cannot  be  proved  by  the  opinion  of  a  witness. 

In  an  action  upon  a  lease  for  the  recovery  of  rent,  the  defend- 
ant claimed  to  recoup  damages,  which  he  alleged  he  was  entitled 
to,  by  reason  of  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  the  plaintiff  to  construct 
or  keep  in  repair  certain  water  arrangements  upon  the  premises 
occupied  by  the  defendant,  for  the  purposes  of  a  tavern,  and 
an  innkeeper  was  called  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  and  the 
witness  was  asked,  in  a  great,  variety  of  forms,  how  much  it 
was  worth  to  the  defendant  to  have  that  water,  supplied  by  the 
aqueduct,  by  the  day,  the  quarter,  and  by  the  year ;  and  what 
damage  the  defendant  would  sustain,  per  day,  quarter,  and  year, 
by  being  deprived  of  the  water ;  but  this  evidence  was  excluded, 
which  was  held  right.  Harger  y.  Edmonds,  4  Barb.,  256.    "The 
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great  objection  to  this  species  of  evidence  is,  that  it  calls  for 
the  opinion  of  the  witness  upon  a  question  on  which  the  opinions 
of  witnesses  are  not  evidence.  The  diminution  in  the  annual, 
quarterly,  or  daily  value  of  the  premises,  occasioned  by  the 
withdrawal  of  this  water ;  or,  in  other  words,  the  amount  of 
the  damage  of  the  defendant,  arising  from  such  withdrawal  or 
deprivation,  would  depend,  for  its  just  determination,  not  on  any 
professional  skill  or  knowledge  of  the  witness,  but  on  a  vast 
variety  of  facts,  from  which  any  sensible  man  could  form  a 
judgment,  as  well  as  a  tavernkeeper,  living  in  an  other  town. 
The  situation  of  the  tavern,  the  amount  of  business  or  custom  it 
enjoyed,  the  kind  of  customers  who  frequented  it,  the  distance 
from  a  stream,  well,  spring,  or  other  sujjply  of  water,  and  perhaps 
the  expense  of  digging  a  well,  would  all  be  material  facts  on 
which  to  found  a  correct  opinion.  When  these  facts  should  be 
spread  before  a  jury,  with  the  length  of  time  which  the  water 
was  withheld,  the  jury  would  be  enabled  to  give  a  reasonable 
estimate  of  the  damages."  Ih.,  258,  per  Gridlby,  J. 

So,  in  an  action  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  his  refusal 
to  deliver  possession  of  the  premises  to  the  plaintiff,  it  is  not 
competent  to  prove  the  amount  of  damages  by  the  opinions  of 
witnesses.  Criles  v.  0' Toole,  4  Barb.,  261. 

Again,  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages,  for  not  feed- 
ing the  plaintiff's  cattle  as  good  hay  as  the  defendant  agreed  to 
do,  it  is  not  competent  to  prove  the  amount  of  damages  bjf  asking 
a  witness  what  damage  accrued  in  consequence  of  feeding  the 
cattle  upon  the  hay  in  question,  instead  of  the  hay  agreed  upon. 
Morehouse  v.  Matlieivs,  2  Oomst.,  514.  The  court  said,  page  516  : 
"  In  the  case  before  us,  the  witness  could  have  legally  testified  to 
the  degree  of  inferiority  of  the  hay  fed,  to  that  agreed  to  be  fed, 
by  the  defendant.  He  could  also  have  testified  as  to  the  condi- 
tion of  the  cattle  when  brought  to  the  defendant's  and  when 
taken  away  ;  and  to  any  other  fact  calculated  to  enable  the  court 
or  jury  to  form  a  just  opinion  on  the  question  of  damages  ;  but 
the  mere  opinion  of  the  witness  on  the  amount  of  damage,  was 
entitled  to  no  weight.  If  the  witness  had  testified  that  he 
was  acquainted  with  the  value  of  cattle,  I  think  he  might  have 
been  allowed  to  state  how  much  less  valuable  these  were  when 
taken  away  than  when  driven  to  the  defendant's,  in  consequence 
of  the  inferior  quality  of  the  food.  But  then  he  should  state  the 
facts  upon  which  he  founded  his  valuation,  so  that  the  jury  might 
be  able  to  appreciate  his  estimate  at  its  just  value."  And  see 
Nellis  V.  McCarn,  35  Barb.,  115  ;  and  opinion  in  Be  Witt  v. 
Barhj,  3  E.  P.  Smith,  345. 

But,  where  the  question  is  one  of  skill  or  science,  and  the  wit- 
ness is  competent  to  express  an  opinion,  he  may  be  asked  his 
opini'on.  When,  for  instance,  the  witness  is  a  brick  or  a  tile 
maker,  and  he  has  followed  the  business  several  years,  he  may 
be  asked  whether  a  certain  described  mode  of  placing  the  brick 
in  the  kiln  is  a  proper  one;  or  he  may  be  asked  what  effect 
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it  would  have  if  the  tiles  or  bricks  were  burned  when  lying  flat, 
instead  of  upon  an  end.  Wiggins  v.  Wallace,  19  Barb.,  338. 
Whether  a  witness  is  competent  to  express  an  opinion  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  justice,  yet,  if  he  misjudges,  it  is  as  much  an  error  as 
though  he  misjudged  upon  any  other  question.  Ih. 

But,  where  a  person  is  liable  for  proper  advances  which  may 
be  needed  for  the  support  of  an  infant,  it  is  not  proper  to  prove 
by  a  witness  that  certain  payments  were  properly  made  for  arti- 
cles purchased  for  such  infant.  Merritt  v.  Seaman,  2  Seld.,  168. 

In  actions  for  negligence  it  is  not  competent  to  ask  a  witness 
whether  the  negligence  of  one  of  the  parties  caused  the  alleged 
injury  for  which  the  action  is  brought,  or  whether  certain  specified 
acts  constitute  negligence.  In  an  action  for  injuries  arising  irorn 
a  collision  of  vessels,  it  is  not  competent  for  the  defendant  to  ask 
his  pilot  either  of  the  following  questions :  "  Was  that  collision 
caused  by  any  negligence  of  yours?"  or,  "From  what  you  dis- 
covered of  the  tug  in  coming  down,  was  she  in  fault,  and  how  ?" 
because  such  questions  are  intended  to  elicit  the.  opinion  of  the 
witness  upon  questions  which  are  to  be  decided  by  the  court  or 
jury  upon  the  evidence  introduced  on  the  trial.  Crofut  v.  Brook- 
lyn Ferry  Co.,  36  Barb.,  201. 

So  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  losses  sustained  from 
fire,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  use  of  a  steam  dredging  machine,  it  is  not  competent 
to  a^k  a  witness  whether  he  considers  it  dangerous  to  use  a  steam 
dredge  without  a  spark  catcher.  Teall  v.  Barton,  40  Barb.,  137 ; 
8.  C,  11  E.  P.  Smith,  544,  by  name  of  Hinds  v.  Barton. 

So,  in  an  action  by  a  traveler  for  the  recovery  of  money  which 
had  been  stolen  from  a  locked  portmanteau  left  in  a  locked  room 
of  the  defendant,  who  was  an  innkeeper,  it  was  held  that  the 
opinions  of  other  innkeepers  that  the  plaintiff  was  negligent  in 
thus  leaving  his  money,  were  not  competent  evidence.  Taylor  v. 
Monnot,  4  Duer,  116. 

In  an  action  against  a  defendant  for  the  loss  of  a  considerable 
quantity  of  wheat,  which  it  is  alleged  was  lost  by  reason  of  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  in  threshing  it,  the  cases  are  con- 
flicting whether  the  plaintiff  is  permitted  to  ask  a  witness  how 
much  wheat  was  wasted  by  the  defendant  in  threshing  648  bushels 
of  wheat,  according  to  the  defendant's  tally  of  the  plaintiff's 
wheat.  It  was  held  that  he  could  not  do  so  in  Cook  v.  Brockway, 
21  Barb.,  331 ;  but  see  Harpending  v.  Shoemaker,  37  Barb.,  270, 
to  the  contrary,  where  the  following  question  was  held  to  be 
proper,  after  Showing  the  witness  to  be  competent  to  express  an 
opinion:  "How  much  less  buckwheat  was  there,  than  there 
would  have  been  if  the  same  had  been  properly  threshed?" 

In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages  sustained  by  the  plain- 
tiff, by  reason  of  having  his  land  burned  over,  and  the-  wood  and 
timber  thereon  bnrned  and  injured,  by  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  in  improperly  setting  fire  to  brush  on  his  own  farm,  it 
is  not  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  ask  a  witness  to  state,  from 
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what  he  saw,  how  much  damage  was  done  to  the  farm.  Simons 
V.  Monier,  29  Barb.,  420. 

In  an  action  against  a  carrier  for  the  recovery  of  the  value  of 
a  horse,  which,  it  was  alleged  by  the  i)laintiff,  had  died  from 
injuries  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  it  is  not  com- 
petent to  ask  the  opinion  of  a  witness  whether  a  wound,  which 
he  saw  inflicted  on  the  horse,  was  suflicient  to  cause  the  death 
of  the  horse,  when  the  witness  has  testified  previously  to  asking 
such  question,  as  follows :  "  I  have  been  acquainted  with  horses 
twenty-five  years ;  I  have  owned  horses  for  twenty-five  years, 
from  one  to  sixty,  all  the  time ;  I  have  doctored  all  my  own 
horses  for  fifteen  years,  and  the  same  for  other  people ;  I  doctor 
a  horse  pretty  much  as  I  do  myself."  Harris  v.  Panama  Railroad 
Co.,  3  Bosw.,  7.  In  the  case  last  cited,  the  witness,  after  express- 
ing an  opinion  that  the  wound  was  sufficient  to  cause  the  death 
of  the  horse,  testified  as  follows  in  cross-examination :  "  I  am 
not  a  horse  doctor ;  I  have  seen  the  skeleton  of  a  horse,  but  never 
have  seen  the  sinews  and  nerves ;  I  was  called  up  to  doctor  a 
horse  about  two  years  ago ;  the  mare  had  run  away,  and  had 
run  a  shaft  into  her  shoulder ;  I  bled  the  mare  that  night ;  that 
wound  did  not  bleed."  The  court  said,  pages  12,  13 :  "  Whether 
a  man  has  owned  only  one  horse  or  a  span  continuously,  or  has 
owned  from  one  to  sixty,  if  he  has  never  studied  the  diseases  of 
horses,  and  more  especially  if  he  is  unskilled  as  to  the  effect 
of  wounds,  and  has  never  treated  such  injuries,  it  is  difticult  to 
say  on  what  principle  his  mere  opinion  upon  the  question 
whether  a  particular  wound  was  sufficient  to  produce  death, 
is  admissible  as  evidence.  In  such  a  case  the  opinion  is  not 
based  upon  skill  or  science,  which  the  jury  cannot  be  supposed 
to  possess  to  the  same  extent  as  the  witness." 

When  it  is  alleged  that  a  horse  has  a  particular  disease,  medi- 
cal books  are  not  competent  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of 
the  disease,  but  the  facts  stated  in  such  books  must  be  proved 
in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  facts  are  established  on  the  trial. 
lb.;  and  see  Collier  v.  Simpson,  5  Oarr.  &  Payne,  73.  A  general 
dictionary  of  the  English  language  is  not  authority  to  show,  on  a 
trial,  the  meaning  of  a  word  which  is  relied  on  as  deriving  a 
peculiar  meaning  from  mercantile  usage.  Houghton  v.  Crilbart,  7 
Carr.  &  Payne,  701. 

In  actions  for  torts,  the  amount  of  damages  cannot  be  proved 
by  opinions.  And  in  an  action  by  a  landlord  against  a  tenant  for 
committing  waste  by  cutting  down  trees,  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  tenant  to  prove,  by  the  opinion  of  witnesses,  that  such 
acts  were  not  injurious  to  the  inheritance,  and,  therefore,  not 
waste.  McGregor  v.  Brown,  6  Seld.,  114. 

But  it  has  been  held  that,  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  for  a  negligent  destruction  of  fruit  trees,  it  is  cou)petent 
to  prove  the  value  of  such  trees,  independent  of  their  connection 
with  the  laud,  if  such  value  is  proved  by  a  witness  who  is  com- 
petent to  speak  of  their  value,  as,  for  instance,  a  nurseryman. 
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Whifbeclc  v.  Neiv  YorTc  Central  B.  B.  Co.,  36  Barb.,  644.  This 
rule  does  not  extend  so  far  as  to  permit  a  witness  to  give  his 
opinion  as  to  the  amount  of  damages  which  a  plaintiff  sustains 
in  consequence  of  a  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant.  And,  in  an 
action  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  unlawfully  cutting  a 
door  into  one  of  the  tenant's  rooms ;  it  was  held  that  the  tenant 
could  not  ask  a  witness  how  much  damage  was  sustained  in  the 
operation  of  the  work.  Badgers  v.  Fletcher,  13  Abb.,  299. 

So  in  an  action  of  trespass  by  a  tenant  against  his  landlord  for 
entering  upon  the  demised  premises,  and  making  alterations  and 
additions  to  the  building,  it  is  not  competent  to  ask  Witnesses  the 
general  question,  what  was  the  amount  of  the  damage  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff.  Duff  y.Lyon,  1  E.D.  Smith,  536.  The  witnesses 
should  state  the  facts,  and  they  may  also  give  evidence  of  any 
special  damages  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  the  jury  are  then 
to  estimate  and  assess  the  damages  upon  all  the  evidence.  Ih. 

So  in  an  action  for  wrongfully  preventing  the  plaintiff  from  using 
a  saw  mill,  it  is  not  proper  to  ask  a  witness  what  amount  of 
damage  the  plaintiff  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  mill's  lying 
still  for  a  fortnight.  Bolittle  v.  Eddy,  7  Barb.,  74.  Though,  if  the 
question  is  improperly  allowed,  and  the  witness  does  not  give 
any  opinion  upon  the  matter,  but  merely  states  proper  facts,  the 
erroneous  decision  will  do  no  harm.  Ih. 

The  value  of  a  dog  cannot  be  i)raved  by  opinion,  when  the 
action  is  for  unlawfully  killing  him.  Dunlap  v.  Snyder,  17  Barb., 
561,  overruling  Brill  y.  Flagler,  23  Wend.,  354. 

In  actions  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  a  nuisance,  the 
amount  of  damages  sustained  cannot  be  proved  by  the  opinions 
of  witnesses.  Fish  v.  Dodge,  4  Denio,  312.  This  was  so  held  in 
the  case  last  cited,  in  which  the  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant,  for 
causing  dust  and  noise  to  annoy  the  plaintiff,  by  doing  the  work 
of  finishing  steam  boilers  in  a  part  of  the  building  adjoining  that 
in  which  the  plaintiff  lived. 

There  is  one  important  exception  to  the  rule,  that  witnesses 
cannot  give  opinions  as  evidence,  when  the  question  is  not  one  of 
skill  and  science.  It  is  now  well  settled  that  any  person  who  is 
acquainted  with  the  value  of  the  particular  kind  of  property  sold, 
or  the  kind  of  services  rendered,  may  express  an  opinion  as  to 
its  value.  Bochester  and  Syracuse  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Budlong,  10  How., 
289. 

A  person  who  has  acted  in  the  capacity  of  bookkeeper  in  a 
large  brewery  for  more  than  four  years  is  naturally  and  necessa- 
rily acquainted  with  the  market  price  of  ale  and  beer  during  that 
time,  and  he  is  a  competent  witness  to  speak  of  its  value.  Kerr 
V.  McGuire,  28  How.,  28,  in  court  of  appeals. 

In  an  action  to  recover  compensation  for  drawing  leases,  &c., 
the  value  of  such  services  can  be  proved  by  the  opinion  of  an 
attorney-at-law.  Beekman  v.  Platner,  15  Barb.,  650. 

The  value  of  horses  may  be  proved  in  this  manner,  by  compe- 
tent witnesses.    And  in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty  in 
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the  sale  of  a  span  of  horses,  which  were  warranted  to  be  only  10 
and  11  years  old,  respectively,  when  the  proof  showed  that  they 
were  over  20  years  old  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  a  witness  was 
allowed  to  state  what  the  value  of  the  horses  would  be  if  they 
were  of  the  age  represented,  and  also  what  their  value  was  at 
the  age  they  were  proved  to  be.  Rogers  v.  AcJcerman,  22  Barb., 
134.  So,  in.  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  a  fraud  in  the  sale 
of  a  horse,  a  competent  witness  may  be  asked  what  the  horse 
in  question  would  be  worth  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  if  kind  and 
not  balky.  Nioldey  v.  Thomas,  22  Barb.,  652. 

So,  the  value  of  a  stove  may  be  proved  by  opinion  in  the  same 
manner.  Smith  v.  Hill,  22  Barb.,  656. 

So,  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  con- 
tract of  warranty  in  the  sale  of  a  cow,  as  good  and  young,  which 
was  not  as  warranted,  a  witness  who  had  seen  the  cow  was 
allowed  to  state  what  she  would  have  been  worth  if  good  and 
young;  and  also  to  state  what  she  would  have  been  worth,  pro- 
vided she  gave  but  four  quarts  of  milk  daily.  Joy  v.  Hopldns,  5 
Denio,  84. 

The  value  of  services  rendered  may  always  be  proved  by  those 
competent  to  speak  of  such  value.  But,*  where  the  plaintiflF 
worked  for  the  defendant,  and  was  boarded  and  clothed  by  him, 
it  is  not  competent  for  the  defendant,  in  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  value  of  such  services,  to  ask  a  witness  how  much 
the  plaintiff's  services  were  worth  over  and  above  his  board, 
clothing,  &c.,  without  proving  or  offering  to  prove  that  the  wit- 
ness knew  the  quantity  or  value  of  either  item  assumed  by  the 
question  to  have  been  furnished.  Leivis  v.  Triclcey,  20  Barb.,  387. 
Nor,  in  such  a  case,  cau  the  defendant  put  this  general  question 
to  the  witness :  How  much,  under  all  the  circumstances,  were  the 
plaintiff's  services  worth  over  his  board  ?  Ih. 

So,  although  the  value  of  the  property  may  be  proved  by 
the  opinions  of  competent  witnesses,  it  is  not  proper  to  receive  the 
opinion  of  a  witness  as  to  the  value  of  property  which  he  has  not 
seen.  Westlake  v.  St.  Lawrence  Co.  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  14  Barb., 
206 ;  and  see  Jefferson  Bis.  Co.  v.  Cotheal,  1  Wend.,  72. 

But,  as  one  species  of  opinion,  it  is  competent  to  show  what 
the  goods  in  question  brought  at  a  fair  public  sale  by  auction. 
Campbell  v.  Woodworth,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  499.  Such  evidence  is 
competent,  and  it  is  for  the  jury  or  the  court  in  their  place,  to 
give  it  such  weight  as  it  may  be  entitled  to  when  compared  with 
the  other  evidence  in  the  case.  Ih. 

So,  when  it  is  important  to  determine  who  was  in  actual  pos- 
session of  real  estate  at  a  specified  time,  a  witness  who  knows  the 
fact  may  be  asked  the  question,  who  was  in  such  possession. 
Parsons  v.  Brown,  15  Barb.,  590.  The  question  may  be  said  to 
be  a  mixed  one  of  law  and  fact ;  but  that  will  not  render  the 
question  objectionable ;  and  if  the  opposite  party  desires  to  ques- 
tion the  accuracy  of  such  opinion,  it  must  be  done  by  a  cross- 
examination  of  the  witness.  11.    Where  the  question  relates  to 


OPINIONS,  &c.  497 

the  intention  of  a  party  when  he  is  the  witness,  it  is  sometimes 
competent  to  ask  for  his  intentions  so  far  as  they  relate  to  some 
act  done  by  him.  When  it  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  an 
assignment  was  made  with  an  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud 
creditors,  it  is  competent  to  ask  the  assignor,  if  he  is  a  witness, 
whether  he  intended  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  his  creditors  in 
making  the  assignment.  Seymour  v.  Wilson,  4  Kern.,  567. 

So,  in  an  action  for  a  fraud,  as  in  the  case  of  a  sale  or  exchange 
of  horses,  if  the  party  charged  with  the  fraud  is  a  witness,  he 
may  testify  that  he  did  not  cheat  or  defraud,  and  that  he  had  no 
intention  to  cheat  or  defraud  the  opposite  party.  Pope  v.  Hart, 
35  Barb.,  630  ;  S.  C,  23  How.,  215.  In'  the  case  last,  cited,  the 
action  was  for  a  fraud  in  the  sale  of  a  span  of  horses ;  and  on 
the  trial,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  asked  him  the  following 
question :  "  Did  you  intend,  on  that  sale,  to  cheat,  defraud  or 
deceive  the  plaintiff  in  any  manner?"  The  justice  refused  to 
allow  the  question  to  be  answered ;  but  the  supreme  court  held 
the  question  to  be  proper,  and  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  jus- 
tice and  that  of  the  county  court  in  affirmance  of  it. 

The  terms  of  a  contract  may  in  some  cases  be  proved  without 
stating  the  precise  language  used  in  making  it.     In  one  case,  the 
action  was  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  certain  premises  which 
had  been  leased  by  the  witness  as  an  agent  of  the  plaintiffs.     On 
the  trial,  he  testified  to  the  leasing  of  the  premises  by  a  i)arol 
lease.     The  witness  was  then  requested  to  "go  on  and  state  the 
terms  on  which  he  leased  the  premises  to  the  defendant."     This 
was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness 
should  state  what  was  said  between  the  parties,  and  that  it  was 
for  the  court  to  decide  from  that,  what  the  terms  of  the  lease 
were,  but  the  question  was  allowed,  and  the  witness  then  stated 
that  he  leased  the  premises  to  the  defendant  for  one  year,  at  $50 
a  year,  payable  quarterly;  that  the  defendant  accepted  it  on 
those  terms,  and  went  on  and  occupied  the  premises.     This  was 
held  right,  and  the  court  said.  Frost  v.  Benedict,  21  Barb.,  248, 
249,  "  We  think  the  questions  upon  these  objections  were  cor- 
rectly decided  by  the  justice.    The  question  objected  to  did  not 
call  for  the  conclusion  of  the  witness,  as  the  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lant supposes.    The  witness  had  just  before  stated  the  fact, 
without  objection,  that  he  had  leased  the  premises  for  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant,  at  $50  a  year,  and  the  question  required  him 
to  state  the  terms  on  which  the  premises  were  leased  to  the 
defendant.     The  leasing  was  by  parol,  and  the  question  was 
nothing  more  or  less  than  asking  the  witness  to  state  what  the 
contract  was ;  to  state  what  each  party  agreed  to ;  to  state  the 
terms  or  provisions  of  the  parol  contract,  or  the  particulars  of 
the  transaction.     When  the  witness  stated  that  the  defendant 
accepted  it  on  those  terms,  and  went  on  and  occupied  it,  it  was 
equivalent  to  stating  the  fact  that  he,  the  defendant,  agrieed  to 
take  the  lot  upon  the  terms  menti«ned,  and  consummated  the 
agreement  by  going  into  possession." 
Watt  11—63 
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So,  where  the  question  is  whether  the  defendant  alone,  or  he, 
with  other  persons,  employed  the  plaintiff  to  do  certain  work,  it 
is  competent,  on  the  direct  examination,  to  ask  a  witness  this 
question,  "On  the  part  and  behalf,  and  for  whom  were  the  ser- 
vices rendered?"  Sweet  v.  Tuttle,  4  Kern.,  465.  Such  a  question 
calls  for  a  fact,  not  a  conclusion  or  opinion.  li.  The  court  said, 
page  471,  "The  fact  which  it  called  for  may  have  been  a  conclusion 
deducible  from  other  special  facts,  but  this  could  not  well  appear 
until  the  question  was  answered  and  the  examination  then 
pushed  somewhat  further.  After  the  inquiry  was  answered,  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right,  if  he  pleased,  to  cross-examine,  and  it  might 
thus  have  appeared  thfft  the  fact  stated  by  the  witness  was  a 
mere  deduction  of  his  own  mind  from  the  special  circumstances 
of  the  transaction.  But  this  course  was  not  taken  ;  and  on  the 
face  of  the  question  I  think  the  answer  called  for  belonged  to 
a  class  of  facts  to  which  a  witness  may  be  allowed  to  speak 
directly." 

But  the  rule  is  never  so  far  relaxed  as  to  permit  a  witness  to 
give  his  understanding  of  an  agreement  or  his  apinion  as  to  what 
it  was.  Murray  v.  Betlmne,  1  Wend.,  191 ;  Mich  v.  Jalcway,  18 
Barb.,  357 ;  Simmons  v.  Fay,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  107.  The  witness 
need  not  give  the  precise  words  of  the  contract ;  the  substance 
of  it  will  be  sufficient,  if  that  is  all  the  witness  can  give.  A7ite, 
396.  But  a  mere  vague  impression,  or  an  understanding  or 
opinion,  is  entirely  illegal  evidence,  if  properly  objected  to. 

When  it  is  important  to  determine  the  mental  condition  of  a 
person,  opinions  are  sometimes  evidence,  even  when  the  question 
is  not  one  of  skill  or  science. 

When  the  question  is  whether  a  person  was  intoxicated  at  the 
time  he  did  a  certain  act,  it  is  competent  to  ask  a  witness  who 
saw  him  at  that  time,  whether,  in  his  judgment,  such  person  was 
to  any  considerable  extent  under  the  influence  of  intoxicating 
liquors.  People  v.  Eastwood,  4  Kem.,  562.  The  court  said,  page 
566.:  "A  child  six  years  old  may  answer  whether  a  man  (whom 
it  has  seen)  was  drunk  or  sober  ;  it  does  not  require  science  or 
opinion  to  answer  the  questionv  but  observation,  merely ;  but. 
the  child  could  not,  probably,  describe  the  conduct  of  the  man  so 
that,  from  its  description,  others  could  decide  the  question. 
Whether  a  person  is  drunk  or  sober,  or  how  far  he  was  affected 
by  intoxication,  is  better  determined  by  the  direct  answer  of 
those  who  have  seen  him,  than  by  their  description  of  bis  con- 
duet.  Many  persons  cannot  describe  particulars ;  if  their  tes- 
timony were  excluded,  great  injustice  would  frequently  ensue? 
The  parties  who  rely  on  their  testimony  will  stiU  suft'er  an  incon- 
venie^Hce,  for  the  court  and  the,  jury  ai'e  always  most  impressed: 
by  those  witnesses  who  can  draw  and  act  a  living  picture  before; 
them  of  what  they  have  seen  ;  so  that  if  there  is  any  contro- 
versy as  to  the  fact,  such  witnesses  control ;  if  there  is  no  con- 
troversy as  to  it,  the  general  te^stimony  answers  all  useful, 
purposes." 
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The  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will  or  deed  are  competent  wit- 
nesses as  to  the  soundness  of  mind  of  a  testator  or  grantor,  afc 
the  time  of  executing  the  instrument,  whether  such  witnesses  ar© 
persons  of  science  and  skill  or  not.  Dewitt  v.  Barley,  5  Seld., 
371.  But  the  opinions  of  no  other  persons  are  thus  competent 
unless  they  are  possessed  of  the  requisite  science  or  skill  to 
authorize  them  to  express  an  opinion  upon  the  subject.  II).,  and 
see  same  case,  3  E.  P.  Smith,  340,  where  it  is  decided  that  the 
opinions  of  unprofessional  witnesses  must  be  confined  to  facts 
alone,  and  not  allowed  to  embrace  any  matter  of  law.  Mental 
imbecility,  arising' from  old  age,  stands  upon  the  same  principle. 
lb. 

So,  upon  a  trial  involving  the  question  of  the  mental  imbe- 
cility of  the  testator  or  grantor,  a  non-professional  witness 
cannot  be  asked  the  broad  question  whether,  at  the  time  referred 
to,  such  person  "  was  out  of  his  mind,"  nor  the  question :  "  Was 
he  so  affected  in  his  mind  as  to  be  unfit  for  transacting  busi- 
ness?" Deslion  v.  Merclxants'  BanJc,  8  Bosw.,  461. 

On  a  question  of  sanity  or  insanity,  a  medical  witness,  who 
is  not  acquainted  with  the  person  whose  sanitj^  is  in  question, 
and  who  has  heard  but  a  portion  of  the  evidence  on  the  trial 
relating  to  that  question,  is  not  competent  to  give  an  opinion 
upon  the  subject.  People  v.  Lalce,  2  Kern.,  358. 

When  a  question  is  a  complex  one,  of  law  and  fact,  and  when  it 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  conclusion  of  law,  the  general  rule  is  that 
it  cannot  be  proved  by  opinion.  Heroy  v.  Van  Pelt,  4  Bosw.,  60. 
As  to  exceptions  to  the  rule,  see  ante,  497. 

When  the  question  is,  whether  a  signature  or  an  indorsement 
was  recently  made,  it  is  not  competent  to  prove  the  fact  by  the 
opinions  of  witnesses,  as  to  the  age  of  the  ink.  Sackett  v.  Spencer, 
29  Barb.,  180.  It  is  not  a  question  of  science  or  skill,  and  the 
court  and  jury  are  as  competent  to  judge  of  that  fact,  from 
the  appearance  of  the  ink,  and  whether  the  name  were  recently 
written,  as  would  be  the  opinion  of  any  other  person.  Ih.,  and 
see  Phwnix  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Philip,  13  Wend.,  81. 

Where  a  witness  is  skilled  in  a  particular  profession,  art  or 
trade,  he  is  competent  to  express  an  opinion  upon  subjects  con- 
nected with  such  profession,  &c.,  although,  at  the  time  the  ques- 
tion is  asked,  he  may  have  abandoned  it,  and  have  engaged  in  an 
other  business.  Bearss  v.  Copley i  6  8e\d.,  93.  A  party  may  show, 
by  an  expert,  that  a  particular  machine  was  not  constructed  in  a 
good  and  workmanlike  manner,  even  though  the  party  offering 
the  evidence  declares  that  he  does  not  propose  to  follow  it  by 
proof  of  the  particulars  in  which  it  was  defective.  Curtis  v.  Gano, 
12  E.  P.  Smith,  426.  And,  if  the  court  rejects  the  evidence,  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  not  intended  to  show  in  what  particulars  the 
machine  was  not  constructed  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner, 
it  will  be  an  error  which  will  be  ground  for  reversing  the  judg- 
ment, lb.  A  witness  who  testifies  that' he  is  somewhat  familiac 
with  railroad  car  brakes  and  with  the  operation  of  them,  and  has 
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used  them  on  a  railroad,  and  knows  which  are  the  best  brakes,  is 
a  competent  witness  to  testify  as  to  the  distance  within  which  any- 
given  train  can  be  stopped,  with  a  designated  class  of  brakes  and 
a  given  number  of  brakemen.  Mott  v.  Hudson  Biver  E.  B,,  8 
Bosw.,  345. 

The  value  and  importance  of  opinions,  is  a  proper  question  for 
the  court  or  jury.  A  great  deal  of  respect  is  due  to  the  opinion 
of  a  learned  and  scientific  witness,  in  a  matter  which  requires 
great  skill  to  understand  the  subject.  But,  the  opinions  of  even 
such  a  witness  are  no  more  controlling  than  those  of  any  other 
intelligent  and  experienced  witness,  when  speaking  upon  subjects 
which  lie  within  the  range  of  comimon  observation  and  experi- 
ence. Brehm  v.  Grreat  Western  Bailway  Co.,  34  Barb.,  257,  273. 

The  order  and  time  of  admitting  evidence,  is  so  much  a  matter 
of  discretion,  that  it  will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  that  title  for  all 
needful  information  upon  that  subject. 

SECTION  XXIX. 

EXAMINING   "WITNESSES   SEPARATELY. 

It  may,  in  some  cases,  be  thought  advisable  to  examine  wit- 
nesses separately  and  out  of  the  hearing  of  each  other,  with  a  view 
to  obviate  the  danger  of  a  concerted  story  among  them,  and  to 
prevent  the  influence  which  the  account  given  by  one  may  have 
upon  an  other.  For  this  purpose,  the  court,  on  the  application 
of  counsel,  has  authority  to  order  the  witnesses  on  both  sides  to 
withdraw  from  the  court  room,  except  those  on  examination. 
Attorneys  and  counsel  who  are  witnesses  in  the  cause,  and  scien- 
tific witnesses,  are  usually  excepted  from  the  rule.  Scientific 
witnesses,  who  speak  to  matters  of  opinion,  would  properly,  if 
not  necessarily,  be  permitted  to  remain  in  court,  because  their 
Opinion  is  frequently,  if  not  generally,  formed  upon  the  facts 
which  are  sworn  to  by  other  witnesses. 

It  was  formerly  considered  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the 
court,  whether  to  permit  a  witness  to  be  sworn,  if  he  disobeyed 
the  order  to  withdraw  ;  but  it  is  now  generally  considered  a  cor- 
rect practice  not  to  reject  such  witness,  but  to  allow  his  disregard 
of  the  order  to  be  commented  on  to  the  court  or  jury,  as  to  the 
credit  which  should  be  given  his  evidence. 

In  a  proper  case,  the  court  may  enforce  the  order  by  commit- 
ting the  witness  for  a  contempt,  for  his  refusal  to  obey  the  order. 
But,  that  practice  should  not  be  adopted,  except  in  an  extraordi- 
mary  case.  And  it  will  be  a  rare  case  indeed,  in  which  any 
witness  can  be  found  who  will  attempt  to  disregard  such  an 
order. 

SECTION  XXX. 

LEADING    QUESTIONS. 

laeading  questions,  that  is,  such  as  instruct  or  intimate  to  a 
witness  how  he  is  desired  to  answer  upon  material  points,  are  not 
allowed  on. an  examination  in  chief. 
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This  rule  proceeds  partly  on  the  supposition  that  the  witness 
is  favorable  to  the  party  who  calls  him,  and,  accordingly,  it  is 
relaxed  whenever  it  clearly  appears  that  the  witness  is  hostile,  or 
that  a  more  searching  mode  of  examining  him  is  necessary  to 
elicit  the  truth. 

A  party,  in  preparing  to  support  his  case  by  testimony,  has  an 
opportunity  of  examining  the  witnesses  before  the  trial,  and  of 
producing  at  the  trial  those  only  whose  testimony  he  thinks  most 
likely  to  serve  him.  The  assumption,  therefore,  that  the  witness 
is  favorable  to  the  party  who  calls  him  is  not  unreasonable;  and 
in  practice,  the  fact  is  generally  well  known  to  support  it.  This, 
however,  is  not  always  the  case,  for  a  party  is  sometimes  so  cir- 
cumstanced that  he  is  compelled  to  rely  upon  the  evidence  of  a 
witness  whom  he  knows  to  be  hostile,  but  who  also  knows  mate- 
rial facts,  if  he  will  truly  and  fully  disclose  them. 

And,  again,  as  the  practice  now  stands  in  this  state,  either 
party  may  call  the  other  as  a  witness,  and  the  interest  of  the 
party  so  called  is  almost  always  and  unavoidably  adverse  to  that 
of  the  party  who  calls  him. 

Questions  are  objectionable  as  leading,  not  only  when  they 
directly  suggest  the  answer  which  is  desired,  but  also  when 
they  embody  a  material  fact,  and  admit  of  an  answer  by  a 
simple  negative  or  affirmative,  though  neither  the  one  nor  the 
other  is  directly  siiggested.  In  this  case,  as  well  as  in  those 
where  direct  leading  questions  are  put,  the  evidence  so  drawn 
from  the  witness  is  not  his  genuine  unassisted  testimony,  but  a 
statement  artfully  contrived,  shaped  and  colored  by  professional 
skill,  with  a  complete  knowledge  of  the  facts  which  the  party 
seeks  to  establish.  If  such  a  mode  of  examination  were  allowed, 
it  must  frequently  happen  that  a  witness  would  not  state  the 
whole  of  a  transaction,  but  a  part  only  would  be  elicited,  and 
that  to  secure  a  particular  purpose;  the  chance  also  of  detecting 
discrepancies  in  false  or  erroneous  testimony  would  be  much 
diminished.  'Nov  would  these  inconveniences  be  entirely  removed 
by  the  power  of  cross-examination,  which,  as  it  must  often  be 
conducted  without  any  previous  knowledge  of  the  answers  to 
be  given  by  the  witness,  is  not  a  counterbalance  to  the  facility 
afforded  in  the  examination  in  chief,  of  presenting  a  selected  and 
concerted  portion  only  of  the  facts.  The  rule  as  to  leading  ques- 
tions must,  however,  be  understood  in  a  reasonable  sense ;  for  if 
it  were  not  allowed  to  approach  the  points  at  issue  by  such  ques- 
tions, the  examination  would  be  unnecessarily  and  inconveniently 
protracted.  To  abridge  the  proceedings,  and  bring  the  witness 
as  soon  as  possible  to  the  material  points  or  facts  as  to  which  he 
is  expected  to  speak,  the  examining  counsel  may  lead  him  on  to 
that  length,  and  may  recapitulate  to  him  the  acknowledged  facts 
of  the  case  which  have  been  already  established. 

But,  in  such  cases,  the  interrogatory  must  not  assume  facts  to 
lave  been  proved  which  have  not  been  proved,  nor  that  particu- 
lar answers  have  been  given  which  have  not  been  given.    If  a 
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witness  should  appear  to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  opposite  party, 
or  unwilling  to  give  evidence,  the  court  may  deem  it  right  to 
relax  the  rule  against  leading  'questions,  and  allow  the  exami- 
nation in  chief  to  assume  something  of  the  form  of  cross- 
examiuation.  When  one  of  the  parties  to  the  action  is  called  by 
the  opposite  party  as  a  witness,  the  party  so  called  must  be 
necessarily  considered  as  an  adverse  witness,  and  the  party  call- 
ing him  has  a  right  to  put  leading  questions  to  him,  even  if  they 
assume  the  form  of  a  cross-examination.  In  such  a  case  there 
is  no  danger  that  a  leading  question  will  tempt  the  witness  to 
testify  as  the  examining  party  desires,  and  therefore  the  reason 
of  the  rule  forbidding  leading  questions,  ceases. 

But,  when  a  party  offers  himself  as  a  witness  in  his  own 
behalf,  he  ought  on  no  account  to  be  examined  by  leading  ques- 
tions by  his  own  counsel,  for  there  is  no  danger  but  he  will 
answer  fully  all  fair  and  legitimate  questions  which  may  be  put 
to  him  on  his  side  of  the  case. 

The  pernicious  influence  of  leading  questions  is  most  felt  and 
to  be  feared  when  the  object  of  inquiry  is  to  ascertain  the  details 
of  a  conversation,  admission  or  agreement,  and  therefore  more 
rigor  is  called  for  and  justified  in  confining  the  direct  examina- 
tion in  such  cases  to  its  appropriate  rules.  Per  Maect,  J.,  in 
People  V.  Mather,  4  Wend.,  248. 

When  an  omission  is  caused  by  want  of  memory,  a  suggestion 
may  be  permitted  to  assist  it.  Thus  where  a  witness,  called  to 
prove  the  partnership  of  the  plaintiffs,  was  not  able  at  the  moment 
to  specify  the  several  names  of  the  parties,  the  court  permitted 
the  witness  to  be  asked  whether  certain  specified  persons  were 
members  of  the  firm.  There  are  other  cases  in  which  some  sug- 
gestion may  be  allowed  to  be  given  to  a  witness,  as  where  he  is 
called  to  prove  a  delivery  of  goods,  consisting  of  numerous 
items,  or  delivered  at  various  times.  Such  cases  evidently  do 
not  fall  within  the  principle  which  prohibits  leading  questions. 

It  has  been  said  that  when  a  witness  has  been  examined  by 
one  party,  he  may  afterwards  be  cross-examined  by  the  same 
party,  as  an  adverse  witness,  when  he  is  called  by  the  adversary 
as  one  of  his  own  witnesses.  Dickinson  v.  Sliee,  4  Esp.  N.  P.,  67. 
But  if  a  party  omits,  from  prudential  motives,  to  examine  his 
adversary's  witness  as  to  any  branch  of  his  own  case,  there  seems 
to  be  no  reason  why,  when  he  afterwards  adopts  him  as  his  own 
witness,  he  should  not  be  so  considered  for  all  purposes,  and  why 
the  adversary  should  not  then  be  entitled  to  cross-examine  him. 
The  same  witness  may  know  distinct  parts  of  the  transaction, 
one  branch  of  which  makes  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other  for 
the  defendant,  and  if  each  party  calls  him  as  his  own  witness, 
there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  each  should  not  in  turn  be 
bound  by  the  same  principle  —  why  each,  in  examining  into  his 
own  case,  should  not  be  precluded  from  putting  leading  ques- 
tions, and  be  entitled  to  cross-examine  as  to  his  adversary's 
case. 
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There  is  no  settled  and  absolute  rule  as  to  what  extent  leading 
questions  may  be  put  on  an  examination  in  chief,  when  the 
object  is  to  prove  that  an  other  witness,  examined  on  the  oppo- 
site side,  has,  on  some  former  occasion,  made  a  different  and 
contradictory  statement.  If,  for  example,  a  witness,  on  cross- 
examination,  were  to  deny  that  he  ever  gave  a  different  account 
of  the  transaction,  or  that,  in  conversing  upon  the  subject  with  a 
third  person,  he  used  certain  words  or  expressions  imputed  to 
him,  it  is  sometiniies  considered  a  question  whether  it  would  be 
competent  for  the  counsel  in  examining  that  third  person  in  chief 
as  his  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the  former  wit- 
ness, to  ask  him,  in  the  first  instance,  whether  the  former  witness, 
in  conversing  with  him,  said  so  and  so,  or  used  such  and  such 
expressions. 

This  form  of  putting  the  question  is  certainly  not  uncommon, 
and  frequently  passes  without  objection.     But  a  very  little  con- 
sideration will  show  that  such  a  leading  question  is  irregular. 
For,  in  the  first  place,  it  must  evidently  be  quite  unnecessary  to 
lead  the  witness  to  such  a  length;  it  would  be  sufficient  to  lead 
him  up  to  the  subject  of  conversation ;  and  that  being  done,  the 
most  regular  course  would  be,  to  inquire  generally,  what  the  for- 
mer witness  said,  or  what  account  he  gave,  relative  to  the  trans- 
action, thus  leaving  him,  as  in  fairnesss  he  ought  to  be  left,  to  the 
use  of  his  own  memory.    If  the  v/itness  has  a  distinct  recollec- 
tion of  the  conversation,  and  of  the  representation  made  by  the 
other  person,  whose  account  is  now  disputed,  he  requires  only 
to  have  his  attention  directed  to  the  subject,  to  enable  him  to 
speak  what  he  knows;  if  he  has  not  that  distinct  recollection,  he 
is  ill  qualified  to  contradict  the  other  witness,  as  to  the  expres- 
sions supposed  to  have  been  used  by  him ;  in  other  words,  he  is 
incompetent  for  the  purpose  for  which  he  is  called.    The  plea  of 
necessity,  therefore,  altogether  fails.    But  the  principal  objection 
to  such  leading  questions  appears  to  be,  that  they  suggest  the 
desired  answer  so  broadly  and  obviously,  that  a  witness  of 
the  dullest  intellect  and  weakest  memory  can  hardly  fail  to  take 
the  hint,  and  may  easily  shape  his  evidence,  if  he  is  so  disposed, 
as  may  best  serve  the  interest  and  wishes  of  the  party  who  calls 
him.    In  effect,  the  question  puts  into  the  mouth  of  the  witness 
the  very  words  he  is  to  echo  back  either  in  the  affirmative  or 
in  the  negative^  thus  supplying  a  forgetful  witness  with  a  false 
memory,  and  an  artful  witness  with  a  prompt  and  concerted 
answer.    Is  there,  then,  anything  in  the  nature  of  this  particular 
case  which  ought  to  take  it  from  the  general  rule  applicable  to 
examinations  in  chief?     On  the  contrary,  if  there  is  any  case  in 
which  that  general  rule  against  leading  questions  ought  to  be 
strictly  maintained,  it  is  the  one  now  under  consideration,  where 
a  witness  is  called,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  account  giveri 
by  an  other  witness  to  be  inconsistent  with  some  former  state- 
ment, supposed  to  have  been  made  by  him.    Whether  the  ques- 
tion at  isisue  between  the  two  witnesses  is  a  question  of  credit, 
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or  whether  it  is  to  be  considered  rather  as  a  question,  of  mere 
memory,  leading  is,  in  either  point  of  view,  equally  objection- 
able. 

If  it  is  a  question  of  memory,  the  only  fair  way  of  trying  it  is 
by  allowing  the  witness  to  speak  for  himself,  unprompted,  as  his 
own  memory  may  suggest.  If  the  question  is  one  of  credit,  then 
it  is  undoubtedly  due  to  the  witness  whose  veracity  is  impeached, 
that  the  contradictory  statement,  supposed  to  have  been  made 
by  him,  should  be  distinctly  proved,  without  the  aid  of  leading, 
and  without  any  undue  influence.  Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  the 
most  unexceptionable  and  proper  course  appears  to  be,  to  ask 
the  witness  who  is  called  to  prove  a  contradictory  statement  made, 
by  an  other  witness,  what  the  other  witness  said  relative  to  the 
transaction  in  question,  and  not  in  the  first  instance  to  ask,  in 
the  leading  form,  whether  he  said  so  and  so,  or  used  such  and 
such  expressions.  After  an  answer  has  been  given  to  such 
inquiry,  it  may  be  proper,  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  contra- 
diction mote  complete,  to  ask  whether  the  former  witness  has,  or 
has  not,  used  the  expressions  imputed  to  him. 

Whether  a  leading  question  shall  be  put  to  a  witness,  is  always 
a  matter  which  appeals  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the 
allowance  or  the  refusal  of  such  a  question  is  never  a  ground 
of  reversal  of  the  judgment.  Clieeney  v.  Arnold,  18  Barb.,  435  ; 
Budlong  v.  Tan  Nostrand,  24  Barb.,  25 ;  Williams  v.  Eldridge, 
1  Hill,  250 ;  Seymour  v.  Bradfield,  35  Barb.,  49  ;  Weber  v.  Kings- 
land,  8  Bosw.,  416.  There  may  be  cases  in  which  there  is  such  a 
palpable  abuse  of  this  discretion  as  may  authorize  an  appellate 
court  to  correct  it,  by  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  though  such 
cases  are  very  rare.  lb. 

Where  a  commission  has  been  issued,  executed,  and  returned, 
it  is  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  justice,  when  an  objection  is 
taken  to  an  interrogatory  as  leading,  to  admit  or  to  reject  the 
answer.  Hall  v.  Barton,  25  Barb.,  274 ;  Cope  v.  Sibley,  12  Barb., 
521,  overruling  Williams  v.  Eldridge,  1  Hill,  249. 

Leading  questions  are  admitted  on  the  cross-examination  of  a 
witness,  where  much  larger  powers  are  given  to  counsel  than  in 
the  original  examination.  Witnesses  under  cross-examination 
may  be  led  immediately  to  the  point  on  which  their  answers  are 
required.  If  they  betray  a  zeal  against  the  cross-examining 
party,  or  show  an  unwillingness  to  speak  fairly  and  impartially, 
they  may  be  questioned  with  minuteness  as  to  particular  facts,  or 
even  particular  expressions.  There  can  be  no  danger  of  leading 
too  much,  where  the  witness  is  obstinately  determined  not  to 
follow. 

On  the  other  hand,  instances  frequently  occur  where  the  wit- 
ness is  adverse  to  the  party  who  calls  him,  and  leans  strongly  to 
the  other  side ;  here  there  must  be  some  restrictions  as  to  the 
form  and  manner  of  cross-examining.  It  often  happens  that  a 
witness,  on  cross-examination,  waits  only  for  a  hint  to  shape 
a  favorable  answer,  and  is,  in  effect,  the  witness  of  the  cross- 
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examiuing  party,  though  technically  called  the  witness  of  the 
opposite  side,  as,  when  one  party  calls  the  other  as  a  witness. 
To  put  strong  leading  questions  to  such  a  witness,  on  cross-exam- 
ination, without  limitation  or  reserve,  is  substantially  preparing 
a  statement  for  him,  and  appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  justice 
and  a  fair  trial.  • 

SECTION  XXXI. 

EEFRESHING   MEMORY. 

Although,  in  general,  leading  questions  are  not  to  be  put  to  a 
witness,  yet,  where  his  memory  has  failed,  he  may,  even  during 
examination,  read,  or,  if  necessary,  hear  the  contents  of  a  docu- 
ment read,  for  the  purpose  of  reviving  his  former  recollection. 
And  if,  by  that  means,  he  obtains  a  recollection  of  the  facts 
themselves,  as  distinct  from  the  memorandum,  his  statement  is 
admissible  in  evidence. 

But  it  is  not,  in  every  case,  admissible  to  put  a  memorandum 
into  the  hands  of  a  witness,  and  then  request  him  to  examine  it, 
for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  recollection.  If  a  witness,  on 
his  examination  in  chief,  does  not  suggest  ariy  want  of  recollec- 
tion, nor  express  any  desire  to  refresh  his  memory,  nor  manifest, 
by  his  answers,  any  want  of  ability  to  answer,  readily  and  fully, 
all  questions  that  are  put  to  him,  the  examining  counsel  will  not 
be  permitted  to  put  into  his  hands  any  document,  paper,  or  mem- 
orandum, relating  to  the  facts  concerning  which  he  has  been  called 
to  testify.  Toting  v.  Catleit,  6  Duer,  437.  In  the  case  just  cited, 
the  court  said,  pages  441,  442':  "  In  the  progress  of  the  trial,  the 
defendant,  while  examining  one  of  his  witnesses  (after  numerous 
questions,  all  of  which  were  answered  with  great  particularity, 
and  without  any  suggestion  or  pretense  of  want  of  recollection 
of  any  detail  or  particular  called  for),  required  the  witness  to 
look,  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  memory,  at  a  memoran- 
dum, copied  by  himself  from  entries  made  in  certain  books  of 
account,  at  or  about  the  time  of  the  transactions  in  question,  by 
other  persons.  The  objection  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to  his 
referring  to  any  such  paper,  for  an.y  such  purpose,  was  sustained, 
and  the  defendant  excepted.  The  examination  of  the  witness  was 
continued  and  completed ;  and,  though  examined  at  great  length, 
there  was  no  intimation  of  any  failure  of  memory,  to  recall  each 
and  all  the  circumstances  inquired  of  by  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel, and  his  answers  were  explicit  and  positive;  nor  does  it 
appear  that  there  was  any  intention  to  examine  him  as  to  any 
other  facts  than  those  to  which  he  testified. 

"  If  it  were  conceded  that  a  copy  from  entries  made  by  others 
was  no  more  liable  to  objection  than  the  original  books,  and  the 
fact  that  the  entries  were  not  made  by  himself,  did  not  affect 
the  question.  Huff  v.  Bennett,  2  Seld.,  337,  still,  we  do  not  per- 
ceive the  propriety  of  putting  into  the  hands  of  a  witness  a  paper, 
for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  recollection,  when  his  memory  is 
already  fresh  and  his  recollection  full,  on  the  subject  of  inquiry. 
Wait  II— 64> 
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On  the  contrary,  if  the  witness  assumes  to  know  ana  to  remem- 
ber, and  does  answer  the  inquiries  proposed,  we  not  only  think  it 
unnecessary  to  refresh  his  recollection,  but  that  it  would  be  unjust 
to  the  adverse  party  to  permit  it.  An  important  ground  for  ques- 
tioning the  credibility  of  a  witness,  whether  as  untruthful  or 
biased,  is  often  found  in  his  assuming  to  know  and  state  what  he 
does  not  know,  or  to  recollect  what,  from  lapse  of  time  or  other 
circumstances,  it  is  in  a  high  degree  improbable  that  he  can 
remember  ;  and  so  long  as  the  witness  assumes  to  answer  from 
memory,  we  think  he  should  be  permitted  to  do  so.  If  it  might 
be  permitted  to  the  examining  party,  by  anticipation,  to  guard 
against  falsehood,  misstatements,  or  indications  of  partiality,  by 
showing  the  paper  to  the  witness  on  the  stand,  when  he  gave  no 
intimation  of  any  want  of  memory,  it  would  be  liable  to  great  abuse, 
and  deprive  the  adverse  party  of  important  means  of  affecting 
his  credibility.  And,  although  it  may  be  very  proper  to  show 
such  a  paper  to  a  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to 
supply  deficiencies  in  his  testimony,  or,  perhaps,  even  to  correct 
inaccuracies  into  which  he  has  fallen,  yet,  where  there  was,  as  in 
this  case,  no  pretense  of  either,  in  respect  to  any  matter  to  which 
the  memorandum  related,  we  think  the  ruling  does  not  call  for  any 
interference  with  the  judgment. 

"  To  permit  the  examining  party  to  place  a  paper  in  the  hands 
of  a  witness,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  in  anticipation  of 
the  contemplated  questions,  is  to  suggest  to  him  the  answers 
that  are  desired,  and  is  open  to  the  strongest  objections  that  can 
be  urged  against  the  allowance  of  leading  questions.  When  the 
witness  does  not  suggest  any  want  of  recollection,  nor  express 
any  desire  to  refresh  his  memory,  nor  manifest  by  the  answers 
he  gives  any  lack  of  ability  to  answer  fully  and  specifically,  we 
cannot  think  it  is  error  not  to  permit  him  to  look  at  a  paper,  at 
the  solicitation  of  the  counsel." 

There  are  three  classes  of  cases  in  which  it  is  permitted  to 
refresh  the  recollection  of  a  witness  by  memoranda.  First,  when 
the  writing  serves  merely  to  revive  or  assist  the  memory  of  the 
witness,  and  to  bring  to  his  mind  a  recollection  of  the  facts. 
Secondly,  where  the  witness  recollects  having  seen  the  writing 
before,  and  though  he  has  no  independent  recollection  of  the 
facts  mentioned  in  it,  yet  remembers  that,  at  the  time  he  saw  it, 
he  knew  the  contents  to  be  correct.  Thirdly,  when  it  brings  to 
the  mind  of  the  witness  neither  any  recollection  of  the  facts 
mentioned  in  it,  nor  any  recollection  of  the  writing  itself,  but 
which,  nevertheless,  enables  him  to  swear  to  a  particular  fact, 
from  the  conviction  on  his  mind  on  seeing  a  writing  which  he 
knows  to  be  genuine,  as,  for  instance,  where  a  banker's  clerk  is 
shown  a  bill  of  exchange  which  has  his  writing  upon  it,  from 
which  he  knows  that  the  bill  has  passed  through  his  hands, 
though  he  has  no  recollection  of  that  fact,  nor  of  his  writing 
anything  upon  the  bill. 
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In  the  first  class  of  cases,  where  the  memory  has  been  re- 
vived by  the  previous  inspection  of  a  writing,  it  is  not  necessary, 
as  a  condition  of  the  admission  of  his  oral  testimony,  that  the 
writing  should  be  produced  in  court.  The  case  seems  to  differ 
only  in  degree  from  many  others  in  which  the  memory  is 
revived  by  reference  in  the  mind  of  a  witness  to  any  circum- 
stance to  which  his  attention  may  have  been  drawn  with  a  pecu- 
liar degree  of  force.  The  absence,  however,  of  the  writing, 
might  afford  matter  of  observation.  If  it  is  produced,  the  coun- 
sel of  the  other  party  has  a  right  to  see  it,  and  cross-examine 
from  it. 

Where  the  writing  has  not  the  effect  of  reviving  the  memory 
of  the  witness,  but  it  yet  enables  him  to  speak  positively  to 
a  fact,  so  that  his  testimony  depends  upon  his  inference  from 
the  writing,  the  writing  must  be  produced,  and  on  proper  proof 
that  the  witness  knows  that  the  statements  in  the  paper  were 
true  at  the  time  it  was  made,  the  paper  itself  is  received  in 
evidence. 

According  to  Mr.  Phillips'  view  of  the  English  rule,  such 
memoranda  may  be  used  to  refresh  the  recollection  of  the  wit- 
ness, but  can  have  no  force  as  evidence,  unless  the  witness,  after 
referring  to  the  memorandum,  has  a  present  recollection  of  the 
facts  to  which  the  memorandum  relates. 

A  different  rule  prevails  in  this  state ;  and  if  a  witness  swears 
that  at  the  time  a  memorandum  was  made,  he  knew  that  the 
facts  stated  in  it  were  true,  whether  he  made  the  writing  himself, 
or  saw  one  written  by  an  other,  and  he  does  not  recollect  the  facts 
stated  after  refreshing  his  memory,  by  reading  the  writing,  such 
writing  may  be  read  in  evidence  in  connection  with  the  oral  tes- 
timony of  the  witness.  Hulsey  v.  Sinsebmtgh,  1  B.  P.  Smith,  485. 

In  a  recent  case,  Russell  v.  Hudson  River  Railroad  Co.,  3  E.  P. 
Smith,  134,  140,  the  court,  in  speaking  of  this  rule,  said:  "Here, 
a  witness  who  says  that  after  refreshing  his  memory  by  a  writ- 
ten memorandum,  made  by  himself  at  or  about  the  time  of  the 
occurrence,  he  cannot  recollect  the  facts,  but  that  he  is  confident 
that  he  knew  the  memorandum  to  be  correct  when  it  was  made, 
is  not  required  to  swear  to  the  fact  in  positive  terms,  but  the 
memorandum  itself  is  received  in  connection  with,  and  as  auxil- 
iary to  the  oral  testimony.  I  confess  my  decided  preference  for 
the  American  practice,  since  it  is  obvious  that  nothing  whatever 
is  added  to  the  force  of  the  evidence  by  the  positive  oath  of  the 
witness,  after  he  has  stated  that  he  has  no  recollection  of  the  facts 
aside  from  the  memorandum.  It  is,  however,  an  indispensable 
preliminary  to  the  introduction  of  such  a  memorandum  in  evi- 
dence, that  it  should  appear  that  the  witness  is  unable,  with  the 
aid  of  the  memorandum,  to  speak  from  memory  as  to  the  facts. 
It  is  only  as  auxiliary  to,  and  not  as  a  substitute  for  the  oral  tes- 
timony of  the  witness,  that  the  writing  is  admissible.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  court,  in  all  such  cases,  to  see,  before  receiving 
the  memorandum  in  evidence,  that  it  was  made  at  or  about  the 
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time  of  the  transaction  to  which  it  relates;  tfiat  its  accuracy  is 
duly  certified  by  the  oath  of  the  witness,  and  that  there  is  a 
necessity  for  its  introduction,  on  account  of  the  inability  of  the 
witness  to  recollect  the  facts."  If  the  witness  recollects  the  facts 
independently  of  the  paper,  such  paper  is  not  admissible  ia 
evidence.  Ih. 

The  rule  that  the  memorandum  mast  be  one  which  is  made 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  as  a  part  of  the  business 
of  the  witness,  is  not  in  force  in  this  state ;  and  every  species  of 
memorandum  is  admissible  here,  provided  it  is  brought  within 
the  rules  relating  to  the  admission  of  any  memoranda.  Guy  v. 
Mead,  8  B.  P.  Smith,  462.  In  the  last  case  cited,  the  question 
was  as  to  the  time  the  later  of  two  indorsements  was  made  upon 
a  promissory  note.  A  witness  testified  that  he  made  a  computa- 
tion of  interest  upon  the  note;  and  that  at  the  time  he  made  it 
there  was  but  one  indorsement  upon  the  note.  He  also  swore, 
on  his  direct  examination,  that  the  computation  was  made  on  the 
1st  day  of  April,  1848 ;  but  on  his  cross-examination,  he  stated 
that  he  had  no  recollection  as  to  the  time  when  it  was  made, 
independently  of  the  writing :  but  that  he  had  no  doubt  that  the 
computation  was  accurate,  and  that  the  last  indorsement  was  not 
on  the  note  at  the  time  when  the  written  computation  was  made. 
This  memorandum  or  com])utation  was  held  to  be  competent 
evidence  in  connection  with  the  oral  evidence  of  the  witness  who 
made  it. 

A  witness  may  look  at  a  memorandum  for  the  purpose  of 
refreshing  his  recollection,  and  if,  after  reading  it,  his  memory  is 
so  much  revived  that  he  can  speak  accurately  and  confidently  of 
the  fact  to  which  such  memorandum  relates,  his  evidence  will  be 
competent.  And  the  witness  maj%  in  such  a  case,  refresh  his 
recollection  by  looking  at  an  unstamped  writing,  even  though 
the  paper  itself  may  be  inadmissible  for  want  of  a  proper  stamp. 
Maugham  v.  HuMard,  8  Barn.  &  Oress.,  14. 

SECTION  XXXII. 

CRIMINATING   ANSWERS. 

The  privilege  of  witnesses  in  not  being  compellable  to  answer 
those  questions  which  may  affect  their  own  jjersonal  rights,  is  a 
matter  of  frequent  occurrence,  and  of  considerable  importance. 
The  cases  which  will  be  here  considered,  are  those  where  the  wit- 
ness may,  by  answering,  subject  himself,  first  to  a  criminal 
prosecution,  to  a  penalty,  or  forfeiture;  or,  secondly,  to  an  action 
commenced  by  civil  process. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  it  is  clear  that  a  witness  cannot  be 
compelled  to  answer  any  question,  the  answering  of  which  may 
expose,  or  tend  to  expose  him  to  a  criminal  charge,  or  to  any 
kind  of  punishment.  He  is  exempted  by  his  privilege  from  ans- 
wering not  merely  what  will  criminate  him  directly,  but  also 
from  what  has  any  tendency  to  criminate  him ;  and  the  reason 
is,  because  otherwise  question  might  be  put  after  question,  and 
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though  no  single  question  might  be  asked  which  directly  crimi- 
nates, yet  enough  might  be  got  from  him  by  successive  ques- 
tions whereon  to  found  a  criminal  charge  against  him.  Henry 
V.  Bank  of  Salina,  1  Oomst.,  83. 

It  is  the  province  of  the  court  to  decide  whether  a  proposed 
question  has  a  tendency  to  criminate  a  witness ;  and  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court,  while  it  protects  the  witness  in  the  due  exer- 
cise of  his  privilege,  to  take  care  that  he  does  not,  under  the 
pretense  of  defending  himself,  secure  others  from  justice,  or 
withhold  evidence  which  he  might  safely  ^ive.  The  court  will 
require  to  be  satisfied  that  the  witn^ess  is  acting  an  honest  part, 
and  that  he  may  incur  danger  by  answering.  When  satisfied  of 
this,  it  will  allow  the  privilege.  To  force  him  to  reveal  ijarticu- 
lars  might  lead  to  a  prosecution,  against  which  he  has  a  right  to 
protect  himself. 

The  privilege  of  refusing  to  answer  a  question  is  the  privilege 
of  the  witness,  and  not  of  the  party  by  whom  he  is  called,  and 
for  that  reason  the  court  will  not  allow  counsel  to  argue  in  support 
of  the  privilege  as  belonging  to  the  party  whom  he  represents. 
Thomas  v.  Newton,  Mood.  &  Malk.,  48,  note  a. 

The  counsel  of  the  parties  have  no  right  to  interrupt  an  examin- 
ation, by  advising  a  witness  that  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  the 
question.  Taylor  v.  Wood,  2  Edw.  Oh.,  94.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  inform  the  witness  of  his  legal  rights,  and  to  say  to  him 
that  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  questions  which  will  criminate 
him  or  subject  him  to  a  penalty.  Ih.  The  court  will,  therefore, 
always  apprise  a  witness  of  his  privilege  as  soon  as  a  question  is 
asked  which  may  place  him  in  danger. 

On  the  trial  of  an  indictment,  the  public  prosecutor  has  no 
right  to  object  that  a  question  put  to  a  witness  will  subject  him 
to  a  criminal  punishment.  It  is  the  personal  privilege  of  the 
witness  alone.  Ward  v.  People,  6  Hill,  144. 

So,  in  a  civil  action,  the  privilege  is  exclusively  that  of  the  wit- 
ness ;  and  if  he  asserts  it,  but  is  notwithstanding  compelled  to 
answer,  the  party  cannot  allege  this  as  a  ground  of  error.  Cloyes 
V.  Thayer,  3  Hill,  564.  But,  if  the  court  improperly  allows  the 
privilege,  and  excludes  the  evidence  when  it  ought  to  have  been 
admitted,  this  will  be  error.  Ih. 

The  same  rule  of  law  which  excuses  a  witness  from  answering 
questions  which  may  tend  to  convict  him  of  a  crime  or  misde- 
meanor, undoubtedly  excuses  him  from  producing  books  or 
papers,  the  contents  of  which  may  be  used  against  him,  and  tend 
to  the  same  result.  Byass  v.  Sullivan,  21  How.,  50,  53. 

When  the  court  can  see  that  the  statute  of  limitations  has 
barred  a  prosecution  for  the  offense,  and  all  suits  to  enforce  the 
penalty,  the  court  must  see  that  the  witness  cannot  be  prejudiced, 
and  in  such  a  case  he  is  not  left  to  judge  whether  he  can  safely 
testify  or  not,  but  the  court  is  bound  to  pronounce  against  his 
exemption.  Close  v.  Olney,  1  Denio,  319,  323. 
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But,  in  such  a  case,  before  the  privilege  of  the  witness  can  be 
declared  against  and  set  aside,  it  must  appear  affirmatively  that 
no  legal  prosecution  or  steps  have  been  taken  for  the  purpose  of 
punishing  the  offense,  or  of  collecting  the  penalty.  Bank  of 
Salina  v.  Henry,  2  Denio.,  156  ;  S.  C,  1  Oomst.,  83. 

In  an  action  at  law,  where  the  defendant  pleads  or  gives  notice 
of  usury  as  a  defense,  and  verifies  his  answer  or  notice  by  affidavit, 
the  plaintiff  may  be  called  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  usury.  3  E. 
S.,  74,  §  11,  5th  ed.  But  the  evidence  so  given  by  the  plain- 
tiff" cannot  be  used  agjiinst  him  before  a  grand  jury,  nor  on  the 
trial  of  any  indictment  against  him.  3  E.  S.,  74,  §  17,  5th  ed. 

A  witness  cannot  be  asked  on  "cross-examination  whether  he 
has  not  been  convicted  of  petit  larceny,  although  he  does  not 
object  to  answering  the  question,  provided  the  objection  is  taken 
by  the  opposite  party.  Newconib  v.  Griswold,  10  E.  P.  Smith,  298. 
So  a  party  may  object  to  a  question  whether  the  witness  had  not 
made  certain  statements  in  an  affidavit,  which  is  not  produced, 
although  the  witness  does  not  object  to  answering.  Ih. 

If  a  witness  claims  the  protection  of  the  court,  on  the  ground 
that  his  answer  would  tend  to  criminate  himself,  and  there 
appears  to  be  reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  it  would  do  so, 
he  is  not  compellable  to  answer;  and,  if  obliged  to  answer,  not- 
withstanding, what  he  says  must  be  regarded  to  have  been 
obtained  by  compulsion,  and  cannot  be  given  afterwards  in  evi- 
dence against  him.  Begina  v.  Garhett,  2  Oar.  &  Kir.  N.  P.,  474. 
It  makes  no  difference  to  the  right  of  the  witness  to  protection, 
that  he  had  before  answered  in  part,  as  he  is  entitled  to  claim  the 
privilege  at  any  stage  of  the  inquiry,  and  no  answers  forced  from 
him  by  the  court,  after  such  claim,  can  be  afterwards  given  in 
evidence  against  him.  li. 

A  witness  is  not  bound  to  answer  any  question  which  will  sub- . 
ject  him  to  a  penalty,  or  have  a  tendency  to  subject  him  thereto. 
The  cases  in  which  penalties  are  recoverable  are  so  mimerons 
that  no  attempt  at  illustration  from  the  cases  will  be  made. 

"  Any  competent  witness  in  a  cause  shall  not  be  excused  from 
answering  a  question  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  on  the 
ground  merely  that  the  answer  to  such  question  may  establish  or 
tend  to  establish  that  such  witness  owes  a  debt,  or  is  otherwise 
subject  to  a  civil  suit.  But  this  provision  shall  not  be  construed 
to  require  a  witness  to  give  any  answer  which  will  have  a  ten- 
dency to  accuse  himself  of  any  crime  or  misdemeanor^  or  to 
expose  him  to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture,  nor  in  any  respect  to  vary 
or  alter  any  other  rule  respecting  the  examination  of  witnesses." 
3  E.  S.,  690,  ^  102,  5th  ed. 

A  witness  may  waive  his  privilege,  and  answer  any  such  ques- 
tions, and  his  evidence  will  then  be  competent,  however  much  it 
may  affect  the  interest  of  the  parties  to  the  action.  And  in  all 
cases  counsel  have  a  right  to  put  questions  which  might  call  for 
a  criminating  answer.    After  the  questionisputidt.is  then  for  the 
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witness  to  claim  his  exemption  from  answering,  or  to  waive  it 
and  answer  the  question. 

SECTION  XXXIII. 

DEGRADING  ANSWERS. 

The  English  authorities  are  so  contradiietory  on  the  question 
how  far  a  witness  may  be  compelled  to  answer  questions  which 
are  degrading  to  his  character,  that  but  little  assistance  can  be 
derived  from  a  review  of  them.  One  point  is  clearly  established 
in  relation  to  the  matter.  Where  the  transaction  as  to  which  the 
witness  is  interrogated  forms  a  part  of  the  issue  to  be  tried,  he 
is  bound  to  answer  the  question,  however  strongly  the  evidence 
may  reflect  upon  his  character.  But,  when  the  question  is  asked 
for  a  mere  collateral  purpose,  such,  for  instance,  as  the  impeach- 
ment of  the  character  of  the  witness,  he  is  not  bound  to  answer 
any  question  which  will  degrade  or  tend  to  degrade  his  character. 
Lohman  v.  People,  1  Oomst.,  380.    Post,  515. 

The  refusal  of  a  witness  to  answer  a  question  which  imputes 
discredit,  generally  has  an  effect  unfavorable  to  character,  and 
excites  suspicion  ;  whether  reasonably  or  justly,  must  depend 
upon  the  sort  of  person  produced  and  the  question  put.  A  man 
of  high  honor  and  character,  may  be  disposed  to  refuse,  with 
scorn  and  indignation,  to  answer  a  question  which  he  feels  as  an 
insult ;  and  to  infer  dishonor  in  such  a  case  might  be  the  height 
of  injustice.  A  refusal  to  answer  such  a  question  is  never  to  be 
taken  as  an  admission  of  the  truth  of  the  imputation  conveyed  by 
asking  the  question.  A  refusal  to  answer  leaves  the  matter  just 
as  it  would  have  stood  if  no  such  question  had  been  asked.  But, 
if  the  witness  chooses  to  answer  the  question",  the  answer  will  be 
conclusive,  and  not  liable  to  contradiction.  There  is  an  excep- 
tion to  this  rule,  perhaps,  and  that  is,  where  a  witness  denies,  on. 
his  cross-examination,  that  he  has  attempted  to  dissuade  a  witness 
of  the  opposite  party  from  attending  the  trial.  In  such  a  case,  he 
may  be  contradicted.  Atwood  v.  Welton,  7  Conn.,  66,  70,  72.  So 
it  may  be  shown  that  a  witness  has  attempted  to  suhorn  an  other 
witness  to  swear  falsely,  if  he  denies,  on  cross-examination,  that 
he  has  done  so.  Morgan  v.  Frees,  15  Barb.,  352. 

SECTION  XXXIY. 

CONFIDENTIAL   COMMUNICATIONS; 

Oomraunicatious,  made  on  the  faith  of  that  professional  confi- 
dence which  a  client  reposes  in  his  counsel,  attorney  or  solicitor, 
are  not  allowed  to  be  revealed  in  a  court  of  justice,  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  client. 

The  expediency  of  this  rule  must  depend,  not  on  the  impro- 
priety of  violating  the  confidence  reposed,  but  on  a  consid^ation 
that  the  collateral  inconvenience,  which  would  ensue  if  no  such 
confidence  were  reposed,  would  preponderate  over  the  direct  mis*' 
chief  produced  by  a  chance  of  the  failure  of  justice,  resulting 
from  the  exclusion  of  evidence.    If,  in  the  cases  within  the  ope- 
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ration  of  the  rule,  the  only  confidence  reposed  were  a  confession 
of  guilt  or  dishonesty,  the  rule  would  be  obviously  detrimental 
to  the  interests  of  justice ;  but  it  is  conceived  that,  in  a  multitude 
of  instances,  a  person  possessed  of  just  rights,  would  be  materi- 
ally impeded  in  vindicating  them,  if  every  communication,  made 
to  his  professional  adviser,  might  be  used  against  him  ;  if  such 
were  the  law,  it  would  be  necessary,  in  self-defense,  to  accompany 
all  communications  made  to  a  professional  adviser,  with  a  state- 
ment of  the  several  circumstances  and  explanations,  which,  how- 
ever unnecessary  for  the  purpose  of  communication,  would  be 
requisite  to  prevent  it  from  being  unfairly  used. 

If,  touching  matters  that  came  within  the  ordinary  scope  of 
professional  employment,  attorneys,  counsel  or  solicitors  receive 
a  communication  in  their  professional  capacity,  either  from  a  cli- 
ent, or  on  his  account  and  for  his  benefit,  in  the  transaction  of 
his  business,  or,  which  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  if  they  com- 
mit to  paper,  in  the  course  of  their  employment  in  his  behalf, 
matters  which  they  know  only  through  their  professional  relation 
to  the  client,  they  are  not  only  justified  in  withholding  such  mat- 
ters, but  bound  to  withhold  them,  and  will  not  be  compelled  to 
disclose  the  information  or  produce  the  papers,  in  any  court  of 
law  or  equity,  either  as  party  or  as  witness.  If  this  protection 
were  confined  to  cases  where  proceedings  had  been  commenced, 
the  rule  would  exclude  the  most  confidential,  and  it  may  be  the 
most  important,  of  all  communications — those  made  with  a  view 
of  being  prepared  either  for  instituting  or  defending  a  suit,  up  to 
the  instant  that  the  process  of  the  court  was  issued. 

If  it  were  confined  to  proceedings  begun  or  in  contemplation, 
then  every  communication  would  be  unprotected  which  a  party 
makes  with  a  view  to  his  general  defense  against  attacks  which 
he  apprehends,  although  at  the  time  no  one  may  have  resolved 
to  assail  him.  But,  were  it  allowed  to  extend  over  such  com- 
munications, the  protection  would  be  insufficient,  if  it  only  con- 
cluded communications  more  or  less  connected  with  judicial 
proceedings ;  for  a  person  oftentimes  requires  the  aid  of  pro- 
fessional advice  upon  the  subject  of  his  rights  and  liabilities,  with 
no  reference  to  any  particular  litigation,  and  without  any  other 
reference  to  litigation  generally  than  all  human  affairs  have,  in 
so  far  as  every  transaction  may,  by  possibility,  become  the  sub- 
ject of  judicial  inquiry.  Williams  v.  Fitch,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  546 ; 
CrreenougJi  v.  Gaskell,  1  Mylne  &  Keene,  102,  103. 

It  would  be  most  mischievous  if  it  could  be  doubted  whether 
or  not  an  attorney,  consulted  upon  a  man's  title  to  an  estate,  was 
at  liberty  to  divulge  a  flaw.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  obvious. 
It  is  out  of  regard  to  the  interests  of  justice  which  cannot  be 
upheld,  and  to  the  administration  Of  justice  which  cannot  go  on, 
without  the  aid  of  men  skilled  in  jurisprudence,  in  the  practice 
of  the  courts,  and  in  those,  matters  affecting  rights  and  obliga- 
tions which  form  the  subject  of  all  judicial  proceedings.  If  the 
privilege  were  confined  to  communications  connected  with  suits 
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begun,  or  intended,  or  expected,  or  apprehended,  no  one  could 
safely  adopt  such  precautions  as  might  eventually  render  any 
proceedings  successful  or  all  proceedings  superfluous. 

The  privilege  is  that  of  the  client  and  not  of  the  professional 
adviser ;  and  an  attorney  or  counsel  will  not  be  allowed,  against 
bis  client's  will,  to  disclose  matters  of  professional  confidence, 
although  he  himself  is  willing  to  do  so.  The  client,  however, 
may  waive  his  privilege ;  in  which  case  the  court  will  compel  the 
legal  adviser  to  discover  what  he  knows,  even  though  the  interest 
in  the  subject  matter,  respecting  which  the  confidential  com- 
munication was  made,  has  passed  to  a  third  person,  and  he 
objects  to  the  disclosure.  Benjamin  v.  Coventry,  19  Wend.,  353. 
But  he  is  not  to  be  considered  as  waiving  it,  by  calling  his  attor- 
ney or  counsel  as  a  witness,  unless  he  examines  him  as  to  confi- 
dential communications.  But,  where  the  privilege  belongs  to 
several  clients,  it  cannot  be  waived  by  one  only,  nor  even  by  a 
majority,  contrary  to  the  expressed  wish  of  the  others.  Bank  of 
Utica  V.  Mersereau,  3  Barb.  Oh.,  533,  596. 

The  privilege  endures  forever,  unless  removed  by  the  client. 
II).  But  it  extends  only  to  information  derived  from  the  client, 
as  such,  either  by  oral  communications,  or  books  or  papers  shown 
to  him,  or  put  in  his  hands  by  his  client,  and  not  to  information 
derived  from  other  persons  or  sources,  while  acting  as  such  attor- 
ney or  counsel.  Spenceley  v.  Schulenhurgh,  7  East,  357 ;  Crosby  v. 
Berger,  11  Paige,  377. 

The  seal  of  professional  confidence  will  not  cover  a  communi- 
cation made  to  an  attorney  or  counsel  to  obtain  professional 
advice  or  assistance,  as  to  the  commission  of  a  felony  or  other 
crime  which  is  malum  in  se.  Bank  of  XJtica  v.  Mersereau,  3  Barb. 
Oh.,  534,  598,  599,  600.  But  when  the  communication  merely 
relates  to  a  fraud  which  is  not  punishable  criminally,  the  com- 
munication is  protected.  Ih. 

A  communication  made  to  a  clerk  of  the  plaintiffs  attorney 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  such  clerk  to  draw  a  complaint  in  an 
action  pending  in  favor  of  the  person  making  such  communica- 
tion, is  protected.  Silley  v.  Waffle,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  180, 183. 

When  a  client  makes  communications  to  his  counsel  in  the 
presence  of  a  third  person,  not  connected  with  the  latter,  the 
privilege  does  not  extend  to  such  third  person,  and  he  may 
be  compelled  to  testify  what  he  has  heard  upon  the  subject. 
Jackson  v.  French,  3  Wend.,  337.  An  attorney  or  counsel  can- 
not, after  he  ceases  to  act  in  that  capacity,  disclose  what  was 
communicated  to  him  professionally.  Tordan  v.  Hess,  13  John^,, 
492.  But  if  the  client,  after  the  professional  relation  ceases, 
chooses  to  r^eait  to  such  attorney  any  such  communication,  it 
will  not  then  be  privileged.  Jh 

The  same  principle  which  protects  oral  communications  to 
counsel,  also  extends  to  papers  or  writings  in  the  hands  of  an 
attorney  or  counsel,  if  placed  there  for  professional  purposes. 
Wait  11—65 
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People  V.  Benjamin,  9  How.,  419 ;   Jackson  v.  Burtis,  14  Johns., 
392  ;  Jaclcson  v.  Denison,  4  Weud.,  558. 

"  JSTo  minister  of  the  gospel,  or  priest  of  any  denomination 
whatever,  shall  be  allowed  to  disclose  any  confessions  made  to 
him  in  his  professional  character,  in  the  conrse  of  discipline 
enjoined  by  the  rules  or  practice  of  such  denomination."  3  R.  S., 
690,  §  103,  5th  ed. 

"  No  person  duly  authorized  to  practice  physic  or  surgery,  shall 
be  allowed  to  disclose  any  information  which  he  may  have 
acquired  in  attending  any  patient  in  a  professional  character, 
and  which  information  was  necessary  to  enable  him  to  prescribe 
for  such  patient  as  a  physician,  or  to  do  any  act  for  him  as  a  sur- 
geon." 3  E.  S.  690,  §  104,  5th  ed. 

A  person  who  consults  a  physician  as  to  the  means  of  procur- 
ing an  abortion,  and  who  gives  the  name  of  the  female  who  is 
pregnant,  does  it  at  the  risk  of  an  exposure  of  the  information 
given,  for  such  communication  is  not  privileged  within  this  stat- 
ute. Heivit  V.  Prime,  21  Wend.,  79. 

In  an  action  by  a  physician  to  recover  for  his  professional  ser- 
vices, he  may  prove  the  nature  of  the  disease,  and  the  character 
of  the  treatment  adopted,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
value  of  the  services  rendered.  Kendall  v.  Grey,  2  Hilt.,  300. 

The  privilege  extends  only  to  physicians  and  surgeons,  and  the 
information  given  to  them  to  enable  them  to  aet  or  prescribe 
professionally ;  and  it  does  not  extend  to  communications  which 
may  be  made  to  a  person  who  may  be  in  charge  of  the  office  of 
such  physician  in  his  absence,  when  it  is  not  shown  that  such 
communication  was  made  as  the  basis  of  a  prescription.  Ih. 

Admissions  made  to  a  clergyman,  but  not  in  the  course  of 
discipline  of  his  church,  are  not  protected  by  the  statute,  even 
when  the  confessions  relate  to  a  criminal  offense.  People  v.  Gates, 
13  Wend.,  312. 

A  conversation,  between  a  person  who  had  been  tried  upon  an 
indictment  and  acquitted,  and  one  who  was  his  counsel  at  the 
trial,  and  which  was  had  after  the  relation  of  counsel  and  client 
had  ceased,  no  further  proceedings  being  contemplated,  upon  a 
subject  not  connected  with  that  to  which  the  employment  of  the 
witness  as  counsel  related,  is  not  a  privileged  communication. 
Mandeville  v.  Guernsey,  38  Barb.,  225. 

If  the  communication  is  a  privileged  one,  and  it  was  made  by 
two  or  more  clients  jointly  to  their  mutual  legal  adviser,  the  seal 
of  confidence  cannot  be  removed  unless  by  the  consent  of  all  the 
clients.  Whiting  v.  Ba/rney,  38- Barb.,  393.  The  consent  of  even 
a  majority  is  not  sxafficient ;  and  one  or  more  of  the  clients  can- 
not require  a  disclosure  of  the  communication  as  evidence  against 
the  others,  without  their  consent,  II. 
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SECTION  XXXV. 

IMPEAOniNO   CREDIT   OP   WITKESSES. 

There  are  several  modes  of  impeaching  witnesses,  each  of 
which  will  be  briefly  noticed  in  its  order.  And  first,  it  may  be 
premised  generally,  that  the  credit  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached 
either  by  cross-examination,  or  by  general  evidence  affecting  his 
credit,  or  by  evidence  that  he  has  before  said  or  done  that  which 
is  inconsistent  with  his  evidence  on  the  trial ;  or,  lastly,  by  con- 
trary evidence  as  to  the  facts  themselves. 

There  are  numerous  matters  as  to  which  a  witness  may  be 
cross-examined,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  his  credit.  But 
there  are  limits  beyond  which  a  party  is  not  permitted  to  go ; 
and,  therefore,  on  cross-examination,  a  witness  cannot  be  exam- 
ined as  to  what  he  has  said  at  other  times  in  relation  to  a  fact  at 
issue  in  the  action,  where  he  has  not  been  examined  as  to  such 
fact  by  the  party  calling  him ;  and  the  matters  inquired  about 
are  not  such  as  could  legally  affect  his  credibility.  Bearss  v.  Cop- 
ley, 6  Seld.,  93. 

In  cross-examining  a  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  his 
credit,  courts  are  usually  quite  liberal  towards  the  cross-examining 
counsel.  But  where  the  sole  object  of  the  cross-examination  is  the 
impeachment  of  the  witness,  and  the  matters  inquired  about  are 
collateral  and  not  pertinent  to  the  matters  in  issue,  tlie  extent  to 
which  such  cross-examination  shall  extend  is  entirely  discretionary 
with  the  court.  Allen  v.  Bodine,  6  Barb.,  383.  And  it  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  to  interpose  and  protect  a  witness  against  any 
inquiries  not  relevant  to  the  issues  to  be  tried,  and  having  no  object 
in  view  but  the  impeachment  of  the  witness.  Varona  v.  Socarras, 
8  Abb.,  302 ;  Gfreat  W.  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Loomis,  5  Tiff.,  127. 

And  the  rule  is  conclusively  settled,  that  a  witness  cannot  be 
cross-examined  as  to  any  fact  or  matter  which  is  collateral  or  irrel- 
evant to  the  issue,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  him  by 
other  evidence,  if  he  should  deny  it,  with  intent  thereby  to  dis- 
credit his  testimony.  Plato  v.  Reynolds,  13  E.  P.  Smith,  586. 

It  is  also  perfectly  well  settled  that  the  credit  of  a  witness  can 
be  impeached  by  evidence  as  to  general  character  only,  and  not 
by  evidence  as  to  particular  facts  not  relevant  to  the  issiie,  for 
this  would  cause  the  inquiry,  which  ought  to  be  simple  and  con- 
fined to  the  matters  in  issue,  to  branch  out  into  an  indefinite 
number  of  issues. 

The  characters,  not  only  of  the  witnesses  in  the  principal 
cause,  but  of  every  one  of  the  impeaching  collateral  witnesses, 
might  be  impeached  by  separate  charges,  and  loaded  with  such 
an  accumulated  burden  of  collateral  proof,  that  the  administra^ 
tion  of  justice  would  become  impracticable.  Besides  this,  no 
man  could  come  prepared  to  defend  himself  against  charges 
which  might  thus  be  brought  against  him,  without  previous 
notice ;  and  though  every  man  may  be  supposed  to  be  capable 
of  defending  his  general  character,  he  cannot  be  prepared  to 


516  IMPEACHING  CREDIT  OF  WITNESSES. 

defend  himself  against  particular  charges  of  which  he  has  had  no 
previous  notice. 

Before  one  witness  is  permitted  to  speak  of  the  general  char- 
acter of  an  other,  it  must  be  proved  that  the  former  has  a  proper 
knowledge  of  that  character. 

In  one  case,  Curtis  v.  Fay,  37  Barb.,  64,  69,  70,  the  plaintiff 
called  a  witness  named  Pritchard  to  speak  as  to  the  character  of 
a  witness  named  Jones.  Pritchard  did  not,  of  himself,  know 
anything  about  Jones'  reputation.  All  he  could  testify  on  the 
subject  of  his  reputation  was  what  some  person  at  Genoa,  whom 
he  did  not  know,  told  him  it  was.  This  was  held  to  be  insuffi- 
cient, and  the  court  said:  "An  impeaching  or  sustaining  wit- 
ness is  not  to  speak  of  the  reputation  unless  he  knows  it,  and 
such  knowledge  must  be  founded  upon  an  acquaintance  and  in- 
tercourse with  the  neighbors  and  acquaintances  of  the  individual 
whose  character  is  in  question,  and  that  intercourse  must  be  of 
some  length  of  time — sufficient,  at  least,  to  enable  him  to  gather 
the  general  estimation  in  which  he  is  held  in  the  community 
where  he  resides." 

The  character  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached  by  persons  in 
whose  neighborhood  the  attacked  witness  had  resided  until  within 
four  years  prior  to  the  trial,  notwithstanding  such  witness  had 
then  removed  to  a  place  fourteen  miles  distant  from  that  neigh- 
borhood, where  he  had  since  resided,  and  the  impeaching  witness 
did  not  know  the  character  borne  by  the  attacked  witness  at  the 
latter  place.  Sleeper  v.  Van  Middleworth,  4  Denio,  431.  But 
when  the  acquaintance  with  the  witness  is  limited,  and  its  exist- 
ence was  at  a  remote  period,  a  different  rule  prevails. 

In  one  case,  Wihnot  v.  Richardson,  6  Duer,  328,  340,  the  char- 
acter of  a  witness  on  the  i)art  of  the  plaintiff  had  been  thoroughly 
impeached.  A  supporting  witness  was  then  called,  who  had  seen 
the  impeached  witness  for  some  six  months,  at  a  period  twelve 
years  before  the  trial,  and  who  had  not  seen  the  impeached  wit- 
ness since  then  until  within  six  months  of  the  time  of  the  trial ; 
and  he  further  testified  that  he  had  never  heard  the  other  witness 
spoken  of  one  way  or  the  other.  The  court  below  permitted  him 
to  testify  as  to  the  character  of  the  impeached  witness,  which 
was  held  to  be  wrong,  and  the  court  said :  "  This  decision  cannot 
be  sustained,  unless  it  be  a  sound  rule  that  a  witness  whose  char- 
acter is  impeached  may  counteract  the  effect  of  the  impeaching 
evidence  by  proof  that,  in  the  opinion  of  others  who  have  but  a 
slight  acquaintance  with  him,  and  never  heard  him  spoken  of 
one  way  or  the  other,  and  who  know  nothing  of  his  general  char- 
acter, he  is  a  credible  witness.  I  presume  no  one  holds  the  opinion 
that  a  witness  can  be  impeached  by  the  testimony  of  persons 
who  really  know  nothing  of  his  general  character,  and  never 
heard  him  «poken  of,  that  they  do  not  consider  him  a  credible 
witness.  If  such  evidence  is  incompetent  for  the  purpose  of 
impeaching  a  witness,  I  think  it  is  equally  so  to  sustain  one  who 
-has  been  effectually  impeached." 
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The  proper  inquiry  as  to  the  character  of  the  witness,  must  be 
as  to  his  general  reputation  "where  he  is  best  known.  It  is  not 
enough  that  the  impeaching  or  the  sustaining  witnesses  can  state 
what  "others  say,"  for  those  others  may  be  few  in  number,  and 
their  acquaintance  with  the  witness  may  be  extremely  limited. 
Ordinarily,  the  impeaching  or  sustaining  witness  ought  to  come 
from  the  neighborhood  of  the  person  whose  character  is  in  ques- 
tion. 

A  person  is  not  permitted  to  manufacture  evidence  for  the 
purpose  of  impeaching  witnesses.  And  where  a  person  went  a 
distance  to  a  strange  place,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
character  of  a  witness,  and  for  the  purpose  of  subpoenaing  im- 
peaching witnesses  against  him,  he  was  not  permitted  to  testify 
as  to  the  result  of  his  inquiries,  nor  to  give  his  views  as  to  the 
character  of  the  witness  whose  credit  was  in  question.  Douglass 
V.  Tousey,   2  Wend.,  352. 

In  the  impea'chment  of  witnesses,  it  is  general  character  alone 
that  is  in  question ;  and,  therefore,  specific  acts  of  immorality 
on  the  part  of  a  witness  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  to  impair 
his  credibility.  Corning  v.  Corning,  2  Seld.,  97 ;  Varona  v. 
Socarras,  8  Abb.,  302. 

Petit  larcency  is  not  a  felony,  and,  therefore,  a  conviction  for 
that  offense  does  not  destroy  the  competency  of  a  witness,  but 
the  record  of  conviction  may  be  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
affecting  the  credit  of  a  witness  who  has  been  convicted  of  that 
offense.  Carpenter  v.  Nixon,  5  Hill,  260.  Interest  does  not  ren- 
der a  witness  incompetent,  but  it  may  affect  his  credit,  and,  there- 
fore, it  inay  be  shown  by  a  witness,  on  cross-examination,  that 
he  is  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  that  a  transfer  of  his  interest 
to  the  plaintiff  wasa  mere  sham.  Hoyt  v.  Lynch,  2  Sandf.,  328. 
When  a  party  to  the  action  is  a  witness,  he  may  be  impeached 
in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  witness.  Varona  v.  Socarras,  8 
Abb.,  802. 

It  has  been  held,  that  merely  proving  that  the  general  character 
of  a  witness  is  bad,  is  not  enough  to  effectually  impeach  him, 
when  the  impeaching  witness  is  not  asked  whether  he  would 
believe  the  other  witness  on  oath.  Gilbert  v.  Sheldon,  13  Barb., 
623.  To  show  general  bad  character  is  immaterial ;  the  party 
must  go  further,  and  prove  that  the  character  of  the  witness  is 
bad  as  to  truth  and  veracity,  or  must  show,  by  the  impeaching 
witness,  that  he  would  not  believe  the  other  on  oath.  J6.  In  the 
case  last  cited,  it  was  not  even  shown  that  the  general  moral 
character  of  the  witness  was  bad. 

But,  in  a  late  case,  it  has  been  held,  that,  after  impeaching 
witnesses  are  shown  to  be  acquainted  with  the  general  moral 
character  of  the  person  whose  credit  is  assailed,  and  they  declare 
it  to  be  bad,  the  question  of  credit  is  then  for  the  jury,  under 
proper  comments  from  the  court,  without  any  inquiry  of  the  dis- 
crediting witnesses  as  to  whether  they  would  believe  him  under 
oath.  Wright  v.  Paige,  36  Barb.,  438,  446. 
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In  the  case  just  cited,  the  court  said  :  "  In  the  case  at  bar,  a 
female  witness  is  shown  to  be  of  bad  moral  character — reputed 
to  be  dishonest,  unchaste,  wanting  integrity,  untruthful,  thievish, 
and  a  keeper  of  a  resort  for  vile  characters ;  and  the  court  is 
asked  to  charge  the  jury  that  she  stands  before  them,  as  regards 
the  question  of  general  impeachment,  a  perfectly  fair  witness ; 
in  the  exact  language  of  the  request,  '  that  the  impeaching  testi- 
mony in  that  behalf  was  of  no  force ;'  and  for  the  reason  sim- 
ply that  the  witnesses  were  not  asked  whether  they  would  believe 
her  under  oath.  The  proposition  is  contrary  to  the  dictates  of 
reason  and  propriety — simply  absurd."  Per  Bockes,  J. 

The  almost  invariable  practice,  however,  of  asking  the  impeach- 
ing witness  whether  he  would  believe  the  other  on  oath,  is  not  to 
be  disregarded  in  practice.  And  a  neglect  or  refusal  to  put  the 
question,  implies  a  doubt  whether  the  Impeaching  witness  would 
declare  against  the  credit  of  the  witness,  so  far  as  to  swear  that  he 
was  not  to  be  believed  under  oath.  In  these  Cases,  "  the  true 
object  to  be  effected  is,  to  prove  the  witness'  general  character  for 
truth  to  be  bad.  His  general  character,  in  other  respects,  is  of 
no  consequence.  All  experience  shows,  that  the  general  charac- 
ters of  many  men  are  bad,  in  the  common  acceptation  of  the 
word,  while  their  veracity  is  unimpeachable.  Indeed,  most  men 
term  that  man's  general  character  bad,  who  has  some  one  cardinal 
vice,  although  in  other  respects  he  may  be  irreproachable.  In 
short,  I  hold,  that  proof  of  general  bad  character,  as  that  term 
is  generally  understood  and  used  in  society,  does  not,  necessarily 
and  legally,  prove  the  fact  that  the  witness'  character  for  veracity 
is  bad ;  and,  therefore,  I  consider  it  to  be  immaterial  evidence, 
where  the  party  avows  his  intention  to  stop  with  that  question. 
All  the  elementary  writers,  in  their  formula  of  queries  to  the 
impeaching  witness,  indicate,  most  clearly  and  decidedly,  that 
further  questions  must  be  put,  in  order  to  render  the  impeach- 
ment effectual."  Per  SHAifKLAj<rD,  J.,  in  Gilbert  v.  Sheldon,  13 
Barb.,  626,  627.  And  it  is  proper  to  remark  here,  that  Avhere  a 
witness  is  sought  to  be  impeached,  on  account  of  his  bad  char- 
acter, and  witnesses  are  called  for  that  purpose,  who  testify  that 
they  are  acquainted  with  the  general  character  of  the  witness 
whose  credit  is  in  question,  they  may  be  asked  whether  they 
would  believe  him  on  oath,  notwithstanding  they  disclaim  all 
knowledge  of  the  witness'  character  for  truth  and  veracity.  John- 
son V.  People,  3  Hill,  178. 

Where  it  is  sought  to  impeach  a  witness,  on  the  ground  that  he 
has  made  statements,  out  of  court,  which  are  contrary  to  what 
he  has  sworn  on  the  trial,  such  proof  may  be  made  by  any  com- 
petent witness  who  heard  his  previous  statements.  And,  where 
such  previous  statements  were  made  on  oath  as  a  witness,  any 
person  who  was  present  in  court,  and  heard  the  testimony  of  the 
witness,  is  as  competent  to  testify  what  he  swore  to  as  the  judge 
who  presided  at  the  trial,  or  as  counsel  who  took  minutes  of  the 
evidence.    Grimm  v.  Hamel,  2  Hilt.,  434  j  Tooker  v.  Gormert  2 
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Hilt.,  71.  Written  notes  or  minutes  of  the  evidence  may  be  more 
reliable,  and  therefore  a  jury  or  court  might  attach  more  credit 
to  them  than  to  a  statement  from  mere  memory,  if  any  conflict 
existed  between  them. 

But  a  witness,  or  a  party  who  is  a  witness,  is  not  bound  to  state 
what  he  swore  to  on  a  former  trial,  since  his  statements  might  be 
used  against  him,  in  a  prosecution  for  perjury,  if  there  was  a 
contradiction  between  the  two  statements.  Pichard  v.  Collins,  23 
Barb.,  444.  So,  if  the  witness  has  made  a  contradictory  state- 
ment in  writing,  as,  for  instance,  in  a  letter,  it  may  be  used  for 
the  purpose  of  contradicting  him. 

On  the  subject  of  relevancy,  it  has  been  long  settled,  that  a 
witness  may  be  asked  whether,  on  some  former  occasions,  he  has 
not  given  a  different  and  contradictory  representation  of  the  same 
subject. 

If  the  witness  answers  in  the  afllrmative,  the  question  and  its 
answer  of  course  affects  his  credit,  whether  the  subject  matter  of 
the  answer  be  relevant  or  irrelevant  to  the  matters  in  issue  ;  if 
he  answers  in  the  negative,  and  the  subject  of  the  answer  be 
irrelevant  to  the  matters  in  issue,  the  answer  is  conclusive,  and 
evidence  cannot  be  given  to  contradict  the  witness;  but  if  the 
subject  of  the  answer  be  relevant  to  the  matters  in  issue,  then 
evidence  may  be  given,  to  show  that  the  witness  has,  on  a  former 
occasion,  given  a  different  representation  of  the  subject;  and  the 
inquiry  is  made,  in  order  to  lay  a  foundation  for  proof  of  contra- 
dictory statements. 

Where  a  witness  has  made  a  written  sworn  statement  of  facts 
which  contradicts  what  he  has  since  sworn  to  as  a  witness  on  a 
trial,  such  sworn  statement  may  be  put  in  evidence  to  contradict 
his  evidence  and  to  impeach  him,  without  first  calling  his  atten- 
tion to  such  statement,  and  interrogating  him  in  relation  to  it. 
Clapp  V.  Wilson,  5  Denio,  285.  The  witness  has  a  right,  however, 
to  explain  the  reason  why  he  made  such  sworn  statement,  and  to 
explain  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  made,  if  such  expla- 
nation tends  to  show  truth  and  fairness  on  the  part  of  the  wit- 
ness. Ih. 

Such  written  instruments  are  not  made  evidence,  by  merely 
producing  them  and  proving  their  execution ;  to  render  them  evi- 
dence in  the  cause,  they  must  be  read,  or  the  reading  must  be 
expressly  or  impliedly  waived.  Ih. 

It  is  only  when  a  witness  has  stated  facts  differently  from  what 
he  swears,  that  he  can  be  contradicted;  and,  therefore,  it  is  not 
competent  to  show  that  a  witness  has  previously  expressed  an 
■  opinion  contradictory  to  his  present  opinion  or  statement.  Holmes 
V.  Anderson,  18  Barb.,  420 ;  JElton  v.  Larhins,  5  Oarr.  &  Payne, 
385.  This  rule,  however,  does  not  seem  to  be  without  exceptions. 
In  one  case,  Patchin  v.  Astor  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  3  Kern.,  268,  the 
question  was,  whether  a  certain  steamer  was  seaworthy  or  unsea- 
worthy,  on  account  of  an  alleged  defect  in  the  fire  jackets,  and 
whether  the  vessel  took  fire  from  this  cause.    A  witness  for  the 
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plaintiff,  named  Stebbins,  was  on  board  at  the"  time  of  the  fire, 
as  chief  engineer,  and  he  was  competent  to  give  an  opinion  upon 
the  subject.  He  testified  that  the  vessel  was  seaworthy,  and  his 
evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  fire  did  not  originate  from  such 
defect.  On  his  cross-examination  he  was  asked  whether  he  did  not 
say  on  the  day  of  the  loss,  "My  God!  is  it  possible  that  so  many 
lives  should  be  lost,  when  $500  expended  on  those  water  jackets 
would  have  saved  the  whole;"  and  he  denied  any  recollection 
of  using  that  expression,  and  stated  that  he  had  no  such  idea. 
It  was  held  that  the  defendant  might  contradict  this  witness,  by 
showing  that  he  made  such  statement,  for  the  purpose  of  dis^ 
crediting  him.  The  question  put,  for  the  purpose  of  contradic- 
tion, was  in  this  form :  "Did  Stebbins  say,  my  God!  is  it  possible 
that  boat  has  burned,  when  $500  laid  out  on  the  water  jackets 
would  have  saved  her?"  And  it  was  held  that  the  slight  discre- 
pancy between  the  expression  about  which  he  was  examined  and 
the  one  offered  to  be  proved,  was  not  material. 

But,  where  a  party  calls  a  witness  and  has  him  sworn  and 
examined,  he  cannot,  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  witness, 
give  evidence  to  show  that  he  has  at  other  times  made  declara- 
tions or  statements  which  are  contradictory  of  those  sworn  to  on 
the  trial.  Thompson  v.  Blanchwrd,  4  Oomst.,  303 ;  People  v.  Saf- 
ford,  5  Denio,  112.  ' 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  whenever  the  credit  of  a  witness  is  to 
be  impeached  by  proof  of  anything  that  he  has  said  or  declared, 
or  done  in  relation  to  the  cause,  he  is  first  to  be  asked,  upon 
cross-examination,  whether  he  has  said  or  declared,  or  done  that 
which  is  intended  to  be  proved.  For  in  every  such  case  there 
are  two  questions ;  first,  whether  the  witness  ever  did  the  act  or 
used  the  expressions  alleged ;  secondly,  whether  his  having  done 
so  impeaches  his  credit,  or  is  capable  of  explanation.  •  It  would 
be  manifestly  unjust  to  receive  the  testimony  of  the  adversary's 
witness  to  prove  the  fact,  without  also  admitting  the  party's  wit- 
ness to  deny ;  and  assuming  the  act  to  have  been  done,  or  the 
expression  to  have  been  used,  it  would  also  be  unjust  to  deny  to 
the  party,  or  the  witness  who  admits  the  act  or  expression,  the 
best,  or,  it  may  be,  the  only  means  of  explanation. 

If  the  witness  admits  the  words,  declarations  or  acts,  proof  on 
the  other  side  becomes  unnecessary,  and  an  opportunity  is 
afforded  to  the  witness  of  giving  such  reasons,  explanations,  or 
exculpations  of  his  conduct,  if  any  there  be,  as  the  circum- 
stances may  furnish;  and  thus  the  whole  matter  is  brought 
before  the  court  at  once,  which  is  the  most  convenient  course. 

If  the  witness  denies  the  words,  declarations  or  acts  imputed 
to  him,  then,  if  it  is  not  a  matter  collateral  to  the  cause,  wit- 
nesses may  be  called  to  contradict  him.  But  it  is  not  enough,  in 
such  a  case,  to  ask  a  witness  the  general  question  whether  he  has 
ever  said  so  and  so.  He  must  be  asked  as  to  the  time,  place  and 
person  involved  in  the  supposed  contradiction,  or  some  other 
Circumstance  sufficient  to  point  out  the  particular  occasion.  Pen- 
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dhton  V.  JEmpire  Stone  Dressing  Co.,  5  E.  P.  Smith,  13,  18; 
Budlong  v.  Van  Nostrand,  24  Barb.,  25 ;  Sprague  v.  OadweU,  12 
Barb.,  516 ;  Palmer  v.  Haight,  2  Barb.,  210. 

If  the  witness  neither  directly  admits  nor  denies  the  act  or 
declaration,  as  when  he  merely  says  that  he  does  not  recollect ; 
or,  if  he  gives  any  other  indirect  answer  no^  amounting  to  an 
admission,  it  is  competent  for  the  adversary  to  prove  the  affirma- 
tive, for  otherwise  the  witness  might  in  every  such  case  exclude 
evidence  of  what  he  had  said  or  done,  by  answering  that  he  did 
not  remember. 

If  the  witness  declines  to  answer  on  account  of  the  tendency 
of  the  question  to  criminate  him,  the  adverse  party  is  still  at 
liberty  to  adduce  the  same  proof.  And  the  possibility  that  the 
witness  may  on  that  ground  decline  to  answer,  affords  no  suffi- 
cient reason  for  not  giving  him  the  opportunity  of  answering 
trith  a  view  to  explain  the  circumstances  and  to  exculpate 
himself. 

So  strict  is  the  rule  in  relation  to  the  examination  of  a  witness 
as  to  contradictory  statements,  that  a  witness  whose  testimony 
has  been  taken  conditionally  (de  bene  esse),  cannot  be  impeached 
on  the  trial,  by  proving  that  subsequent  to  such  conditional 
examination  he  had  made  statements  inconsistent  with  his  testi- 
mony, or  had  said  that  what  he  had  sworn  to  was  false.  Before 
such  evidence  can  be  given,  the  witness  must  be  interrogated  in 
relation  to  it.  Stacy  v.  Gf-raham,  4  Kern.,  492;  S.  C,  3  Duer,  444. 

And  if  a  court  allows  a  witness  to  be  impeached  by  such  a 
contradiction  before  the  witness  has  been  interrogated,  it  will  be 
error,  and  the  error  will  not  be  cured  by  afterwards  recalling  the 
witness'  and  permitting  him  to  explain  his  testimony.  Sjrrague  v. 
Cadwell,  12  Barb.,  516.  Such  an  explanation  would  not,  or  at 
least  might  not,  in  all  cases,  reinstate  the  witness  to  the  same 
standing  with  the  jury,  as  he  would  have,  in  case  he  had  been 
permitted  to  make  the  explanation  before  being  contradicted. 
An  explanation  made  afterwards  might  be  said  to  be  forced  from 
the  witness,  which  otherwise  would  appear  to  be  frank  and 
ingenuous. 

It  is  always  competent  to  show  that  a  witness  is  hostile  to  the 
party  against  whom  he  is  called ;  that  he  has  threatened  revenge, 
or  that  a  quarrel  exists  between  them.  A  jury  would  scrutinize 
more  closely  and  doubtingly  the  evidence  of  a  hostile  than  that 
of  an  indifferent  or  a  friendly  witness.  Hence  it  is  always  com- 
petent to  show  the  relations  which  exist  between  the  party  against 
as  well  as  the  one  for  whom  he  was  called.  Starhs  v.  People,  5 
Denio,  100;  108. 

A  party  cannot  bring  evidence  to  confirm  the  character  of  a 
witness  before  the  credit  of  that  witness  has  been  impeached, 
either  upon  cross-examination,  or  by  the  testimony  of  other  wit- 
nesses; but  if  the  character  of  a  witness  has  been  impeached, 
although  upon  cross-examination  only,  evidence  on  the  other 
Wait  11—66 
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side  may  be  given  to  support  the  character  of  the  witness  by 
general  evidence  of  good  conduct. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  a  party  will  not  be  permitted  to  give 
evidence  of  his  witness's  good  character  until  it  has  been  attacked 
on  the  other  side,  either  by  the  evidence  of  witnesses  called  for 
such  purpose,  or  by  the  evidence  of  the  witness  on  cross-examin- 
ation going  to  impeach  his  general  character.  People  v.  Qay,  3 
Seld.,  378,  381. 

In  the  last  case  cited,  the  witness  had  stated,  on  cross-exam- 
ination, that  he  had  been  committed  for  trial  upon  a  charge  of 
perjury,  but  this  was  held  not  to  be  a  sufficient  impeachment  to 
authorize  evidence  in  his  behalf  of  general  good  character,  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  a  legal  presumption  that  the  witness  is  inno- 
cent of  the  charge  made  against  him. 

Evidence  which  merely  goes  to  show  that  the  account  given 
by  a  witness  is  improbable,  to  show  that  the  facts  were  different 
from  the  account  he  has  given,  or  to  show  that  the  witness  had 
made  declarations  hostile  to  the  party  against  whom  he  was 
called,  does  not  amount  to  an  attack  upon  general  character, 
which  will  authorize  the  party  to  call  witnesses,  to  show  the 
general  character  of  the  attacked  witness  to  be  good.  Starlcs  v. 
People,  5  Denio,  106 ;  and  see  People  v.  Hulse,  3  Hill,  309 ;  and 
Leonori  v.  Bishop,  4  Duer,  420. 

But,  where  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  is  conducted  in 
a  manner  which  tends  to  impair  his  credibility,  by  showing  that  a 
certain  prosecution  was  the  result  of  a  conspiracy  in  which  the 
witness  was  concerned,  it  is  competent  to  the  party  to  sustain 
his  witness  by  evidence  corroborating  his  statements  and  vindi- 
cating his  motives.  Lohman  v.  People,  1  Oomst.,  380. 

Evidence  which  is  given  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  the 
character  of  a  witness,  should  be  as  to  his  character  for  truth  and 
veracity,  and  not  to  his  honesty.  Gurney  v.  Kenny,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
132.  And  an  opinion  that  a  witness  is  honest,  can  have  little 
weight  against  his  own  testimony  that  he  had  committed  num- 
berless larcenies.  lb.  And  after  the  credit  of  a  witness  has  been 
impeached  by  the  production  of  a  record  of  his  conviction  for 
the  crime  of  larceny,  it  is  not  competent  for  the  party  calling 
him  to  give  evidence  explanatory  of  the  conviction,  and  in  favor 
of  the  innocence  of  the  witness  notwithstanding  the  conviction. 
Gardner  v.  Bartholomew,  40  Barb.,  325.  But,  where  the  cross- 
examination  of  a  witness  tends  to  impeach  his  credibility,  it  is 
competent  for  the  party  calling  him,  to  sustain  him  by  giving  in 
evidence  letters  of  the  adverse  party  which  tend  to  show  that 
the  witness  is  worthy  of  credit.  Stacy  v.  Gralmm,  4  £ern.,  492 ; 
S.  a,  3  Duer,  444. 

When  an  attempt  is  made  to  impeach  a  witness  by  showing  a 
bias  on  his  part  towards  the  party  calling  him,  on  account  of 
relationship,  it  is  competent  for  such  party  to  show  that  he  and 
the  witness  are  at  variance,  and  not  on  good  terms.  Clapp  v. 
Wilson,  5  Denio,  285. 
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It  is  no  corroboration  of  the  testimony  of  a  witness  to  show 
that  he  has  previously  made  declarations  out  of  court,  corres- 
ponding with  the  evidence  given  by  him  on  the  trial,  and,  there- 
fore, such  declarations  ought  not  to  be  received  in  evidence. 
Dudley  v.  Bolles,  24  Wend.,  465 ;  Smith  v.  Stichiey,  17  Barb.,  489. 
And  this  is  the  rule,  even  when  an  attempt  has  been  made  to 
impeach  the  witness  by  showing  that  he  has  made  contradictory 
statements  out  of  court.  Ih.  When  the  character  of  a  witness 
is  impeached  by  general  evidence,  the  party  who  called  the  wit- 
ness is  at  liberty  to  examine  the  impeaching  witnesses  as  to  the 
grounds  of  their  belief.  And  the  impeaching  witnesses  may 
themselves  be  impeached  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  wit- 
ness. 

SECTION  XXXVI. 

IMPEACHING   A   PAETt's   OWN   WITNESS. 

It  is  now  proposed  to  inquire,  whether  a  party  can  be  allowed 
to  produce  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  disproving  or  impeaching 
the  testimony  of  his  own  witness,  although  such  evidence  should 
have  the  effect  of  throwing  discredit  upon  the  witness. 

It  is  clear,  that  a  party  is  not  to  be  sacrificed  to  his  witness  ; 
he  is  not  represented  by  him,  nor  ought  he  to  be  identified  with 
him,  or  bound  by  all  he  may  say.  On  the  other  hand,  a  party 
ought  to  be  placed  tinder  "such  restrictions  as  may  be  necessary 
for  preventing  unfair  or  dishonest  practice.  If  a  party  produces 
a  witness,  knowing  him  at  the  time  to  be  a  man  of  infamous 
character,  and  that  witness,  in  giving  evidence,  disappoints  or 
deceives  him,  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  prove  his  infamy, 
for  the  purpose  of  destroying  the  efifect  of  his  evidence.  Know- 
ing the  infamy  of  his  character,  he  had  more  reason  to  suspect 
and  disbelieve,  than  to  trust  him ;  nor  has  he  any  just  ground  to 
complain  that  his  cause  is  prejudiced  by  false  evidence,  as  he 
could  expect  nothing  less  from  such  a  witness ;  and  he  suffers 
not  unjustly  for  using  a  witness  whom  he  knew  to  be  infamous. 

But,  if  a  party,  not  acting  himself  a  dishonest  part,  is  deceived 
by  his  witness — or,  if  a  witness,  professing  himself  a  friend,  turns 
out  au  enemy,  and,  after  promising  proof  of  one  kind,  gives  evi- 
dence directly  contrary — is  the  party  to  be  restrained  from  laying 
the  true  state  of  the  case  before  the  court  ?  The  common  sense 
of  mankind  might  be  expected  to  answer  this  proposition  in  the 
negative,  and  to  decide  that  the  true  state  of  the  case  should  be 
made  known.  Further,  if  a  witness,  whether  from  mistake,  from 
ignorance,  or  from  design,  gives  evidence  unfavorable  to  the 
party  who  calls  him,  is  the  party  to  be  restrained  from  calling 
other  witnesses  to  prove  facts  different  from  those  which  he  has 
represented  ?  All  must  agree  that  such  proof  of  a  different  state 
of  facts  ought  to  be  allowed. 

But,  in  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  it  is  an 
established  rule,  that  a  party  shall  never  be  permitted  to  produce 
general  evidence  to  discredit  his  own  witness ;  for  that  would  be 
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to  enable  him  to  destroy  the  witness  if  he  spoke  against  him, 
and  to  make  him  a  good  'witness  if  he  spoke  for  him,  with  the 
means  in  his  hand  of  destroying  his  credit  if  he  spoke  against 
him.  The  meaning  of  the  rnle  is,  that  a  party,  after  producing 
a  witness,  cannot  prove  him  to  be  of  such  general  bad  character, 
as  would  render  him  unworthy  of  credit.  Thompson  v.  Blanchard, 
4  Oomst.,  303,  311.  Nor  can  the  party  producing  a  witness,  be 
permitted  to  prove  that  such  witness  has,  at  an  other  time,  made 
declarations  or  statements  contradictory  to  the  statements  to 
which  he  testijfied,  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  his  credibility  as 
a  witness.  11. ;  Hunt  v.  Fish,  4  Barb.,  324. 

If  either  party  to  an  action  calls  his  adversary  as  a  witness,  he 
will  be  bound  by  the  same  rules  which  apply  to  other  witnesses  ; 
and  he  cannot  impeach  the  general  character  of  such  witness,  nor 
show  that  he  has  made  contradictory  statements.  Piclcard  v.  Col- 
lins, 23  Barb.,  444. 

The  cross-examination  of  a  witness  does  not,  as  a  general  rule, 
make  him  the  witness  of  the  cross-examining  party,  so  as  to 
prevent  him  from  impeaching  the  witness.  And  where  a  witness 
for  the  plaintiff  was  cross-examined  by  the  defendant,  and  the 
cross-examination  suspended,  and  then  renewed  after  the  plaintiff 
had  rested,  and  he  was  then  re-examined  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
again  cross-examined  by  the  defendant,  this  was  held  not  to 
preclude  the  defendant  from  impeaching  the  general  character 
of  the  witness,  and  from  showing  that  he  had  made  contradictory 
statements.  Mattice  v.  Allen,  33  Barb.,  543 ;  and  see  People  v, 
Moore,  15  Wend.,  419.  But,  if  the  cross-examination  relates  to 
entirely  new  matter ;  or  if  the  party  entitled  to  cross-examine  a 
witness  calls  him  subsequently  to  prove  new  matter  on  his  own 
side,  it  may  be  that  he  will  so  far  make  the  witness  his  own  as 
not  to  be  permitted  to  impeach  his  general  character.  II. 

When,  however,  a  party  is  under  the  necessity  of  calling  a 
witness  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  formal  proof  which  the 
law  in  some  cases  requires,  he  is  not  precluded  from  impeaching 
such  a  witness.  And,  for  that  reason,  a  party  may  impeach  a 
subscribing  witness,  whom  he  has  been  compelled  to  introduce 
as  a  witness.  Dennett  v.  Dow,  5  Shepley,  19 ;  Shorey  v.  Hussey, 
32  Maine,  579 ;  and  see  Qreenough  v.  Eccles,  5  J.  Scott,  N.  S., 
807,  note  and  cases  cited. 

And  when  a  witness  by  surprise  gives  evidence  against  the 
party  who  called  him,  that  party  will  not  be  precluded  from 
proving  his  case  by  other  witnesses ;  for  it  would  be  contrary  to 
justice  that  the  treachery  of  a  witness  should  exclude  a  party 
from  establishing  the  truth  by  the  aid  of  other  testimony.  When 
a  party  is  thus  surprised  by  the  statements  of  his  own  witness, 
and  he  calls  other  witnesses  to  contradict  him  as  to  particular 
facts,  it  does  not  follow  from  necessity  that  the  whole  of  the  evi- 
dence of  the  contradicted  witness  is  to  be  rejected.  The  whole 
matter  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  Bradley  v.  Bicardo,  8  Bing., 
07. 
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A  party  is  not  precluded  from  giving  evidence  to  matters  in 
issue"  between  the  parties  in  any  case  merely  because  it  contra- 
dicts his  own  witness.  If  the  testimony  offered  is  material, 
and  goes  to  the  very  facts  in  issue,  it  is  competent,  although  it 
should  contradict  every  other  witness  whom  the  party  has  ex- 
amined. The  rule  prohibits  a  contradiction  which  is  attempted 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  impeachment  of  the  party's  own  wit- 
ness, or  where  the  matter  sought  to  be  contradicted  is  collateral 
only,  and  not  going  to  the  issue.  Parsons  v.  Swydcmi,  3  E.  D. 
Smith,  276,  282,  283 ;  Fickard  v.  Collins,  23  Barb.,  444,  pi.  5. 

A  party  calling  a  witness  is  not  bound  by  his  testimony  in  all 
its  parts.  He  may,  if  he  is  able,  satisfy  the  court  or  jury,  from 
the  facts  and  circumstances  stated  by  the  witness  himself, 
that  the  witness  is  mistaken  in  some  of  his  statements  or  con- 
clusions, while  he  is  correct  in  the  others.  Keutgen  v.  Parks,  2 
Sandf.,  60,  67.  When  a  witness  is  cross-examined  as  to  collate- 
ral matters,  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  his  credit,  his  answers 
in  relation  to  such  matters  are  conclusive.  Ante,  481,  519.  But, 
when  the  questions  relate  to  matters  which  are  material  to  the 
issues,  his  answers  are  not  conclusive,  even  though  the  evidence 
came  out  on  cross-examination,  and  he  may  be  contradicted  by 
other  witnesses.  Mills  v.  Carnly,  1  Bosw.,  160. 

The  justice  has  a  discretion  as  to  the  number  of  witnesses  to 
be  called  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  a  witness.  Green  v. 
Brown,  3  Barb.,  120 ;  Nolton  v.  Moses,  3  Barb.,  31,  35.  A  reason- 
able number  ought  to  be  allowed  on  each  side ;  and  five  or  six 
witnesses  on  each  side  would  ordinarily  be  a  reasonable  number. 
li.  If  the  circumstances  of  the  case  require  it,  the  court  will  of 
course  allow  the  examination  of  a  larger  number.  li. 

SECTION  XXXVIL 

DnTT   OF  A  JURY   IN   WEIGHING  EVIDENCE. 

A  jury  taken  from  the  body  of  the  community  may  well  be 
presumed  to  be  possessed  of  such  knowledge  and  experience, 
derived  from  their  intercourse  with  society,  as  will  peculiarly  fit 
them  for  the  determination  of  all  disputed  facts  arising  out  of 
the  ordinary  transactions  of  life. 

It  must,  however,  be  recollected,  that  jurors,  unaccustomed  as 
they  usually  are  to  judicial  investigations,  require,  in  complicated 
cases,  all  the  aid  which  can  be  derived  from  the  arguments  of 
counsel,  and  from  the  experience  and  penetration  of  the  court,  to 
direct  their  attention  to  the  essential  points,  and  enable  them 
to  arrive  at  a  just  conclusion.  When  a  jury  is  called,  the  law,  in 
its  wisdom,  ultimately  relies  upon  their  integrity  and  understand- 
ing, but  it,  nevertheless,  anxiously  prepares  the  way  for  a  correct 
conclusion,  by  excluding  from  their  consideration  all  such  evi- 
dence as  is  likely  to  embarrass,  mislead,  or  prejudice  them  in  the 
course  of  their  inquiry.  So  far  the  law  proceeds  by  certain  ana 
definite  rvtles.  Much  yet  remains  to  be  done  of  a  nature  which 
cannot  be  defined ;  and  when  a  justice  assumes  to  charge  a  jury,  as 
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he  very  properly  may,  if  he  chooses,  there  will  be  difficulties  enough 
to  tax  his  abilities.  To  divest  a  case  of  all  its  legal  incum- 
brances; to  resolve  a  complicated  mass  of  evidence  into  its  most 
simple  elements;  to  exhibit  clearly  the  connection,  bearing,  and 
importance  of  its  distinct  and  separated  parts,  and  their  com- 
bined tendency  and  effect,  stripped  of  every  extrinsic  and  super- 
fluous consideration,  which  might  otherwise  embarrass  or  mislead ; 
and  to  do  this  in  a  manner  suited  to  the  comprehension  and 
understanding  of  an  ordinary  jury,  is  one  of  the  most  arduous 
as  well  as  the  most  important  duties  incident  to  the  judicial 
office. 

There  is,  perhaps,  no  instance  in  which  the  natural  and  the 
acquired  powers  of  the  mind  are  more  strikingly  and  beneficially 
exerted  than  in  a  court  of  justice,  where  a  confused  mass  of 
evidence  relating  to  an  intricate  case  is,  by  the  eflTort  of  a  vigor- 
ous, acute  and  comprehensive  mind,  reduced  into  regularity  and 
order. 

The  law,  to  use  an  ordinary  phrase,  has  no  scales  wherein  to 
weigh  the  diflFerent  degrees  of  probability,  still  less  to  ascertain 
what  weight  of  evidence  shall  amount  to  absolute  proof  of  any 
disputed  fact.  Its  business  is  to  define,  to  distinguish,  and  to 
apply  legal  consequences  to  ascertained  facts;  but  whether  a 
fact  is  probable  or  improbable,  true  or  false,  admits  of  no  legal 
definition  or  test.  The  principles  on  which  the  investigation  or 
ascertainment  of  truth  depend,  are  fixed  and  invariable,  however 
the  particular  process  prescribed  by  difterent  systems  of  law, 
for  the  purpose  of  investigation,  may  vary. 

As  the  power  of  discriminating  between  truth  and  falsehood 
depends  rather  upon  the  exercise  of  an  experienced  and  intelli- 
gent mind  than  upon  the  application  of  artificial  and  technical 
rules,  the  law  has  delegated  this  important  office  to  a  jury  of  the 
country,  whenever  either  of  the  parties  choose  to  call  one.  If  no 
jury  is  called,  the  justice  takes  the  place  of  a  jury,  and  he  is 
governed  by  the  same  legal  rules  which  apply  to  a  jury  trial. 

One  supposed  advantage,  which  arises  from  a  trial  by  jury  is, 
that  this  mode  of  trial  excludes  a  number  of  technical  and  arti- 
ficial rules  and  distinctions,  which,  but  for  the  complete  and 
absolute  separation  of  law  from  fact,  would  be  sure  to  arise. 
Were  the  decision  of  facts  to  be  constantly  referred  to  the  same 
individual,  the  frequent  occurrence  of  similar  combinations  of 
facts  would  tempt  Mm  to  frame  general  and  artificial  rules,  which, 
when  they  were  applicable,  would  save  mental  exertion  in  par- 
ticular instances ;  and  perhaps  a  laudable  wish  to  decide  consist- 
ently, and  that  fondness  for  generalizing,  which  is  incident  to 
every  reflecting  mind,  would  tend  to  the  same  point,  and  would 
lead  to  refined  and  subtle  distinctions.  A  juror,  on  the  contrary, 
<;alled  on  to  discharge  his  duty  but  seldom,  possesses  neither 
inclination  nor  opportunity  to  generalize  and  refine.  Unfettered, 
therefore,  by  technicalities,  he  decides  according  to  the  natural 
weight  and  force  of  the  evidence. 
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Although  all  questions  of  pure  fact  belong  peculiarly  to  the 
province  of  a  jury,  who  are  to  be  guided  in  their  decision  by 
their  conscientious  judgment  and  belief,  yet  it  is  to  be  recollected 
that  in  many  instances  the  eflfect  of  particular  evidence  is  the 
subject  of  legal  definition  and  cognizance,  as  in  the  case  of 
legal  presumptions  resulting  in  particular  facts. 

It  will  be  proper,  therefore,  in  the  first  place,  briefly  to  inquire 
to  what  extent  a  jury  is  restrained  by  legal  rules ;  and,  in  the 
next  place,  to  make  some  general  observations  on  the  natural 
force  and  weight  of  evidence. 

With  a  view  to  the  first  consideration,  that  is,  how  far  the  law 
itself  interferes  as  to  the  force  or  measure  of  evidence,  it  is  to  be 
recollected,  that  except  in  the  few  instances  when  a  jury  deter- 
mine by  the  actual  evidence  of  their  senses,  all  evidence  is  either, 
first,  direct ;  that  is,  where  the  witnesses  state  or  depose  to  facts 
of  which  they  have  had  actual  knowledge;  or,  secondly,  it  is 
indirect;  and  indirect  evidence  is  either  artificial  or  natural. 
Artificial,  where  the  law,  by  arbitrary  appointment,  annexes  to 
particular  evidence  a  force  or  efficacy  beyond  that  which  naturally 
belongs  to  it ;  as  in  the  case  of  records,  which,  for  the  sake  of 
public  convenience,  are  usually  made  final  and  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  facts  recorded.  So,  in  all  instances  of  legal  pre- 
sumptions, whether  they  are  absolute  and  conclusive,  or  whether 
they  are  mere  presumptions  which  are  operative  only  until  they 
are  rebutted  by  contrary  proof.  So  of  cases  in  which  such  arti- 
ficial evidence  may  be  of  a  conventional  nature,  as  where  the 
parties  by  deed  or  other  written  agreement,  constitute  the  par- 
ticular instrument  to  be  the  expositor  of  their  intentions,  and 
the  legal  memorial  of  the  facts  which  it  contains. 

In  these  and  some  other  instances,  the  law  prescribes  the  ex- 
tent to  which  the  evidence  shall  operate ;  and  in  these  and  all 
other  cases,  where  a  rule  of  law  intervenes,  a  jury  is  bound  by 
that  rule  of  law,  even  though  it  is  in  opposition  to  their  own 
conclusion  as  to  the  truth  of  the  fact  drawn  from  all  the  circum- 
stances. Or,  secondly,  the  evidence  is  purely  natural,  where  the 
jury  decide  according  to  the  natural  weight  and  efltect  of  the  cir- 
cumstances, either  by  the  aid  of  experience,  when  former  ex- 
perience supplies  such  natural  presumptions,  or  by  the  aid  of 
reason  exercised  upon  the  circumstances,  or  by  the  joint  and 
united  aid  of  experience  and  reason. 

Juries  are  bound  by  all  the  rules  and  presumptions  of  law,  as 
far  as  they  apply ;  they  are  to  confine  themselves  strictly  to  the 
matters  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings;  they  are  bound  by  the  ad- 
missions of  the  parties  upon  the  record,  and  by  all  estoppels 
which,  in  point  of  law  conclude  the  parties.  They  are  also  bound 
to  give  proper  legal  effect  to  all  instruments  established  by  com- 
petent evidence,  and  to  notice  all  matters  which  are  judicially 
noticed  by  the  court.  They  are  to  be  governed  by  the  order  of 
proof  which  the  law  prescribes,  and  their  verdict  must  be  founded 
on  the  evidence  adduced  in  the  cause.  It  is  now  peifectly  settled 
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that  a  juror  caiinot  give  a  verdict  founded  on  his  own  private 
knowledge,  for  it  could  not  be  known,  in  that  case,  whether  the 
verdict  was  according  to  the  evidence,  or  against  it ;  and  besides, 
it  is  very  possible  that  the  private  grounds  of  belief  might  not 
amount  to  legal  evidence.  And  if  such  evidence  were  to  be  pri- 
vately given  by  one  juror  to  the  rest,  it  would  want  the  sanction 
of  an  oath,  and  the  juror  would  not  be  subject  to  cross-examina- 
tion. If,  therefore,  a  juror  knows  any  fact  material  to  the  issues, 
he  ought  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness,  and  he  is  then  liable  to  a 
cross-examination  like  other  witnesses ;  and  if  he  privately  states 
such  facts  to  the  other  jurors,  it  will  be  a  good  ground  for  a  new 
trial. 

It  sometimes  happens  that  evidence  is  admitted  for  one  pur- 
pose, while  it  is  not  competent  evidence  for  an  other  purpose. 
Or  it  is  sometimes  admitted  as  against  one  party,  while  it  is  not 
competent  evidence  against  the  other  parties.  In  all  such  cases 
the  jury  is  bound  to  apply  the  evidence  so  far  only  as  it  is  legally 
applicable. 

Suppose  the  case  of  an  action  against  two  defendants  for  the 
recovery  of  a  demand  which,  it  is  claimed,  is  barred  by  the  sta- 
tute of  limitations.  If  there  is  evidence  of  a  new  promise, 
or  of  a  payment  by  one,  such  promise  or  payment  is  no  evidence 
as  against  the  other.  So,  if  two  persons  are  tried  together  for  a 
criminal  offense,  a  confession  made  by  one  which  criminates  the 
other  is  not  evidence  except  as  against  the  party  confessing. 

Previous  to  the  remarks  which  will  be  made  on  the  force  and. 
weight  of  evidence,  whether  direct  or  circumstantial,  it  is  to 
be  observed  that  the  measure  of  proof  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  verdict  of  a  jury  varies  much,  according  to  the  nature  of 
the  case. 

Evidence  which  satisfies  the  minds  of  the  jury  of  the  truth 
of  the  fact  in  dispute,  to  the  entire  exclusion  of  every  reasonable 
doubt,  constitutes  full  proof  of  the  fact.  Absolute,  mathemati- 
cal, or  metaphysical  certainty  is  not  essential,  and  in  the  course 
of  judicial  investigations  would  be  usually  unattainable. 

Even  the  most  direct  evidence  can  produce  nothing  more  than 
such  a  high  degree  of  probability  as  amounts  to  moral  certainty. 
From  the  highest  degree  it  may  decline,  by  an  infinite  number 
of  gradations,  until  it  produces  in  the  mind  nothing  more  than 
a  mere  preponderance  of  assent  in  favor  of  a  particular  fact. 

The  distinction  between  full  proof  and  mere  preponderance  of 
evidence  is,  in  its  application,  very  important.  In  all  criminal 
cases  whatsoever,  it  is  essential  to  a  verdict  of  condemnation, 
that  the  guilt  of  the  accused  should  be  fully  proved ;  neither  a 
mere  preponderance  of  evidence,  nor  any  weight  of  preponderant 
evidence,  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  unless  it  generates  full 
belief  of  the  fact,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  reasonable  doubt. 

But,  in  maiay  cases  of  a  civil  nature,  where  the  right  is  dubi- 
ous, and  the  claims  of  the  contesting  parties  are  supported  by 
evidence  nearly  equipoised,  a  xftere  preponderaoce  of  evidence  on 
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either  side  may  be  suflficient  to  turn  the  scale.  But,  even  where 
the  contest  is  as  to  civil  rights  only,  a  mere  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence, snch  as  would  induce  a  jury  to  incline  to  the  one  side 
rather  than  to  the  other,  is  frequently  insufficient.  And  it  is  so 
in  all  cases  in  which  it  falls  short  of  fully  disproving  a  legal  right 
once  admitted  or  established,  or  of  rebutting  a  presumption  of 
law. 

One  who  seeks  to  charge  an  other  with  a  debt,  must  do  so  by 
full  and  satisfactory  proof;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  when  a  debt 
has  once  been  established  by  competent  proof,  the  debtor  cannot 
discharge  himself  but  by  full  proof  of  its  satisfaction. 

Again,  where  the  law  raises  a  presumption  in  favor  of  the  fact, 
the  contrary  must  be  fully  proved,  or  at  least  such  facts  must  be 
proved  as  are  suflflcient  to  raise  a  contrary  and  stronger  presump- 
tion. 

An  other  distinction  which  requires  notice,  is  that  between 
prima  facie  and  conclusive  evidence.  Prima  facie  evidence  is  that 
which,  not  being  inconsistent  with  the  falsity  of  the  hypothesis, 
nevertheless  raises  such  a  degree  of  probability  in  its  favor  that 
it  must  prevail,  if  it  is  accredited  by  the  jury,  unless  it  is  rebut- 
ted or  the  contrary  proved. 

Conclusive  evidence,  on  the  other  hand,  is  that  which  excludes, 
or  at  least  tends  to  exclude,  the  possibility  of  the  truth  of  any 
other  hypothesis  than,  the  one  attempted  to  be  established.  All 
evidence  is  weak  or  strong,  by  comparison.  In  civil  actions, 
slight  evidence  of  right  or  title  is  sufficient,  as  against  a  stranger 
who  possesses  no  color  of  title.  Thus,  the  mere  possession  of 
goods  by  one  who  has  found  them,  is  evidence  of  property,  as 
against  a  wrongdoer,  in  an  action  for  their  conversion ;  and  so 
the  mere  occupation  of  land,  however  recent,  will  enable  the 
occupier  to  maintain  trespass  against  a  stranger. 

The  evidence  to  be  weighed  by  a  jury,  or  by  a  court  sitting  in 
their  place,  consists  either  in :  first,  the  direct  testimony  of  wit- 
nesses ;  or,  secondly,  indirect  or  circumstantial  evidence ;  or, 
thirdly,  in  both,  either  united  or  opposed  to  each  other.  The 
nature  and  force  of  such  evidence  may  be  considered  either  sepa- 
rately or  in  conflict. 

First,  as  to  the  direct  testimony  of  witnesses.  The  credit  due 
to  the  testimony  of  witnesses  depends  upon  :  1st,  their  integrity 
and  honesty  ;  2d,  their  ability ;  3d,  their  number,  and  the  consis- 
tency of  their  testimony  ;  4th,  the  conformity  of  their  testimony 
with  experience ;  and,  5th,  the  coincidence  of  their  testimony  with 
collateral  circumstances. 

1st.  Their  integrity.  A  witness,  to  be  trustworthy,  must  be 
both  tnlling  and  able  to  declare  the  truth.  His  credibility  is 
fotinded,  in  the  first  instance,  upon  experience  of  human  vera- 
city, from  which  the  law  presumes  that  a  disinterested  witness, 
who  delivers  his  testimony  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and 
under  the  peril  of  the  temporal  punishments  due  to  perjury,  will 
speak  the  truth. 

Wait  11— 6V 
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A  witness  of  depraved  and  abandoned  character  may  not  be 
nuwortby  of  credit,  where  it  appears  that  there  is  not  the  slight- 
est motive  or  inducement  for  misrepresentation  ;  for  there  is  a 
natural  tendency  to  declare  the  truth,  which  is  never  wholly  eradi- 
cated, even  from  the  most  vicious  minds ;  and  the  danger  of 
detection,  and  the  risk  of  temporal  punishment,  may  operate  as 
restraints  upon  the  most  unprincipled,  even  where  motives  for 
veracity  of  a  higher  character  or  nature  are  entirely  wanting. 

But  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  it  is  difficult  to  detect  the  motives 
which  may  influence  a  depraved  and  corrupted  mind ;  and  hence 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  consider  whether  the  apparent  want  of  motive 
to  deceive  is  suflBcient  to  give  credit  to  an  exceptionable  witness, 
and  whether  some  assurance  of  the  actual  absence  of  such  a 
motive  is  not  necessary  to  warrant  them  in  placing  confidence  in 
such  a  witness. 

It  frequently  happens  that  a  witness  labors  under  some  influ- 
ence, arising  from  natural  afiection,  near  connection,  or  mere 
expectation  of  contingent  benefit  or  evil,  which  may  afford  a 
strong  temptation  to  perjury.  In  these,  as  in  so  many  other 
cases,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  estimate  the  degree  of  influence  by 
which  the  testimony  of  a  witness  is  likely  to  be  corrupted,  and 
to  determine  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  he  is  the  wit- 
ness of  truth. 

In  arriving  at  this  conclusion,  a  consideration  of  the  demeanor 
of  the  witness  upon  the  trial,  and  of  the  ^manner  of  giving  his 
evidence,  both  in  chief  and  upon  cross-examination,  is  oftentimes 
not  less  material  than  the  testimony  itself.  An  overforward  and 
hasty  zeal,  on  the  part  of  the  witness,  in  giving  testimony  which 
will  benefit  the  party  whose  witness  he  is ;  his  exaggeration  of 
circumstances ;  his  reluctance  in  giving  adverse  evidence ;  his 
slowness  in  answering ;  his  evasive  replies ;  his  affectation  of  not 
hearing  or  not  understanding  the  question,  for  the  purpose  of 
gaining  time  to  consider  the  effect  of  his  answer ;  precipitancy  in 
answering,  without  waiting  to  hear  or  to  understand  the  nature 
of  the  question ;  his  inability  to  detail  any  circumstances  wherein, 
if  his  testimony  were  untrue,  he  would  be  open  to  contradiction  ; 
or  his  forwardness  in  minutely  detailing  those  where  be  knows 
contradiction  to  be  impossible ;  an  affectation  of  indifference ; 
are  all,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  obvious  marks  of  insincerity. 

On  the  other  hand,  his  promptness  and  frankness  in  answering 
questions,  without  regard  to  consequences,  and  especially  his 
unhesitating  readiness  in  stating  all  the  circumstances  attending 
the  transaction,  by  which  he  opens  a  wide  field  for  contradiction 
if  his  testimony  is  false,  are,  as  well  as  numerous  others  of  a 
similar  nature,  strong  internal  indications  of  his  sincerity.  The 
means  thus  afforded  by  a  viva  voce  examination,  of  judging  of 
the  credit  due  to  witnesses,  especially  where  their  statements  are 
in  confiict,  are  of  incalculable  advantage  in  the  investigation  of 
truth,  and  they  not  unfrequently  supply  the  only  true  test  by 
which  the  real  character  of  the  witnesses  can  be  appreciated. 
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2d.  Their  ability.  The  ability  of  a  witness  to  speak  the  truth 
must  of  course  depend  on  the  opportunities  which  he  has  had  of 
observing  the  facts,  the  accuracy  of  his  powers  of  discerning, 
and  the  faithfulness  of  his  memory  in  retaining  the  facts  once 
observed  and  known. 

Where  a  witness  testifies  to  a  fact,  which  is  wholly  or  partially 
the  result  of  reason  upon  particular  circumstances,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  reasons  of  the  witness  for  drawing  that  conclusion  are 
of  the  most  essential  importance,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  his  conclusion  was  a  correct  one,  although  it  should  be 
borne  in  mind  that  the  reasons  which  a  witness  gives  for  his 
belief  are  those  which  occur  to  him  upon  his  examination,  and 
are  frequently  different  from  those  which  actually  produced  his 
belief  or  conviction. 

These  observations  apply  with  peculiar  force  to  all  questions 
of  skill  and  science,  and  even  to  many  of  mere  Ordinary  fact ; 
thus,  where  a  witness  is  called  to  state  that  an  other  witness  is 
not  to  be  believed  upon  his  oath,  his  grounds  for  arriving  at  that 
conclusion  are  of  the  highest  importance.  Where,  on  the  other 
hand,  a  witness  states  the  impression  on  his  senses,  by  any  subject 
matter  of  frequent  experience,  his  reasons  are  of  little  weight; 
for  he  will  frequently  assign  a  bad  reason  where  his  knowledge 
is  certain. 

The  probability  that  the  witness  had  originally  a  clear  percep- 
tion of  the  facts  and  their  circumstances,  is  strengthened  and 
confirmed  by  the  consideration,  that  they  were  of  such  a  nature 
as  were  likely  to  attract  his  attention. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  diminished  by  the  consideration ,  that 
the  transaction  was  remote,  and  such  as  was  not  likely  to  excite 
notice  or  observation.  Such  considerations  operate  strongly 
where  detailed  evidence  is  given  of  oral  declarations,  after  the 
lapse  of  a  considerable  interval  of  time.  Every  man's  experience 
teaches  him  how  fallible  and  treacherous  the  human  memory  in 
such  cases  is.  In  its  freedom  from  this  defect  consists  one  great 
excellence  of  written  or  documentary  evidence,  and  its  main 
sui)eriority  over  that  which  is  merely  oral;  and  on  this  principle 
it  is,  that  the  law,  out  of  policy,  frequently  deems  mere  oral  evi- 
dence too  weak,  and  requires  a  written  voucher  to  prove  the 
fact. 

Of  all  kinds  of  evidence,  that  of  extra-judicial  and  casual  dec- 
larations is  the  weakest  and  most  unsatisfactory.  Such  words 
are  often  spoken  without  serious  intention,  and  they  are  always 
liable  to  be  mistaken  and  misremembered ;  and  their  meaning 
is  liable  to  be  misrepresented  and  exaggerated.  Ante,  381. 

A  hearer  is  apt  to  clothe  the  ideas  of  the  speaker,  as  he  under- 
stands them,  in  his  own  language,  and  by  this  translation  the 
real  meaning  must  often  be  lost.  A  witness,  too,  who  is  not 
entirely  indifferent  between  the  parties,  will  frequently,  without 
being  conscious  that  he  does  so,  give  too  high  a  coloring  to  what 
has  been  said. 
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The  necessity  for  caution  cannot  be  too  strongly  and  ernphati- 
cally  impressed,  where  particular  expressions  are  detailed  in 
evidence,  which  were  used  at  a  remote  period  of  time,  or  to  which 
the  attention  of  the  witness  was  not  particularly  called;  or 
where  misconception  was  likely  to  arise  from  their  situation  and 
the  circumstances  under  which  they  were  placed ;  or  from  the 
prejudice  of  the  witness,  especially  if  his  object  was  to  extract 
an  admission  for  the  purposes  of  the  cause.  Such  evidence  is 
fabricated  easily  and  contradicted  with  diiHculty. 

In  cases  of  this  kind,  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  those 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case  which  are  free  from  suspi- 
cion, are  frequently  the  safest  and  surest  guides  to  truth.  And 
evidence  of  this  kind  is  of  the  very  weakest  kind,  where  it  is 
doubtful  whether  the  party  making  the  admission  knew  his  legal 
rights  and  situation.  Ante,  381,  384. 

3d.  Their  numier  and  consistency.  The  testimony  of  a  single 
witness,  where  there  is  no  ground  for  suspecting  either  his 
ability  or  his  integrity,  is  a  sufficient  legal  ground  for  belief! 
That  it  is  strong  enough  to  produce  actual  belief,  every  man's 
experience  will  vouch. 

Where  direct  testimony  is  opposed  by  conflicting  evidence,  or 
by  ordinary  experience,  or  by  the  probabilities  of  the  case,  the 
consideration  of  the  number  of  witnesses  becomes  most  material. 
It  is  more  improbable  that  a  number  of  witnesses  should  be  mis- 
taken, or  that  they  should  have  conspired  to  commit  a  fraud  by 
direct  perjury,  than  that  one  or  a  few  should  be  mistaken,  or 
willfully  perjured.  In  the  next  place,  not  only  must  the  difficulty 
of  procuring  a  number  of  false  witnesses  be  greatly  increased  in 
proportion  to  the  number,  but  the  danger  and  risk  of  detection 
must  be  increased  in  a  far  higher  proportion  ;  for  the  points  on 
which  their  false  statements  may  be  compared  with  each  other, 
and  with  ascertained  facts,  must  necessarily  be  greatly  mul- 
tiplied. 

The  consistency  of  testimony  is  also  a  strong  and  most  impor- 
tant test  for  judging  of  the  credibility  of  witnesses. 

Where  several  witnesses  bear  testimony  to  the  same  transac- 
tion, and  concur  in  their  statement  of  a  series  of  particular 
circumstances,  and  the  order  in  which  they  occurred,  such  coin- 
cidences exclude  all  apprehension  of  mere  chance  and  accident, 
and  can  be  accounted  for  only  by  one  or  other  of  two  supposi- 
tions —  either  the  testimony  is  true,  or  the  coincidences  are  the 
result  of  concert  and  conspiracy. 

If,  therefore,  the  independency  of  the  witnesses  be  proved,  and 
the  supposition  of  previous  conspiracy  be  disproved  or  rendered 
highly  improbable,  to  the  same  extent  will  the  truth  of  their  tes- 
timony be  established. 

So  far  -does  this  principle  extend,  that  in  many  cases,  except 
for  the  purpose  of  repelling  suspicion  and  fraud  and  concert,  the 
credit  of  the  witnesses  themselves  for  honesty  and  veracity  may 
become  wholly  immaterial.    Where  it  is  once  established  that 
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the  witnesses  to  a  transaction  are  not  acting  in  concert,  then, 
although  individually  they  should  be  unworthy  of  credit,  yet  if 
the  coincidences  in  their  testimony  are  too  numerous  to  be 
attributed  to  mere  accident,  they  cannot  possibly  be  explained 
on  any  other  supposition  than  that  of  the  truth  of  their  state- 
ment. 

The  considerations  which  tend  to  negative  any  suspicion  of 
concert  or  collusion  between  the  witnesses,  are  either  extrinsic 
of  their  testimony,  such,  for  instance,  as  relate  to  their  character, 
situation,  their  remoteness  from  eaclx  other,  the  absence  of  pre- 
vious intercourse  with  each  other  or  with  the  parties,  and  of  all 
interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  litigation ;  or  they  arise 
internally  from  a  minute  and  critical  examination  and  com- 
parison of  the  testimony  itself. 

The  nature  of  such  coincidences  is  most  important.  Are  they 
natural  ones,  which  do  not  bear  the  marks  of  artifice  and  pre- 
meditation ?  Do  they  occur  in  points  obviously  material,  or  in 
minute  and  remote  points  which  were  not  likely  to  be  material, 
or  in  matters  the  importance  of  which  could  not  have  been  forer 
seen  ?  The  number  of  such  coincidences  is  also  worthy  of  the 
most  attentive  consideration.  Human  cunning,  to  a  certain 
extent,  may  fabricate  coincidences,  even  with  regard  to  minute 
points,  the  more  effectually  to  deceive;  but  the  coincidences  of  art 
and  invention  are  necessarily  circumscribed  and  limited,  whilst 
those  of  truth  are  indefinite  and  unlimited.  The  witnesses  of 
art  will  be  copious  in  their  detail  of  circumstances,  as  far  as  their 
provision  extends ;  beyond  this  they  will  be  sparing  and  reserved, 
for  fear  of  detection  ;  and  thus  their  testimony  will  not  be  even 
and  consistent  throughout,  but  the  witnesses  of  trnth  will  be 
equally  ready  and  equally  copious  upon  all  points. 

It  is  here  to  be  observed,  that  partial  variances  in  the  testimony 
of  different  witnesses,  on  minute  and  collateral  points,  although 
they  frequently  afford  the  adverse  advocate  or  counsel  a  tojiic  for 
copious  observation,  are  of  little  importance,  unless  they  are  of 
too  prominent  and  striking  a  nature  to  be  ascribed  to  mere  inad- 
vertence, inattention  or  defect  of  memory.  It  has  been  well 
remarked  by  a  great  observer,  that  "the  usual  character  of 
human  testimony  is  substantial  truth  under  circumstantial 
variety."  It  so  rarely  happens  that  witnesses  of  the  same  trans- 
action perfectly  and  entirely  agree  in  all  points  connected  with 
it,  that  an  entire  and  complete  coincidence  in  every  particular,  so 
far  from  strengthening  their  credit,  not  unfrequently  engenders 
a  suspicion  of  practice  and  concert. 

The  real  question  must  always  be,  whether  the  points  of  vari- 
ance and  of  discrepancy  are  of  so  strong  and  decisive  a  nature 
as  to  render  it  impossible,  or  at  least  difficult,  to  attribute  them 
to  the  ordinary  sources  of  such  varieties,  inattention,  or  want  of 
memory.  It  would,  theoretically  speaking,  be  improper  to  omit 
the  observation,  that  the  weight  and  force  of  the  united  testi- 
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mony  of  numbers,  tipoa  abstract  mathematical  principles,  in- 
creases in  a  higher  ratio  than  that  of  the  mere  numbers  of  such 
witnesses. 

Upon  those  principles,  if  definite  degrees  of  probability  could 
be  assigned  to  the  testimony  of  each  witness,  the  resulting 
probability  in  favor  of  their  united  testimony  would  be  obtained, 
not  by  the  mere  addition  of  numbers  expressing  the  several 
probabilities,  but  by  a  process  of  multiplication. 

Such  considerations,  however,  are  of  little  practical  importance. 
The  maxim  of  the  law  is,  ponderantur  testes,  non  numerantur ;  or, 
in  other  words,  witnesses  are  weighed,  not  counted;  that  is,  they 
are  estimated  by  the  weight  and  value  of  their  testimony,  and 
not  by  their  number. 

No  definite  degrees  of  probability  can,  in  practice,  be  assigned 
to  the  testimony  of  witnesses;  their  credibility  usually  depends 
upon  the  special  circumstances  attending  each  particular  case, 
upon  their  connection  with  the  parties  and  the  subject  matter  of 
litigation,  their  previous  characters,  the  manner  of  delivering 
their  evidence,  and  many  other  circumstances,  by  a  careful  con- 
sideration of  which  the  value  of  their  testimony  is  usually  so 
well  ascertained  as  to  leave  no  room  for  mere  numerical  com- 
parison. 

4th.  The  conformity  of  their  testimony  with  experience.  As 
one  principal  ground  of  faith  in  human  testimony  is  experience, 
it  necessarily  follows  that  such  testimony  is  strengthened  or 
weakened  by  its  conformity  or  its  inconsistency  with  our  previ- 
ous knowledge  and  experience.  A  man  easily  credits  a  witness 
who  states  that  to  have  happened  which  he  himself  has  known 
to  happen  under  similar  circumstances;  and  he  may  still  believe, 
although  he  should  not  have  had  actual  experience  of  similar 
facts;  but  where  that  is  asserted  which  is  not  only  unsupported 
by  common  experience,  but  contrary  to  it,  belief  is  slow  and 
difficult.  Mr.  Locke  gives  an  amusing  instance:  "The  Dutch 
ambassador  told  the  king  of  Siam  that  in  his  country  the  water 
was  so  hard  in  cold  weather  that  it  would  bear  an  elephant  if  he 
were  there.  The  king  replied:  Hitherto  I  have  believed  the 
strange  things  you  told  me,  because  I  looked  upon  you  as  a 
sober,  fair  man,  but  now  I  am  sure  you  lie." 

In  ordinary  cases,  if  a  witness  were  to  state  that  which  was 
inconsistent  with  the  known  course  of  nature,  or  even  with  the 
operation  of  the  common  principles  by  which  the  conduct  of 
mankind  is  usually  governed,  he  would  probably  be  disbelieved; 
for  it  might  be  more  probable  in  the  particular  instance,  that  the 
witness  was  mistaken,  or  meant  to  deceive,  than  that  such  an 
anomaly  had  really  occurred.  But  although  the  improbability 
of  testimony,  with  reference  to  experience,  affords  a  just  and 
rational  ground  for  doubt,  the  very  illustration  cited  by  Locke 
shows  that  mere  improbability  is  by  no  means  a  certain  test  for 
trjing  the  credibility  of  testimony,  without  regard  to  the  num- 
ber, consistency,  character,  independence,  and  situation  of  the 
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■witnesses,  and  the  collateral  circumstances  which  tend  to  confirm 
their  statement. 

In  ordinary  cases,  where  a  witness  stands  wholly  unimpeached 
by  any  extrinsic  circumstances,  credit  ought  to  be  given  to  his 
testimony,  unless  it  is  so  grossly  improbable  as  to  satisfy  the  jury 
that  he  is  not  to  be  trusted.  As  experience  shows  that  events 
frequently  occur,  which  would  antecedently  have  been  considered 
most  improbable,  from  their  inconsistency  with  ordinary  experi- 
ence ;  and,  as  their  improbability  usually  arises  from  the  want  of 
a  more  intimate  and  correct  knowledge  of  the  causes  which  pro- 
duced them,  mere  improbability  can  rarely  supply  a  sufficient 
ground  for  disbelieving  direct  and  unexceptionable  witnesses  of 
the  fact,  where  there  is  no  room  for  mistake. 

5th.  Conformity  with  collateral  circumstances.  Direct  testimony 
is  not  only  capable  of  being  strengthened  or  weakened,  to  an 
indefinite  extent,  by  its  conformity,  on  the  one  hand,  or  its  incon- 
sistency on  the  other,  with  circumstances  which  are  collateral  to 
the  disputed  fact,  or  the  main  fact  in  question  in  the  case. 
These  collateral  circumstances,  as  to  their  value  as  evidence,  is 
determined  by  the  rules  applicable  to  circumstantial  evidence. 
Any  evidence  which  is  not  direct  and  positive  is  of  this  class. 
Ante,  363. 

An  inference  or  conclusion  from  circumstantial  or  presumptive 
evidence,  may  be  either  the  pure  result  of  previous  experience  of 
the  ordinary  or  the  necessary  connection  between  the  known  or 
admitted  facts  and  the  fact  inferred;  or,  of  both  reason  and 
experience  conjointly.  And  hence,  such  an  inference  or  conclu- 
sion differs  from  a  presumption,  although  the  latter  term  has 
sometimes,  yet  not  with  strict  propriety,  been  used  in  the  same 
extended  sense  ;  for  a  presumption,  in  strictness,  is  an  inference 
as  to  the  existence  of  one  fact,  from  a  knowledge  of  the  exist- 
ence of  some  other  fact,  made  solely  by  virtue  of  previous  expe- 
rience of  the  ordinary  connection  between  the  known  and  the 
inferred  facts,  and  independently  of  any  process  of  reason  in 
the  particular  instance. 

By  circumstantial  or  presumptive  proof,  is  meant  that  measure 
and  degree  of  circumstantial  evidence  which  is  sufficient  to  pro- 
duce conviction  in  the  minds  of  the  jtiry  of  the  fact  in  question. 

To  the  validity  of  every  such  proof,  it  is  essential,  first,  that  a 
basis  of  facts  be  established  by  sufficient  evidence ;  and,  in  the 
next  place,  that  the  proper  conclusion  should  be  deduced,  by 
the  aid  of  reason  and  experience,  from  those  facts  and  circum- 
stances so  established.  The  force  and  tendency  of  circumstantial 
evidence  to  produce  conviction  and  belief,  depend  upon  a  con- 
sideration of  the  coincidence  of  circumstances  with  the  fact  to  be 
inferred  ;  that  is,  with  the  hypothesis,  and  the  adequacy  of  such 
coincidences  to  exclude  every  other  hypothesis. 

All  human  dealings  and  transactions  are  a  vast  context  of  cir- 
cumstances, interwoven  and  connected  with  each  other,  and  also 
with  the  natural  world,  by  innumerable  mutual  links  and  ties. 
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No  one  fact  or  circumstance  ever  happens  which  does  not  owe  its 
birth  to  a  multitude  of  others,  which  is  not  connected  on  every 
side  by  kindred  facts,  and  which  does  not  tend  to  the  generation 
of  a  host  of  dependent  ones,  which  necessarily  coincide  and  agree 
in  their  minutest  bearings  and  relations,  in  perfect  harmony  and 
concord,  without  the  slightest  discrepancy  or  disorder. 

It  is  obvious  that  all  facts  and  circumstances  which  have  really 
happened,  were  perfectly  consistent  with  each  other,  for  they  did 
so  actually  consist.  It  is,  therefore,  a  necessary  consequence, 
that  if  a  number  of  the  circumstances  which  attended  a  disputed 
fact  be  known  and  ascertained,  and  those  so  coincide  and  agree 
with  the  hypothesis  that  the  disputed  fact  is  true,  that  no  other 
hypothesis  can  consist  with  those  circumstances,  the  truth  of 
that  hypothesis  is  necessarily  established. 

And  again,  where  the  known  and  ascertained  facts  so  coincide 
and  agree  with  the  hypothesis  that  the  disputed  fact  is  true,  as  to 
render  the  truth  of  any  other  hypothesis,  on  the  principles  of 
reason  and  experience,  exceedingly  remote  and  improbable,  and 
reasonably,  though  not  absolutely  and  metaphysically,  impossi- 
ble, the  hypothesis  is  established  as  morally  true.  It  also  follows, 
that  if  any  of  the  established  circumstances  be  absolutely  incon- 
sistent with  the  existence  of  the  supposed  fact,  the  hypothesis 
cannot  be  true,  notwithstanding  the  degree  and  extent  of  coinci- 
dence in  other  respects ;  for,  if  that  fact  really  existed,  it  was 
necessarily  consistent  with  all  the  circumstances. 

Thus,  in  the  first  place,  it  sometimes  happens  that  the  coinci- 
dence between  the  known  facts  and  the  hypothesis  is  such  as 
absolutely  and  demonstratively  to  exclude  any  other.  If,  for 
instance,  it  were  to  be  proved  that  A.  entered  a  room  containing 
a  watch,  and  that  the  watch  was  gone  on  his  departure,  and  it 
were  also  proved  that  no  agent  but  A.  in  the  interval  had  had 
access  to  the  room,  the  proof  that  A.  took  the  watch  would  be 
conclusive  and  complete,  for  the  supposition  that  it  had  been 
removed  by  any  other  agent  would  be  entirely  excluded. 

In  the  next  place,  the  nature  and  degree  of  coincidence  be- 
tween the  circumstances  and  the  hypothesis  may  oftentimes  be 
sufficient  to  exclude  all  reasonable  doubt,  and  thus  generate  full 
moral  conviction  and  belief,  although  it  is  not,  as  in  the  former 
case,  of  an  absolute  and  demonstrative  nature.  The  probability 
of  a  hypothesis  must  always  be  proportioned  to  the  nature,  extent 
and  number  of  its  coincidences  with  the  circumstances  proved. 

Connections  and  coincidences  between  circumstances  and  the 
hypothesis  which  they  tend  to  prove  are  either  those  of  a  natural 
or  mechanical  nature,  which  are  the  objects  of  sense,  or  they  are 
of  a  moral  nature.  Those  of  the  first  class  may  consist  generally 
in  proximity  in  point  of  time  and  space,  and  all  other  circum- 
stances which  show  that  the  supposed  agent  had  the  means  and 
opportunity  of  doing  the  particular  act,  and  connect  him  with  it. 
As  common  instances,  the  possession  of  stolen  goods,  in  case  of 
burglary,  robbery  or  larceny,  and  stains  of  blood  upon  the  per- 
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son,  the  possession  of  deadly  weapons  recently  used,  marks  of 
conflict  and  violence,  in  case  of  homicide,  may  be  cited. 

Circumstances  of  the  above  description,  although  they  may  be 
in  themselves  of  an  imperfect  and  inconclusive  nature,  frequently 
derive  a  conclusive  tendency  from  those  which  are  of  a  moral 
kind,  and  which  depend  upon  a  knowledge  and  experience  of 
man  as  a  rational  and  moral  agent. 

There  are,  in  fact,  no  existing  relations,  natural  or  artificial, 
no  occurrences  or  incidents  in  &e  course  of  nature  or  dealings 
of  society,  which  may  not  constitute  the  materials  of  proof,  and 
become  important  links  in  the  chain  of  evidence.  Experience 
points  out  some  laws  of  human  conduct  almost  as  general  and 
constant  in  their  operation  as  the  mechanical  laws  of  the  mate- 
rial world  themselves  are. 

That  a  man  will  consult  his  own  preservation,  and  serve  his 
own  interests ;  that  he  will  prefer  pleasure  to  pain,  and  gain  to 
loss ;  that  he  will  not  (in  a  state  of  sanity)  commit  a  crime  or 
any  other  act  manifestly  tending  to  endanger  his  person  or  pro- 
perty, without  a  motive ;  and  conversely,  that  if  he  has  done  such 
an  act  he  had  a  motive  for  doing  it,  are  principles  of  action  and 
of  conduct  so  clear  that  they  may  be  properly  regarded  as  axioms 
in  the  theory  of  evidence. 

In  estimating  the  force  of  a  number  of  circumstances  tending 
to  the  proof  of  a  disputed  fact,  it  is  of  essential  importance  to 
consider  whether  they  are  dependent  or  independent.  If  the 
facts  A.  B.  0.  and  D.  are  so  essential  to  the  particular  inferences 
to  be  derived  from  them,  when  established,  that  the  failure  in 
the  proof  of  any  one  of  them  would  destroy  the  inference  alto- 
gether, they  are  dependent  facts ;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  notwith- 
standing the  failure  in  proof  of  one  or  more  of  those  facts,  the 
rest  of  them  would  still  afford  the  same  inference  or  probability 
as  to  the  contested  fact  which  they  did  before,  they  would  be 
properly  termed  independent  facts. 

The  force  of  a  particular  inference,  drawn  from  a  number  of 
dependent  facts,  is  not  augmented,  neither  is  it  diminished,  in 
respect  of  the  number  of  such  independent  facts,  provided  they 
are  established ;  but  the  probability  that  the  inference  itself  rests 
upon  sure  grounds,  is,  in  general,  weakened  by  the  multiplication 
of  the  number  of  circumstances  essential  to  the  proof;  for  the 
greater  the  number  of  circumstances  essential  to  the  proof  is, 
the  greater  latitude  is  there  for  mistake  or  deception. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  each  of  a  number  of  independent 
circumstances,  or  combinations  of  circumstances,  tends  to  the 
same  conclusion,  the  probability  of  the  truth  of  the  fact  is  neces- 
sarily greatly  increased  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  those 
independent  circumstances. 

In  concluding  the  subject  of  circumstantial  evidence,  a  few  of 
the  general  rules  will  be  noticed.    And  these  rules  are  always 
essential  in  the  application  of  circumstantial  proof. 
Wait  11—68 
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First.  The  circumstances  from  which  the  conclusion  is  drawn 
must  he  fully  established.  If  the  basis  be  unsound,  the  super- 
structure cannot  be  secure.  The  party  upon  whom  the  burden 
of  proof  rests  is  bound  to  prove  every  single  circumstance  which 
is  essential  to  the  conclusion,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  the  whole  issue  had  rested  upon  the  proof  of 
each  individual  and  essential  circumstance. 

It  is  obvious  that  proof  of  this  nature  is  more  strong  and 
cogent  where  the  circumstances  are  numerous,  and  derived  from 
many  different  and  independent  sources,  than  where  they  are 
few,  and  depend  on  the  credit  and  testimony  of  one  or  two  wit- 
nesses. Where  all  the  circumstances  rest  on  the  testimony  of  a 
single  witness,  the  evidence  can  never  be  superior  to  the  lowest 
degree  of  direct  evidence,  and  must  frequently  fall  below  it ;  for, 
in  addition  to  the  question,  whether  the  witness  was  trustworthy, 
an  other  question  would  arise,  that  is,  whether  the  inference  was 
correctly  drawn  from  the  facts  which  he  was  supposed  to  prove. 

A  few  circumstances  may  be  consistent  with  several  solutions; 
but  the  whole  context  of  circumstances  can  consist  with  one 
hypothesis  only;  and  the  wider  the  range  of  circumstances  is, 
the  more  certain  will  it  be  that  the  hypothesis  which  consists 
with,  and  reconciles  them  all,  is  the  true  one. 

Secondly.  It  is  essential  that  all  the  facts  should  he  consistent  with 
the  hypothesis.  For,  as  all  things  which  have  happened  were  neces- 
sarily congi'uous  and  consistent,  it  follows  that  if  any  one  estab- 
lished fact  is  wholly  irreconcilable  with  the  hypothesis,  the  latter 
cannot  be  true.  Such  an  incongruity  and  inconsistency  is  suffi- 
cient to  negative  the  hypothesis,  even  although  it  coincides  and 
agrees  with  all  the  other  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case  to 
the  minutest  extent.  Undoubtedly  such  an  intimate  coincidence 
in  other  respects  would  suggest  the  necessity  of  investigating 
the  truth  of  the  incongruous  circumstances  with  great  caution  ; 
yet,  if  the  incongruity  could  not  eventually  be  removed,  the 
hypothesis  would  fall,  although  uo  other  could  be  suggested. 

Tlxirdly.  It  is  essential  tlmt  the  circumstances  should  be  of  a  con- 
clusive nature  and  tendency.  Evidence  is  always  indefinite  and 
inconclusive,  when  it  raises  no  more  than  a  limited  probability 
in  favor  of  the  fact,  as  compared  with  some  definite  probability 
against  it,  whether  the  precise  proposition  can  or  cannot  be 
ascertained.  It  is,  on  the  other  hand,  of  a  conclusive  nature  and 
tendency,  where  the  probability  in  favor  of  the  hypothesis  ex- 
ceeds all  arithmetical  or  definite  limits. 

Such  evidence  is  always  insuflicient,  where,  assuming  all  to  be 
proved  which  the  evidence  tends  to  prove,  some  other  hyjjothesis 
may  still  be  true ;  for  it  is  the  actual  exclusion  of  every  other 
hypothesis  which  invests  the  circumstances  with  the  force  of 
proof. 

Whenever,  therefore,  the  evidence  leaves  it  indifferent  which 
of  several  hypotheses  is  true,  or  merely  establishes  some  finite 
probability  in  favor  of  one  hypothesis  rather  than  an  other, 
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such  evidence  cannot  amount  to  proof,  however  great  the  proba- 
bility may  be. 

Fourthly.  It  is  essential  that  the  circumstances  should,  to  a  moral 
certaiyity,  actually  exclude  every  hypothesis  hut  the  one  proposed  to 
he  proved.  Hence  results  the  rule  in  criminal  cases,  that  the  coin- 
cidence of  circumstiinces  to  indicate  guilt,  however  numerous 
they  may  be,  avails  nothing  unless  the  corpus  delicti,  the  fact  that 
the  crime  has  been  actually  perpetrated,  be  first  established.  So 
long  as  the  least  doubt  exists  as  to  the  act,  there  can  be  no  cer- 
tainty as  to  the  criminal  agent. 

Hence,  in  charges  of  homicide,  it  is  an  established  rule  that  the 
accused  shall  not  be  convicted  unless  the  death  be  first  distinctly 
proved,  either  by  direct  evidence  of  the  fact,  or  by  an  inspection 
of  the  body. 

So  a  prisoner  cannot  be  convicted  of  larceny  in  stealing  the 
goods  of  a  person  unknown,  unless  the  fact  of  the  larceny  or 
robbery  be  previously  proved. 

Lastly.  Mere  circumstantial  evidence  ought  in  no  case  to  be 
relied  on  when  direct  and  positive  evidence,  which  might  have 
been  given,  is  willfully  withheld  by  the  prosecutor,  or  the  person 
attempting  to  establish  the  issue  in  his  favor  by  the  introduction 
of  evidence.  Where  direct  evidence  is  attainable,  circumstantial 
evidence  is  of  a  secondary  nature ;  and  besides  this,  the  great 
excellence  of  indirect  evidence  is  its  freedom  from  suspicion,  and 
no  greater  discredit  can  be  thrown  upon  it  than  by  the  withhold- 
ing of  direct  evidence. 

Weighing  conflicting  evidence.]  Where  the  evidence  is  confiict- 
iug,  the  first  step  in  the  process  of  inquiry  must  naturally  and 
obviously  be,  to  ascertain  whether  the  apparent  inconsistencies 
and  incongruities  which  such  evidence  presents,  may  not,  without 
violence,  be  reconciled ;  and  if  not,  to  what  extent,  and  in  what 
particulars,  the  adverse  evidence  is  irreconcilable ;  and  then,  by 
careful  investigation  and  comparison,  to  reject  that  which  is 
vicious ;  and  thus,  if  it  is  practicable,  to  reduce  the  whole  to  testi- 
mony and  circumstances  of  uniform  and  consistent  tendency. 

Where  the  testimony  of  direct  witnesses  is  apparently  at  vari- 
ance, it  is  to  be  considered,  in  the  first  place,  whether  they  are 
not,  in  reality,  reconcilable,  especially  where  there  is  no  extrinsic 
reason  for  suspecting  error  or  fraud.  But  if  their  statements, 
upon  examination,  are  found  to  be  irreconcilable,  it  becomes  an 
important  duty  to  distinguish  between  the  misconceptions  of  an 
innocent  witness,  which  may  not  affect  his  general  testimony, 
and  willful  and  corrupt  misrepresentations,  which  destroy  his 
credit  altogether.  The  presumption  of  reason  as  well  as  of  law, 
in  favor  of  innocence,  will  attribute  a  variance  in  testimony  to 
the  former,  rather  than  to  the  latter  origin.  Partial  incongruities 
and  discrepancies  in  testimony,  as  to  collateral  points,  are,  as  has 
been  already  observed,  to  be  expected ;  and  it  is  for  a  jury  to 
determine  whether,  in  the  particular  instance,  they  are  of  such  a 
nature  and  character,  under  all  the  circumstances,  that  they  may 
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be,  or  cannot  be,  attribnted  to  mistake.  In  estimating  the  proba- 
bilitjr  of  mistake  and  error,  and  also  in  deciding  on  which  side 
the  mistake  lies,  much  must  depend  on  the  natural  talents  of  the 
adverse  witnesses,  their  quickness  of  perception,  strength  of 
memory,  their  previous  habits  of  general  attention,  or  of  attention 
to  particular  subject  matters.  A  physician  or  surgeon  would  be 
much  more  likely  to  observe  particular  symptoms  or  appearances, 
in  a  medical  or  surgical  case,  and  to  form  from  them  correct  con- 
clusions, than  an  unskillful  and  inexperienced  person  would  be 
likely  to  do.  Much  also  must  depend  upon  a  comparison  of  the 
means  and  opportunity  which  the  witnesses  had  for  making 
observations,  of  the  circumstances  which  were  likely  to  excite 
and  engage  their  attention,  and  of  their  reasons  and  motives  for 
attending  ;  and  here  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  there  is  an  import- 
ant distinction  between  positive  and  negative  testimony. 

If  one  witness  were  to  swear  positively  that  be  saw  or  heard  a 
fact,  and  an  other  were  to  swear  that  he  was  present,  but  did  not 
see  or  hear  it,  and  the  witnesses  were  equally  trustworthy,  the 
general  principle  would,  in  ordinary  cases,  create  a  preponderance 
in  favor  of  the  affirmative ;  for  it  would  usually  happen  that  a 
witness  who  swore  positively,  minutely  and  circumstantially  to 
a  fact  which  was  untrue,  would  be  guilty  of  perjury ;  but  it 
would  by  no  means  follow,  that  a  witness  who  swore  nega- 
tively would  be  perjured,  although  the  affirmative  were  true ; 
because  the  falsity  of  the  testimony  might  arise  from  inattention, 
mistake,  or  defect  of  memory ;  and,  therefore,  even  independ- 
ently of  the  usual  presumption  in  favor  of  innocence,  the  pro- 
bability would  be  in  favor  of  the  affirmative. 

If,  for  instance,  two  persons  should  remain  in  the  same  room 
for  the  same  period  of  time,  and  one  of  them  should  swear  that 
during  that  time  he  heard  a  clock  in  the  room  strike  the  hour, 
and  the  other  should  swear  that  he  did  not  hear  the  clock  strike, 
it  is  very  possible  that  the  fact  might  be  true  that  the  clock  did 
strike,  and  yet  each  might  swear  truly. 

It  is  not  only  possible,  but  it  is  probable  that  the  latter  witness, 
though  in  the  same  room,  through  inattention,  might  be  uncon- 
scious of  the  fact,  or  being  conscious  of  it  at  the  time,  that  the 
recollection  had  afterwards  faded  or  escaped  from  his  memory. 
It  follows,  therefore,  by  way  of  corollary  to  the  last  proposition, 
that  in  such  cases,  unless  the  contrary  manifestly  appears,  the 
presumption  in  favor  of  human  veracity  operates  to  support  the 
affirmative. 

And  further,  when,  in  cases  of  conflicting  testimony,  upon  a 
comparison  between  the  witnesses  in  respect  of  the  means  and 
opportunity  which  they  have  had  of  ascertaining  the  facts  to 
which  they  testify,  it  turns  out  that  the  one  class  has  had  more 
competent  and  adequate  means  of  information  than  the  other ; 
or  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  attention  of  the  latter  was 
not  so  likely  to  be  so  fully  excited  and  particularly  directed  to 
the  facts,  this  principle  co-operates  with  the  weight  of  evidence 
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in  favor  of  the  former,  in  all  cases  where  there  is  room  for  error 
or  mistake. 

The  application  of  this  principle  supposes  that  the  positive  can 
be  reconciled  with  the  negative  testimony  without  violence  and 
constraint.  Evidence  of  a  negative  nature  may,  under  particular 
circumstances,  not  only  be  equal,  but  superior,  to  positive  evi- 
dence. This  must  always  depend  upon  the  question,  whether, 
under  the  particular  circumstances,  the  negative  testimony  can 
be  attributed  to  inattention,  error,  or  defect  of  memory.  If,  in 
the  instance  already  supposed,  two  persons  were  placed  in  the 
room  where  the  clock  was,  for  the  express  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing, by  their  senses,  whether  it  would  strike  or  not,  there  would 
be  little  room  to  attribute  the  variance  between  their  negative 
testimony  and  the  positive  testimony  of  a  third  witness  to  mis- 
take or  inattention,  and  the  real  question  would  be  as  to  the 
credit  of  the  witnesses. 

Where  the  testimony  of  conflicting  witnesses  is  irreconcilable, 
and  cannot  be  attributed  to  incapacity  or  error,  it  frequently 
becomes  a  painful  and  diflScult  task  to  decide  to  which  class 
credit  is  due.  And  here  it  is  to  be  observed,  in  the  first  place, 
that  all  those  considerations  which  have  been  applied  as  tests  of 
the  credit  and  veracity  of  witnesses  uncontradicted,  are  also  tests 
of  credibility  in  cases  of  conflict  in  their  evidence.  The  first 
point  of  comparison  is  their  character  for  integrity. 

This  may  either  depend  on  positive  evidence  as  to  their  pre- 
vious situation,  conduct  and  character,  or  may  be  a  matter  of 
inference  and  presumption,  from  their  relative  situation  as  to  the 
parties,  or  the  subject-matter  of  the  cause,  and  the  various  and 
almost  innumerable  circumstances  by  which  their  testimony  may 
be  influenced  or  biased.  Where  the  testimony  is  equally  balanced 
in  all  other  respects,  a  slight  degree  of  interest  or  connection  may 
be  sufficient  to  turn  the  scale.  In  such  cases,  also,  any  variance 
in  the  testimony  of  the  witness  from  a  former  statement  relating 
to  the  same  transaction,  if  it  is  established  and  not  explained, 
necessarily  tends  to  impeach  either  his  integrity  or  his  ability. 

All  those  circumstances  which  were  likely  to  influence  and  bias 
a  witness  in  favor  of  the  party,  are  of  course  entitled  to  great 
consideration  in  weighing  their  credit,  although  they  do  not  ex- 
clude their  testimony.  These  are  of  too  obvious  and  extensive 
a  nature  to  require  enumeration.  Not  only  may  the  stronger 
motives  arising  from  the  ties  of  consanquinity,  affinity,  friendship 
or  expectation  of  future  gain,  cast  a  doubt  upon  the  credit  of 
witnesses  whose  testimony  is  contrasted  with  that  of  persons  who 
stand  wholly  indifferent,  but  so  also  in  cases  where,  in  other 
respects,  the  weight  of  testimony  is  nicely  balanced,  nay,  many 
considerations  of  an  inferior  and  weaker  description,  such  as  the 
interest  which  the  witness  may  possess  in  a  similar  question,  or 
the.  bias  and  prejudice  which  may  arise  in  favor  of  a  party  from 
connection  in  the  way  of  trade,  profession  or  membership  of  any 
description ;  considerations  of  this  kind,  which  would  frequently 
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afford  not  the  slightest  ground  for  questioning  the  credit  of  an 
unimpeached  witness,  may  become  of  essential  importance  when 
the  credit  of  conflicting  witnesses  is  in  other  respects  in  a  state 
of  equipoise. 

Such  considerations  become  still  more  important  where  any 
suspicion  arises  from  the  manner  and  demeanor  of  the  witness 
in  delivering  his  testimony.  These,  indeed,  frequently  afford 
strong  tests  for  judging  of  his  sincerity,  although  his  motive  be 
not  apparent.  Manifestations  of  warmth  and  zeal  beyond  those 
which  the  occasion  naturally  calls  for,  over-forwardness  in  testi- 
fying that  which  will  benefit  the  party  for  whom  he  testifies,  and 
ill-concealed  reluctance  in  declaring  that  which  tends  to  his  pre- 
judice, flippancy  and  levity  of  manner,  coldness  and  apathy  -in 
describing  injuries  which  would  naturally  excite  a  contrary  feel- 
ing, indications  of  subtlety,  artifice  and  cunning,  are,  with  a  mul- 
titude of  others,  tests  for  estimating  the  true  character  of  a 
witness  and  the  value  of  his  testimony.  But,  above  all,  where 
the  credit  of  conflicting  witnesses  is  doubtful,  as  far  as  regards 
their  number,  their  integrity,  their  means  of  knowledge,  and  the 
consistency  and  probability  of  their  testimony,  a  comparison  of 
their  statements  with  each  other,  and  with  undisputed  or,estab- 
lished  facts,  is  a  great  test  of  credibility. 

The  relative  consistency  of  testimony  is  a  most  important  test 
of  comparison.  The  testimonies  of  witnesses  of  truth  will  con- 
sist with  each  other,  and  with  all  the  established  circumstances 
of  the  case,  in  numerous  and  minute  particulars,  which  are  fre- 
quently beyond  the  reach  of  invention,  and  will  exhibit  that 
degree  of  solid  coherency  which  necessarily  results  from  a  real 
and  actual  connection  and  congruity  in  nature,  which  minuteness 
and  detail  of  circumstances  will  serve  but  to  render  more  com- 
plete. With  false  witnesses  the  very  reverse  takes  place.  Their 
testimony  must  either  be  sparing  in  circumstances,  and  therefore 
of  a  nature  obviously  suspicious,  or  be  liable  to  detection  from 
comparing  the  invented  circumstances  with  each  other,  and  with 
those  which  are  known  to  be  true. 

In  cases  of  conflicting  testimony,  and  particularly  where  the 
subject  of  litigation  is  remote  in  point  of  time,  or  the  question 
depends  upon  the  terms  of  oral  communications,  the  evidence  of 
written  instruments  or  documents 'connected  with  the  transaction 
are,  on  account  of  their  permanency,  of  the  most  obvious  and 
essential  importance.  Every  day  furnishes  instances  of  the 
weakness  of  human  memory  in  such  cases,  and  great  opportunity 
is  afforded  for  misrei)resentation  or  mistake,  whilst  writings  are 
permanent,  and,  as  has  well  been  observed,  are  witnesses  diflScult 
to  be  corrupted. 

As  the  depositions  of  dead  or  absent  witnesses  are,  in  point  of 
law,  of  a  secondary  nature  to  the  viva  voce  testimony  of  witnesses 
subjected  to  the  ordeal  of  cross-examination,  so  are  they  Inferior 
and  weaker  in  point  of  force  and  effect ;  so  true  is  it  that  a  wit- 
ness will  frequently  depose  that  in  private  which  he  would  be 
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ashamed  to  testify  before  a  public  tribunal.  It  is  by  the  test  of  a 
public  examination,  and  by  that  alone,  that  the  credit  of  a  wit- 
ness, both  as  to  honesty  and  ability,  can  be  thoroughly  tried  and 
appreciated. 

As  the  credit  due  to  a  witness  is  founded  in  the  first  instance 
on  general  experience  of  human  veracity,  it  follows  that  a  wit- 
ness who  gives  false  testimony  as  to  one  particular,  cannot  be 
credited  as  to  any,  according  to  the  legal  maxim,  falsum  in  uno, 
falsum  in  omnibus.  The  presumption  that  the  witness  will  declare 
the  truth  ceases  as  soon  as  it  manifestly  appears  that  he  is  capa- 
ble of  perjury.  Faith  in  a  witness's  testimony  cannot  be  partial 
or  fractional.  Where  any  material  fact  rests  on  his  testimony, 
the  degree  of  credit  due  to  him  must  be  ascertained,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  result  his  testimony  is  to  be  credited  or  rejected.* 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe  that  this  does  not  extend  to 
the  total  rejection  of  a  witness  whose  misrepresentation  has 
resulted  from  mistake  or  infirmity,  and  not  from  design ;  but 
though  his  honesty  remains  unimpeached,  this  is  a  consideration 
which  necessarily  aflfects  his  character  for  accuracy. 

Neither  does  the  principle  apply  to  the  testimony  given  in 
favor  of  the  adversary.  Such  evidence  is  rather  to  be  considered 
as  truth  reluctantly  admitted,  and  divulged  only  because  it  was 
not  in  the  power  of  a  corrupt  witness  to  conceal  it.  Hence  it  is 
a  general  principle  that  a  jury  may  believe  that  which  makes 
against  his  point  who  swears,  although  they  do  not  believe  that 
which  makes  for  it. 

The  presumption  is  always  prima  facie,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
circumstances  which  generate  suspicion,  in  favor  of  the  veracity 
of  a  witness  ;  but,  where  the  usual  and  general  presumption  is 
encountered  by  an  opposite  one,  it  is  necessary  that  the  credit  of 
the  witness  should  be  established  by  some  collateral  aid,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  jury. 

The  correspondence  or  inconsistency  of  direct  evidence  with 
well  established  circumstances,  is  the  great,  and  frequently  the 
only  test,  for  trying  the  truth  of  direct  testimony  which  labors 
under  suspicion.  A  perjured  witness  will  naturally,  with  a  view 
to  his  own  security,  so  frame  his  fiction  as  to  render  contradic- 
tion, by  direct  and  opposite  testimony,  impracticable.  He  will 
also  be  sparing  in  his  detail  of  circumstances  which  are  false,  and 
which  are  capable  of  contradiction,  because  the  more  circumstan- 
tial his  statement  is,  the  more  it  is  open  to  detection.  Hence  it 
is  that  circumstantiality  of  detail  is  usually  a  test  of  sincerity, 
provided  the  circumstances  are  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  capable 
of  contradiction  if  they  are  false ;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  a  witness  is  copious  in  his  detail  of  circumstances  which  are 
incapable  of  contradiction,  but  sparing  of  those  which  are  of  an 
opposite  kind,  his  testimony  must  necessarily  be  regarded  with 
a  degree  of  suspicion.  As  circumstances  are  the  best  and  fre- 
quently the  only  means  of  detecting  false  testimony,  it  follows 
that  no  fictions  are  more  formidable  and  more  difficult  to  be 
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detected  than  those  which  are  mixed  up  with  a  large  portion  of 
truth,  because  every  ciroumstance  of  truth  interwoven  with  the 
fiction,  so  far  from  being  merely  negative  in  its  effect,  in  afford- 
ing no  aid  for  detecting  the  fraud,  actually  tends  to  confirm  it. 

Where  doubts  arise  from  circumstances  of  an  apparently  oppo- 
site and  conflicting  tendency,  the  first  step  in  the  natural  order 
of  inquiry  is  to  ascertain  whether  they  are  not  in  reality  recon- 
cilable, especially  where  circumstances  cannot  be  rejected  with- 
out imputing  perjury  to  a  witness;  for  perjury  is  not  to  be 
presumed;  and  in  the  absence  of  all  suspicion,  that  hypothesis  is 
to  be  adopted  which  consists  with  and  reconciles  all  the  circum- 
stances which  the  case  supplies.  In  the  next  place,  where  the 
circumstances  are  inconsistent  and  irreconcilable,  it  becomes 
necessary  to  inquire  which  of  them  are  attributable  to  error  and 
which  to  design.  Here,  again,  in  distinguishing  between  the  real 
and  genuine  circumstances,  and  those  which  are  spurious,  regard 
is  to  be  had  to  those  principles  which  have  been  adverted  to ;  for 
it  is  rather  to  be  presumed  that  one  witness  was  mistaken,  where 
there  was  room  for  mistake,  than  that  an  other  witness,  where  the 
facts  excluded  all  mistake,  was  willfully  perjured.  Where  mis- 
take is  out  of  the  question,  an  examination  of  the  different 
degrees  of  credit  due  to  the  witnesses  on  whose  testimony  the 
conflicting  circumstances  depend,  becomes  material ;  and  in  such 
cases  a  careful  comparison  of  the  circumstances  which  they  state, 
with  facts  either  admitted  or  fully  established,  is  of  the  most 
obvious  and  essential  importance.  Every  admitted  or  established 
fact  affords  an  additional  test  for  trying  the  truth  and  genuine- 
ness of  those  which  are  doubtful,  by  means  of  which  those  which 
are  genuine  may  be  established  and  become  additional  tests  of 
truth,  and  those  which  are  false  may  be  rejected. 

Whenever  any  fact  is  found  to  be  wholly  inconsistent  with 
those  which  are  either  admitted  or  indubitably  proved,  the  mere 
rejection  of  that  single  fact,  and  the  diflSculty  thus  removed,  is 
not  the  only  step  gained  in  the  progress  towards  truth ;  for  the 
vicious  evidence  must  have  resulted  from  error  or  fraud;  and 
whether,  under  the  circumstances,  it  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  one 
source  or  the  other,  it  affords  a  test  for  judging  of  the  ability  or 
integrity  of  the  witness,  and  not  unfreqiuently  affords  some 
insight  into  the  conduct  or  motives  of  the  party. 

A  few  words  more  in  relation  to  the  excuses  which  jurors 
sometimes  offer,  for  the  rendering  of  a,  verdict  which  is  not  in 
accordance  with  either  law  or  justice,  nor  even  with  the  fair  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence  when  that  is  properly  weighed  and 
applied-. 

What  circumstances  will  amount  to  proof  can  never  be  matter 
of  general  definition.  The  legal  test  is  the  srfSciency  of  the  evi- 
dence to  satisfy  the  judgment  and  the  conscience  of  the  jury. 
Sometimes  evidence  is  given  by  a  witness  which  is  so  improbable 
as  to  amount  to  a  moral  certaiinty  that  it  is  false,  or  at  least 
unreliable,  and  yet  effect  is  gi\^n  to  it  by  jurors  who  found  thei? 
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verdict  upon  it.  In  such  cases  the  excuse  is  made  by  jurors  that 
the  facts  were  sworn  to,  and  they  could  not  do  otherwise  than 
to  act  upon  them.  If  the  jurors  did  not  credit  the  evidence,  they 
had  no  right,  under  their  oath,  to  give  it  any  such  effect.  It  is 
true  that  jurors  cannot  arbitrarily  disregard  the  evidence  in  a 
cause ;  but,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  law  gives  them  a  large 
latitude  in  judging  of  the  credit  of  witnesses,  and  of  the  effect  to 
be  given  to  their  evidence.  If,  on  a  full  and  careful  examination 
of  the  evidence  of  a  witness,  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  it  cannot 
be  true,  they  ought  not  to  give  effect  to  it  in  rendering  their 
verdict. 

There  are  in  many  cases  difficulties  enough  as  to  the  proper 
disposition  of  some  portions  of  the  evidence,  and  the  general 
rules  which  have  been  given  were  intended  to  aid  the  proper 
solution  of  the  difficulty.  No  cases  of  conflicting  evidence  are 
more  difficult  of  solution  than  those  where  facts,  apparently  well 
established,  lead  to  opposite  conclusions.  These,  in  some  re- 
markable instances,  are  of  such  a  nature  as  to  leave  the  mind  in 
a  state  of  perplexity  after  the  most  patient  and  laborious  investi- 
gation. But  it  rarely  happens  where  there  are  such  conflicting 
probabilities,  so  nicely  balanced,  that  some  rule  of  legal  policy 
does  not  intervene  to  turn  the  scale.  And  in  all  such  cases  in 
which  the  evidence  leaves  the  matter  so  doubtful,  the  true  rule  is 
to  decide  it  against  the  party  who  holds  the  affirmative  of  the 
issue,  whether  that  party  be  plaintiff  or  defendant.  Long  v.  Hitch- 
cock, 9  Oarr.  &  Payne,  619;  Fox  v.  Decker,  3  B.  D.  Smith,  150; 
Cotton  V.  Wood,  8  J.  Scott,  IST.  S.,  568. 

Where  there  is  a  general  denial  of  all  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint,  ihk  pMntiff  will  be  required  to  satisfy  the  court  or 
jury  that  there  is  a  preponderance  of  evidence  in  his  favor,  or  he 
will  fail  to  recover.  So,  where  the  defendant  does  not  inter- 
pose a  denial,  or  where  he  concedes  that  the  plaintiff's  cause  of 
action  is  established,  but  he  relies  upon  some  affirmative  defense ; 
such  as  a  set-off,  recoupment,  tender,  payment  and  the  like,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to  establish  these  issues, 
and,  if  he  does  not  satisfy  the  court  or  jury  that  the  prepon- 
derance of  evidence  is  in  his  favor  on  these  issues,  his  defense 
will  fail. 

Wait  11—69 
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SUBPtENA. 

After  an  issue  has  been  joined,  and  the  cause  adjourned  to  a 
day  for  trial,  the  next  important  matter  which  requires  attention 
is  to  make  a  careful  preparation  for  such  trial.  This  preparation 
relates  to  two  different  subjects.  The  first  is  to  examine  the  law 
in  relation  to  the  action  upon  its  merits,  and  also  as  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  any  evidence  which  is  not  clearly  admissible  within  the 
general  rules  of  evidence.  So,  it  is  also  proper  to  examine  such 
legal  questions  as  may  be  properly  raised  by  the  matters  disclosed 
by  the  answer.  The  duty  of  investigating  all  legal  questions, 
will,  of  course,  devolve  upon  the  attorney  or  counsel  who  is  to 
try  the  cause.  And  to  a  young  lawyer  nothing  can  be  of  greater 
service  than  to  make  a  full  and  careful  brief  for  the  trial  of  every 
cause  of  any  importance.  Ifo  point  of  law  and  no  class  of  evi- 
dence need  be  overlooked  in  the  hurry  of  a  trial  if  this  is  properly 
done.  It  is  not  necessary  to  make  a  formal  brief  in  every  case, 
but  a  methodical  and  diligent  examination  of  the  points  of  law, 
and  of  the  details  of  the  evidence  in  a  cause,  are  nearly  indis- 
pensable to  a  certainty  of  success,  or  to  a  thorough  and  exhaus- 
tive trial  on  the  merits.  It  may  be  convenient  to  state  those 
points,  upon  which  a  brief  should  be  explicit.  A  brief  usually 
consists  of  three  parts :  1st.  An  abstract  of  the  pleadiugs ;  2d.  A 
statement  of  the  case,  and,  3d.  A  statement  of  the  proofs. 
A  more  particular  and  formal  brief  may  contain  an  enumeration 
of  several  important  matters :  1st.  The  names  of  the  parties, 
their  residence  and  occupation,  the  character  in  which  they  sue 
or  defend,  and  the  reason  why  they  prosecute  or  resist  the  action. 
2d.  An  abridgment  of  the  pleadings,  showing  what  facts  are  in 
issue,  and  what  facts  are  admitted.  3d.  A  regular  chronological 
and  methodical  statement  of  all  material  facts.  4th.  A  summary 
of  the  points  or  questions  in  issue,  and  of  the  proof  which  is  to 
support  such  issues,  mentioning  specially  the  names  of  the  wit- 
nesses by  whom  the  facts  are  to  be  proved,  or,  if  it  is  to  be 
established  by  written  evidence,  an  abstract  of  such  evidence. 
5th.  The  personal  character  of  the  witnesses  should  be  mentioned, 
whether  the  moral  character  is  good  or  bad,  whether  they  are 
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naturally  timid  or  over-zealous,  whether  firm  or  wavering.  6th. 
If  known,  the  evidence  which  will  be  introduced  by  the  opposite 
party  should  be  stated,  and  such  facts  or  witnesses  as  are  adapted 
to  oppose,  rebut,  explain  or  answer  it  by  new  matter,  should  be 
mentioned.  Let  the  facts  be  stated  in  such  a  manner  that  it  will 
be  convenient,  at  any  moment,  to  find  the  desired  information 
which  has  been  noted.  Brevity  is  desirable,  but  when  the  facts 
are  material  they  cannot  be  too  numerous,  and  so,  when  the 
argument  is  pertinent  and  weighty,  it  cannot  be  too  extended. 
7th.  A  full  and  careful  statement  of  the  legal  principles  involved, 
with  a  reference  to  the  authorities  which  sustain  them,  is  always 
an  indispensable  part  of  a  lawyer's  duty  in  the  preparation  of  a 
cause  for  trial  or  for  argument.  It  is  not  to  be  underwood  that 
it  is  recommended  that  a  very  formal  and  particular  brief  should 
be  made  for  the  trial  of  every  action,  since,  in  some  cases,  the 
facts  may  be  few  and  the  legal  rules  undisputed.  But,  an  expe- 
rienced lawyer  is  well  aware  of  the  numerous  surprises  which 
have  been  in  reserve  for  him,  in  cases  in  which  it  was  supposed 
that  the  matter  was  too  plain  to  be  doubted.  And,  when  an  inex- 
perienced practitioner  is  required  to  meet  counsel  of  long  experi- 
ence, the  propriety  of  a  thorough  preparation  will  probably  be 
fully  appreciated,  even  by  those  who  rely  quite  confidently  upon 
fine  natural  abilities.  And  it  may  be  stated  as  a  rule,  that  in  the 
practice  of  the  law,  thorough  examination  of  the  law,  and  a 
careful  investigation  of  the  evidence  are  indispensable  pre- 
requisites of  professional  success.  Too  many  causes  have  been 
tried,  and  a  just  cause  lost,  or  a  meritorious  defense  has  been  dis- 
regarded for  the  want  of  due  preparation  for  trial.  And  it  is  not  a 
little  annoying  to  find  that  a  cause  was  lost  in  consequence  of 
great  negligence  in  not  discovering  and  proving  important  facts 
which  really  existed,  but  which  a  want  of  proper  attention  has 
failed  to  elicit  and  prove  on  the  trial.  More  has  been  said  upon 
this  point,  perhaps,  than  might  be  deemed  necessary,  but,  it  will 
be  found  in  practice,  that  far  too  many  important  causes  are  dis- 
posed of  in  such  a  hasty  and  unprepared  manner,  that  justice 
fails  and  innocent  parties  unnecessarily  and  unjustly  suffer  loss. 
Causes  are  occasionally  tried  on  the  return  day  of  the  process, 
but  this  is  so  rarely  the  case  that  no  particular  remarks  need  be 
made  in  relation  to  the  matter. 

But  when  an  issue  has  been  joined,  and  the  cause  adjourned 
for  trial,  the  first  duty  of  the  parties  is  to  obtain  a  subpoena,  and 
then  immediately  subpoena  every  material  witness  who  may  be 
needed  at  such  trial.  And,  so  far  as  it  is  practicable,  the  party 
ought  to  acquaint  himself  with  the  particulars  of  the  evidence 
which  each  witness  will  give.  An  observance  of  this  rule  will 
avoid  the  subpoenaing  of  unnecessary  witnesses,  as  well  as  with  the 
too  common  occurrence  of  swearing  a  witness  before  it  is  known 
whether  his  evidence  will  not  aid  the  opposite  side  of  the  case 
more  than  that  of  the  party  calling  him.  And  it  is  quite  too  fre- 
quently the  case  that  a  witness  is  called  and  sworn,  and  then 
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examined,  merely  to  end  in  a  disclosure  that  he  kiiows  nothiti^ 
material  in  relation  to  the  case.  Every  material  witness  otighi 
to  be  duly  subpoenaed.  This  course  will  compel  his  attendance^ 
if  he  is  unwilling  to  appear  voluntarily.  But  it  is  always  best  to 
subpoena  every  witness,  however  willing  he  may  be  to  attend. 
Some  event  may  occur  which  pifevents  his  attendance,  and  if  an 
adjournment  becomes  necessary  in  consequence,  it  is  importatit 
to  show  due  diligence  to  entitle  the  party  to  such  adjournment. 
Deas  V.  Smith,  1  Oaines,  172.  So,  if  an  attachment  is  desired,  it 
is  important  to  show  that  the  witness  has  been  duly  subpoenaed. 
The  attendance  of  witnesses  to  give  evidence  orally  is  procured 
by  the  service  of  a  subpoena,  which  is  a  process  authorized  by  the 
statute  for  that  purpose. 

A  subpoena  is  usually  obtained  from  the  justice  before  whom 
the  cause  is  pending.  This,  however,  is  not  indispensable,  since 
any  justice  of  the  peace  may  issue  a  subpoena  to  compel  the 
attendance  of  witnesses,  either  before  himself  or  before  any  other 
justice.  Vol.  I,  49,  §  70.  But  no  justice  has  a  right  to  issue  a  sub- 
poena returnable  before  any  justice  other  than  himself,  unless  the 
party  applying  for  it  shall  prove  by  his  own  oath,  or  that  of  some 
other  person,  that  an  action  is  actually  depending  before  such 
other  justice.  Vol.  I,  49,  ^  71.  The  oath  may  be  in  the  following 
form: 

Tou  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  all  such  questions  aS 
may  be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  propriety  or  necessity  of  issuing  a  sub- 
poena in  a  cause  said  to  be  now  depending  before  A.  E.,  Esq.,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  town  of  New  Scotland,  in  the  county  of  Albany,  in  which 
action  C.  D.  is  plaintiff,  and  E.  L.  is  defendant. 

After  administering  the  oath,  the  justice  may  examine  the  party 
sworn  as  to  the  pendency  of  the  action,  and  when  the  actual 
pendency  of  such  action  is  shown,  he  should  issue  the  subpoena, 
making  it  returnable,  of  course,  before  the  justice  before  whom 
the  action  is  to  be  tried. 

A  justice's  subpoena  extends,  territorially,  farther  than  the 
limits  of  the  county  in  which  it  is  issued.  And  a  subpoena  is 
valid  to  compel  the  attendance  of  any  witness  in  the  county  in 
which  it  issued,  or  from  any  adjoining  county,  but  in  no  other 
case.  Vol.  I,  49,  §  70. 

When  the  subpoena  merely  requires  the  witness  to  attend  and 
be  sworn  and  examined  orally,  the  process  is  called  a  subpcem,  ad 
testificandum.  There  are  cases,  however,  in  which  it  is  desirable 
that  the  witness  should  bring  with  him,  and  produce  at  the  trisfl, 
certain  books,  documents,  instruments  or  papers,  which  are 
described  in  the  process,  and  it  is  then  called  a  subpoena  dutces 
tecum. 

There  is,  however,  but'  one  subpoena,  for  when  it  is  desirable 
that  a  witness  should  produce  a  paper,  &c..  it  is  merely  necessary 
to  add  a  clause  to  that  effect,  in  the  manner  shown  by  the  follow-- 
ing  forms: 
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Sufypmna  to  testify. 
TOWN  OF  WATERVLIET, ) 
County  of  Albany.  \  **" 

The  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  John  Smith,  greeting :  You  are 
hereby  commanded  to  appear  personally  before  me,  the  undersigned,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  pea,ce  of  the  town  and  county  aforesaid,  at  my  oiEce  in  the  town 
aforesaid,  on  the  27th  day  of  March,  1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  to 
give  evidence  in  a  certain  civil  action,  now  depending  before  me,  and  then 
and  there  to  be  tried  between  A.  B.,  plaintifT,  and  C.  D.,  defendant,  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  {or  plaintiff) .  *  Hereof  fail  not  at  your  peril.  Given 
imder  my  hand,  at  the  town  aforesaid,  this  17th  day  of  March,  1865. 

E.  F.,  Justice. 

If  either  of  the  witnesses  has  a  paper,  &c.,  which  is  desired  as 
evidence  at  the  trial,  then  add  the  following  clause  to  the  original 
subpoena : 

Duces  tecum  clause. 

And  you,  John  Smith,  are  also  commanded  to  bring  with  you,  and  there 
produce  as  evidence  a  certain  promissory  note  {describe  with  particularity) 
which  is  now  in  your  possession,  or  under  your  control,  together  with  all 
papers,  documents,  deeds,  writings  or  instruments,  which  you  have  in  your 
custody  and  possession,  or  under  your  control,  which  relate  to  the  said 
action. 

This  clause  should  be  inserted  immediately  after  the  *  in  the 
foregoing  form,  and  then  conclude  with  the  words  "  hereof  fail 
not,"  &c.,  as  in  that  precedent. 

The  particular  paper  desired  must  be  described  accurately  in 
the  subpoena,  or  the  witness  will  not  be  compelled  to  produce  it. 
The  description,  however,  will  be  sufficient  if  it  fully  apprises  the 
witness  what  paper,  instrument,  &c.,  he  is  required  to  produce. 
He  is  entitled  to  fair  notice  of  the  paper  required,  so  that  he  may 
comply  with  the  process ;  so,  on  the  other  han^,  he  will  not  be 
permitted  to  evade  the  process  under  the  pretense  that  the  notice 
was  not  sufficiently  explicit,  if  it  is  such  that  the  court  can  say 
is  reasonably  particular. 

A  witness  or  a  party  who  is  subpoenaed  with  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum  is  as  much  bound  to  produce  the  papers  or  documents 
required,  as  he  is  to  appear  and  give  evidence.  His  mere  appear- 
ance, without  producing  them,  will  not  be  a  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  subpoena ;  and  he  will  be  liable  to  the  party 
subpoenaing  him,  to  all  damages  which  he  may  sustain  in  conse- 
quence of  his  disobedience  of  the  process,  as  well  as  to  all  the 
consequences  of  a  contempt  of  court.  Lane  v.  Cole,  12  Barb.,  680 ; 
Bonesteel  v.  Lynde,  8  How.,  226,  352 ;  MitchelVs  Case,  12  Abb., 
249.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  court  will  always  order  the 
paper  to  be  introduced  as  evidence,  merely  because  the  witness 
was  bound  to  produce  it  at  the  trial. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  counsel  will  not  be  compelled  to 
produce  a  paper  as  evidence,  if  it  was  put  into  his  hands  as  a 
professional  man.  Mallory  v.  Benjamin,  9  How.,  419 ;  Kellogg  v. 
Kellogg,  6  Barb.,  116 ;  Jackson  v.  jDenison,  4  Wend,  558  ;  Coveney 
V.  Tannakill,  1  Hill,  33.    lifor  will  he  be  compelled  to  disclose  its 
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contents  as  a  witness.  Ih.  But  he  may  be  compelled  to  prove 
the  existence  of  the  paper,  that  it  is  in  his  possession,  and  that 
it  was  deposited  with  him  by  his  client.  This  is  done  for  the 
purpose  of  authorizing  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of 
the  paper  sought.  The  right  to  refuse  to  produce  a  paper,  does 
not  seem  to  be  favored  by  the  late  cases.  Peck  v.  Williams,  13 
Abb.,  68 ;  MitchelVs  Case,  12  Abb.,  249.  It  is  for  the  court  and 
not  for  the  witness  to  decide  whether  the  disclosure  will  be  a 
violation  of  professional  confidence.  Ih.  And  since  the  Code 
requires  a  party  to  testify  as  to  all  material  matters,  like  other 
witnesses,  the  old  rule  seems  to  be  quite  useless,  if  not  really 
abrogated.  Ih.  A  witness  is  bound  to  produce  a  paper  for  the 
purpose  of  identification,  if  duly  subpoenaed  for  that  purpose. 
People  V.  Sheriff  of  N.  Y.,  29  Barb.,  622 ;  8.  0.,  7  Abb.,  96.  No 
collusion  or  combination  between  a  party  and  his  counsel  will  be 
tolerated,  where  the  object  is  to  defeat  the  operation  of  the  pro- 
cess of  the  court.  It.  An  officer  of  a  corporation  is  not  bound 
to  produce  the  corporate  books  and  papers,  under  such  a  sub- 
poena, because  he  has  no  such  control  over  them,  or  any  such 
property  in  them,  as  makes  it  his  right  or  his  duty  to  produce 
them.  La  Farge  v.  La  Farge  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  14  How.,  26 ;  S.  C, 
6  Duer,  680. 

This  process  does  not  require  a  party  to  produce  anything  but 
papers,  documents,  &c.,  and  therefore  a  party  cannot  be  required 
to  produce  a  chattel  in  relation  to  which  an  action  is  pending. 
And  where  an  action  was  brought  upon  a  warranty  made  on  the 
sale  of  a  watch,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff",  though  a  witness 
on  the  stand,  was  not  compellable  to  produce  it  for  inspection, 
although  he  had  it  in  his  pocket  at  the  time.  Hunter  v.  Allen,  35 
Barb.,  42.  But  a  witness  being  sworn,  and  having  then  a  docu- 
ment in  his  possession,  is  bound  to  produce  it,  if  required,  though 
he  has  not  received  any  notice  to  produce  it,  nor  been  served  with 
a  subpoena  duces  tecum.  Snelgrove  v.  Stevens,  1  Oarr.  &  Marsh.j  508, 
and  see  ante,  405,  406. 

This  subpoena  is  intended  to  secure  the  production  of  the  paper 
desired.  But  a  mere  notice  to  produce  a  paper  will  be  sufficient 
to  authorize  the  introduction  of  parol  evidence  as  to  its  contents, 
if  such  notice  is  served  on  a  party  to  the  action,  and  he  has  the 
paper  in  his  possession,  or  under  his  control.  This  subject  has 
been  discussed  in  a  previous  place,  ante,  404  to  408. 

A  party  may  take  as  many  subpoenas  as  he  chooses,  or  he. may 
take  a  single  subpoena  and  insert  the  names  of  as  many  witnesses 
as  he  sees  proper.  The  justice  sometimes  inserts  the  name  of 
one  witness,  and  then  the  party  subsequently  inserts  the  names 
of  such  other  witnesses  as  he  deems  material  or  useful.  There  is 
no  law,  however,  which  requires  a  justice  to  insert  the  names  of 
any  of  the  witnesses,  since  the  statute  relating  to  blank  process 
does  not  include  subpoenas.  Ante,  41,  42.  The  name  of  the  wit- 
ness may  be  inserted  in  the  subpoena  at  any  time,  whether  before 
or  after  its  service.  Wakefield  v.  Gall,  Holt's  K  P.,  526.    A  sub- 
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poena  may  be  served  by  a  party  to  the  action,  or  by  an  agent  or 
third  person,  or  by  a  constable.  Proof  of  service  is  rarely  required, 
unless  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  attachment  or  on  the  taxa- 
tion of  costs. 

A  subpoena  must  be  served  on  the  witness  a  reasonable  time 
before  the  trial,  or  he  wilf  not  be  liable  to  an  attachment  for  non- 
attendance.  Hammond  v.  Stewart,  1  Strange,  510 ;  Chalmers  v. 
Melville,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  502.  A  witness  is  allowed  a  reasonable 
time  to  arrange  his  own  affairs,  so  as  to  injure  his  interests  as 
little  as  may  be.  And  where  a  party  delays  subpoenaing  a  wit- 
ness to  a  very  late  hour  before  the  trial,  he  may  be  compelled  to 
suffer  such  consequences  as  may  result.  An  attachment  was 
refused  in  one  case  where  the  witness  was  served  with  a  subpoena 
about  twelve  o'clock  at  noon,  to  attend  before  a  referee  at  half- 
past  three  of  the  same  afternoon.  At  the  time  of  the  service  of 
the  process,  the  witness  had  closed  his  place  of  business  on  Satur- 
day, and  was  about  to  go  on  board  of  a  steamboat  to  go  to  a 
specified  place,  to  remain  over  the  Sabbath,  and  his  family  were 
then  on  board  of  the  boat.  The  witness  offered  to  attend  as  a 
witness  on  the  Monday  following,  on  his  return,  and  the  court 
held  this  sufficient,  and  refused  an  attachment.  II.;  and  see  Home 
V.  Smith,  1  Marsh.,  410.  A  reasonable  time  for  travel  is  allowed 
to  a  witness,  and  he  may  avail  himself  of  the  ordinary  modes  of 
conveyance.  WilTcie  v.  Chadwick,  13  Wend.,  49.  He  cannot  be 
required  to  travel  on  the  Sabbath  ;  nor  can  he  limit  his  traveling 
to  thirty  miles  a  day.  26.  The  service,  to  be  valid,  must  be  per- 
sonal, and  it  must  be  made  upon  the  witness  himself.  If  the  wit- 
ness is  a  married  woman,  the  service  must  be  made  upon  her 
personally,  and  not  upon  her  husband,  and  the  fees  must  be  paid 
to  her,  and  not  to  him.  Oro.  Oar.,  522  ;  W.  Jon.,  430.  The  sub- 
poena must  be  served  at  some  place  within  the  county  in  which 
the  action  is  to  be  tried,  or  an  adjoining  county.  Ante,  4  to  11, 
Jurisdiction. 

A  witness  may  be  subpoenaed  in  his  own  house.  And  when 
the  outer  door  of  the  house  is  open,  the  law  authorizes  the  person 
having  such  subpoena  to  enter  the  house  and  to  make  due  service 
of  the  process.  And  such  person  is  not  bound  to  leave  the  house 
before  he  can  reasonably  make  the  service,  notwithstanding  he 
may  be  ordered  to  leave.  And  if  he  entered  the  house  peace- 
ably, through  an  open  door,  or  in  any  other  legal  manner,  he  may 
lawfully  resist  any  person  who  attempts  to  prevent  the  service 
of  the  process.  Hager  v.  Danforth,  20  Barb.,  16.  A  subpoena 
may  be  served  by  reading  it  to  the  witness,  or  by  stating  its  con- 
tents to  him.  Vol.  I,  50,  %  72.  Where  the  service  of  a  subpoena 
is  commenced,  either  by  reading,  or  by  stating  its  contents  to  a 
witness,  he  cannot  evade  such  service  by  running  off  so  as  not  to 
hear  it.  The  person  making  the  service  may  continue  reading  or 
stating  the  contents  of  the  process,  and  the  service  will  be  entirely 
valid,  notwithstanding  such  witness  failed  to  hear  what  was  read 
or  stated,  because  it  was  the  fault  of  the  witness  himself  that  he 
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did  not  hear  it,  and  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  take  any  advantage 
of  his  own  wrong.  Vol.  I,  571,  856,  940. 

As  a  part  of  the  service  of  a  subpoena,  it  is  necessary  to  pay  to 
the  witness,  or  to  tender  to  him,  at  the  time  of  such  service,  the 
fees  allowed  by  law  for  one  day's  attendance.  Yol.  I,  50,  ^  72. 
Since  the  enactment  of  the  Code,  which1?equires  a  party  to  appear 
as  a  witness,  when  subpoenaed  by  the  opposite  party,  it  Is  as 
necessary  to  pay  fees  to  a  party,  when  subpoenaed,  as  it  is  to  pay 
them  to  any  other  witness.  Anderson  v.  Johnson,  1  Sandf.,  713 ; 
HewUtt  V.  Brmvn,  7  Abb.,  74.  No  witness  is  bound  to  appear  in 
obedience  to  the  commands  of  a  subpoena  until  his  legal  fees  are 
paid  or  tendered  to  him.  Hurd  v.  Swan,  4  Denio,  75;  Fullers. 
Prentice,  1  H.  Bla.,  49.  ISTor  can  a  witness  be  compelled  to  be 
sworn  as  a  witness  until  his  fees  are  paid  or  tendered,  although 
he  may  be  actually  present  in  court  at  the  trial.  Hurd  v.  Swan,  4 
Denio,  75 ;  Bowles  v.  Johnson,  1  W.  Bla.,  36.  The  same  rule 
applies  to  a  party  when  he  is  called  as  a  witness  by  the  opposite 
party.  Hewlett  v.  Brown,  1  Bosw.,  655 ;  S.  C,  7  Abb.,  74. 

When  the  trial  of  a  cause  will  occupy  more  than  one  day,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  seek  for  his  witnesses,  and  to  pay  or 
to  tender  to  them  their  fees  for  a  second  day's  attendance.  And 
this  ought  to  be  done  on  the  first  day,  as  the  witness  is  under  no 
legal  obligation  to  remain  any  longer  than  the  first  day,  unles$ 
the  fees  for  the  second  day  are  paid  or  tendered.  Hurd  v.  Swan, 
4  Denio,  75.  The  witness  is  not  bound  to  apply  for  his  fees,  nor 
to  notify  the  party  that  he  will  leave  if  his  fees  are  not  paid.  J6. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff,  too,  to  be  certain  that  he  has  paid  a 
sufficient  sum  as  witnesses'  fees ;  and  if  he  pays  too  little,  the  wit- 
ness will  not  be  bound  to  appear,  though  he  accepted  the  money, 
unless  he  expressly  agreed  to  accept  the  sum  paid  as  sufiicient, 
and  promised  to  attend  court.  II.  A  witness  may  waive  the 
payment  of  fees,  if  he  chooses  to  do  so,  by  an  express  agf  cement 
to  that  effect.  11. ;  Goodwin  v.  West,  Oro.  Oar.,  522,  540.  So  a 
witness  may  agree  to  attend  as  a  witness,  and  accept  of  his  board 
and  traveling  expenses  in  lieu  of<  fees,  and  this  will  be  a  valid 
contract.  When  there  are  two  causes  adjourned  for  trial  on  the 
same  day,  and  at  the  same  place,  the  witness  is  entitled  to  fees 
in  both  suits,  even  though  the  parties  are  the  same  in  both 
actions.  Fence  v,  Speir,  18  How.,.  168;  Hic1(s  v.  Brennan,  10  Abb., 
305. 

A  party  cannot  charge  fees  as  a  witness  unless  he  attended  for 
that  purpose,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  superintending  the  trial 
of  the  cause.  Logan  v.  Thomas,  11  How.,  160 ;  Case  v.  Price,  17 
Id.,  348 ;  S.  a,  9  Abb.,  Ill ;  Cornell  v.  Potter,  15  How.,  278.  So 
one  defendant  cannot  tax  witnesses  fees  for  the  attendance  of  a 
co-defendant,  unless  he  attended  expressly  and  solely  as  a  witness. 
Walker  v.  Russell,  16  How.,  91.  But  if  proof  is  made  that  a  party 
attended  solely  as  a  witness,  his  fees  are  taxable.  Ih. ;  Bronner  v. 
Frauenthal,  20  How.,  355 ;  S.  C,  12  Abb.,  183  ;  see  cases  cited  and 
reviewed.    The  fees  of  witnesses  cannot  be  allowed  unless  they 
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have  been  subpcenfted  and  paid,  or  unless  they  have  actually 
attended  at  the  trial.  Brown  v.  Bowen,  16  How.,  545  ;  Wheeler  v. 
Lozee,  12  Id.,  446. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  amount  of  fees  payable  to  witnesses. 
Each  witness  is  entitled  to  twelve  and  a  half  cents  a  day  for  his 
attendance,  when  he  attends  in  the  county  of  his  residence,  and 
when  he  attends  from  an  adjoining  county  or  elsewhere,  he  is 
entitled  to  twenty-five  cents  for  each  day's  actual  attendance. 
Vol-.I,  64,  >§  151  f. 

A  witness  who  has  been  duly  subpoenaed  is  bound  to  attend 
the  trial  in  obedience  to  its  command,  and  a  refusal  or  an  inex- 
cusable neglect  to  do  so  will  subject  him  to  a  liability  for  a  fine,  as 
well  as  to  the  payment  of  all  damages  which  may  be  sustained 
by  the  party  who  subpoenaed  him.  Vol.  1, 50,  51,  §>^  75,  80 ;  Has- 
trouck  V.  Baker,  10  Johns.,  248  ;  and  see  Heermans  v.  Williams, 
11  Wend.,  636. 

But  before  an  action  will  lie,  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that 
the  witness  was  a  material  one,  and  that  the  failure  to  try  the 
cause  or  the  defeat  of  the  party,  arose  from  the  absence  of  such 
witness.  Hurd  v.  Swan,  4  Denio,  75 ;  Courtney  v.  Baker,  3  Id., 
27  ;  Vol.  I,  729.  If  the  statute  provides  a  mode  of  proof,  by  which 
the  attendance  of  an  officer  may  be  dispensed  with,  by  producing 
certified  copies  of  such  officer's  proceedings,  and  the  plaintiff 
neglects  or  refuses  to  procure  such  evidence,  he  cannot  maintain 
an  action  against  such  officer  for  not  attending  with  the  original 
papers  or  records.  This  was  so  held,  in  an  action  against  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  for  not  producing  his  docket.  Heermans  v. 
Williams,  11  Wend.,  636.  If  the  failure  of  the  action  arose  in 
consequence  of  the  absence  of  the  witness,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
show  that  a  jury  was  impanneled  in  the  cause  in  which  such 
witness  was  subpoenaed.  Hurd  v.  Swan,  4  Denio,  75.  And  it  is 
not  necessary  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  good  cause  of 
action,  if  he  was  nonsuited  for  the  non-production  of  a  book 
which  the  witness  was  subpoenaed  to  produce  at  the  trial.  Lane 
V.  Cole,  12  Barb.,  680.  In  an  action  against  a  witness  for  a 
penalty  for  non-attendance,  he  may  prove,  if  he  can,  that  the 
plaintiff  declared  that  such  witness  knew  nothing  about  the  con- 
troversy in  the  former  action,  in  which  such  witness  was  sub- 
poenaed. Courtney  v.  Baker,  3  Denio,  27. 

And  a  party  who  knowingly  subpoenas  a  witness  for  the  pur- 
pose of  vexation,  when  such  witness  does  not  know  anything  of 
the  case,  is  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court.  li. 

A  party  who  voluntarily  submits  to  a  nonsuit,  when  he  could 
have  avoided  it,  by  obtaining  and  producing  written  or  document- 
ary evidence  instead  of  calling  such  witness,  cannot  maintain  an 
action  against  him  for  non-attendance.  Heermans  v.  Williums,  11 
Wend.,  636.  A  witness  who  attends  the  trial  at  the  request  of  a 
party,  and  is  sworn,  may  recover  his  fees  notwithstanding  the  fact 
thathe  was  not  subpoenaed.  BakerY.Brill,15J6has.,26Q;  Wheeler 
V.  Iiogee,  12  How.,  446.  WherQ  the  statute  prescribes  the  amount 
Wait  11—70 
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of  the  fees  which  shall  be  paid,  no  more  thaa  tliat  sum  can  be  recov- 
ered, either  by  an  oflficer  ora  witness,  even  upon  an  express  promise 
to  pay  more,  notwithstanding  such  promise  is  made  before  the  ser- 
vice is  rendered.  Downs.x.  McGlynn,  2  Hilt.,  14;  8.  C,  6  Abb., 
241 ;  Hatch  v.  Mann,  15  Wend.,  44 ;  Fuller  v.  Mattice,  14  Johns., 
357  ;  Vol.  I,  105.  Nor  can  a  witness  recover  for  the  loss  of  time 
while  attending  court,  even  upon  an  express  promise  to  pay  for 
it.  Willis  V.  Peckham,  1  Brod.  &  Biug.,  515 ;  Lopes  v.  De  Tastet, 
3  Brod.  &  Bing.,  292.  But  a  witness  who  is  called  to  depose  to 
a  matter  of  opinion,  depending  upon  his  skill  in  a  particular 
trade,  has,  before  he  is  examined,  a  right  to  demand  from  the 
party  calling  him,  a  compensation  for  his  loss  of  time ;  and  there 
is  a  distinction  between  a  witness  thus  called,  and  a  witness  who  is 
called  to  depose  to  facts  which  he  saw.  Weli  v.  Page,  1  Oarr.  & 
Kir.  N.  P.,  23.  The  last  case  cited  was  iu  a  court  of  record,  and 
it  is  an  English  case,  and  how  far .  it  would  be  enforced  in  a 
justice's  court  is  uncertain.  But,  if  a  witness  of  skill  or  science, 
or  a  professional  man,  is  requested  to  examine  any  matter  or 
question,  in  order  to  render  him  an  important  witness,  there  is 
no  reason  why  he  should  not  be  paid  for  the  services  so  rendered 
on  request,  and  on  a  promise,  express  or  implied,  to  pay  him 
what  his  time  is  reasonably  worth.  A  witness  who  is  subpoenaed, 
but  not  paid  his  fees,  may  attend  the  trial  and  refuse  to  be  sworn 
until  his  fees  are  paid,  and  if  for  that  reason  he  is  not  called  by 
the  party  subpoenaing  him,  such  witness  may  nevertheless  main- 
tain an  action  to  recover  his  fees  for  attendance.  Hallet  v.  Mears, 
13  East,  15.  Though  a  witness,  subpoenaed  by  both  parties, 
obtains  from  each,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  other,  fiiU  pay- 
ment of  his  fees,  the  party  succeeding  is  entitled  to  have  his 
paj'ment  to  the  witness  allowed  him  in  his  taxed  costs  of  suit, 
and  that,  although  he  made  his  payment  after  the  witness  had 
been  already  paid  by  the  other  party.  Benson  v.  Schneider,  7 
Taunt.,  337 ;  8.  G.,  1  Moore,  76.  A  witness  who  has  been  sub- 
poenaed and  paid,  and  has  been  sworn  in  chief,  is  bound  to  testify- 
on  his  cross-examination,  or  to  give  affirmative  evidence  for  the 
defendant,  without  further  fees.  Edmonds  v.  Pearson,  3  Oarr.  & 
Payne,  113. 

When  a  witness  has  been  duly  and  in  good  faith  subpoenaed 
to  attend  any  court,  in  any  case  where  the  attendance  of  such 
witness  may  be  enforced  by  attachment,  or  commitment,  he  is 
exonerated  from  arrest  in  any  civil  suit,  while  going  to  the  place 
which  such  subpoena  requires  him  to  attend,  while  remaining  at 
such  place,  and  while  returning  therefrom.  3  E.  S.,  685,  §  65,  5tb 
ed.  The  court  before  whom  the  witness  was  subpoenaed  to  attend 
may  discharge  any  witness  who  is  arrested  in  violation  of  the  last 
section.  3  E.  S.,  685,  %  66,  5th  ed.  Every  such  arrest  is  absolutely 
void,  and  subjects  the  person  who  makes  it  to  a  liability  of  three 
times  the  amount  of  damages  assessed  by  a  jury,  as  well  as  to  all 
other  damages  which  may  result  from  loss  or  hindrance  caused 
by  such  arrest.  3  E.  S.,  685,  %  68.    This  exemption  from  arrest 
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extends  to  those  cases  only  in  which  the  person  is  attending  as  a 
witness,  after  having  been  duly  served  with  a  subpoena,  and  it 
does  not  extend  to  the  case  of  one  who  voluntarily  attends  as  a 
witness.  And  this  is  the  rule  even  in  those  cases  in  which  a  wit- 
ness was  first  examined,  after  being  duly  subpoenaed,  and  then 
discharged,  but  subsequently  appeared  voluntarily  to  answer 
further  in  the  cause.  Hardenhrooli's  Case,  8  Abb.,  416 ;  Cole  v. 
McOlellan,  4  Hill,  59.  But  if  a  witness  from  an  other  state 
attends  voluntarily  as  a  witness,  and  in  good  faith,  solely  to  tes- 
tify as  a  witness,  he  will  be  protected  from  arrest.  Seaver  v.  Rob- 
inson, 3  Duer,  622 ;  Merrill  v.  George,  23  How.,  331 ;  Norris  v. 
Beach,  2  Johns.,  294 ;  Sanford  v.  Chase,  3  Cow.,  381. 

The  law  allows  a  reasonable  time  for  going  and  returning  from 
court  as  a  witness.  Lightfoot  v.  Cameron,  2  W.  Bla.,  1113.  But 
if  he  takes  an  unreasonable  time  for  that  purpose,  he  will  forfeit 
his  privilege  and  be  liable  to  arrest.  Randall  v.  Qurney,  3  Barn. 
&  Aid.,  252.  And  where  he  has  previously  been  arrested  in  a 
civU  action,  and  has  given  bail,  he  may  be  arrested  by  such  bail 
at  any  time ;  and  if  he  has  absconded,  he  may  be  retaken  even  in 
court.  Horn  v.  Swinford,  Dowl.  &  Kyi.,  N.  P.,  20;  mx parte  Lyne, 
3  Stark.,  132.  This  privilege  from  arrest  is  personal,  and  it  may 
be  waived  by  the  witness.  If  he  puts  in  ball  without  objection, 
the  privilege  will  be  gone ;  and  so  of  giving  notice  of  retainer 
generally,  and  demanding  a  copy  of  complaint.  Stewart  v.  Hoiv- 
ard,  15  Barb.,  26. 

Attachment  against  a  defaulting  witness.]  Whenever  a  material 
witness  has  been  duly  subpoenaed,  and  he  makes  default  by  not 
appearing,  the  party  who  subpoenaed  him  may  procure  an  attach- 
ment against  such  witness.  Vol.  I,  50,  §  73.  But  before  an 
attachment  can  be  issued  there  must,  be  due  proof  made  that  such 
witness  is  material,  that  he  has  been  duly  subpoenaed,  and 
that  without  just  cause,  he  has  neglected  or  refused  to  attend 
as  a  witness.  lb. 

The  subpoena,  as  we  have  seen,  ante,  551,  may  be  served  by  any 
person,  and,  regularly,  the  proof  of  service  of  it  ought  to  be  made 
by  the  person  who  served  such  subpoena.  This,  however,  is  not 
indispensable,  since  the  proof  may  be  made  by  any  person  who 
knows  all  the  necessary  facts  of  his  own  knowledge,  by  being- 
present  at  the  service.  There  are  several  ways  in  which  proof 
may  be  made  of  the  service  of  a  subpoena  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  an  attachment  against  a  witness.  It  may  be  made  by 
affidavit,  by  oral  oath,  or  by  the  return  of  a  constable.  An  affi- 
davit is  a  very  convenient  and  prudent  mode  of  making  such 
proof,  since  it  leaves  no  question  as  to  the  facts  proved,  and  it  is, 
besides,  a  proper  and  reliable  method  of  retaining  due  proof  of 
the  proceedings.  The  statute  requires  satisfactory  proof,  which 
means,  as  in  other  cases,  ante,  138, 139,  such  proof  as  is  judicially 
satisfactory. 

Proof  that  a  witness  has  neglected  or  refused  to  attend  without 
just  cause,  is  sufficiently  proved,  when  it  is  shown  that  the  wit- 
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ness  does  not  attend  in  obedience  to  the  command  of  the  sub-^ 
poena.  Due  proof  of  his  non-appearance  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  a  want  of  just  cause,  and  until  the  witness  shows  affirmatively 
that  he  had  a  sufficient  excuse  for  his  neglect,  he  will  be  liable  to 
be  attached.  Before  taking  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of  attach- 
ing a  witness,  he  ought  to  be  duly  and  publicly  called  in  open 
court,  after  the  cause  has  been  properly  called  by  the  court.  And 
if  he  does  not  then  appear  the  proper  steps  may  be  taken  for 
issuing  an  attachment. 

Form  of  affidavit  for  an  attachment. 

Albany  County,  ss  :  John  Doe,  the  plaintiif  named  in  the  subpoena 
which  is  hereto  annexed,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  on  the  11th  day  of 
March,  1865,  he  did  at  the  town  of  Wateryliet,  in  said  county,  serve  the  said 
BubpcEna  personally  upon  John  Smith,  a  witness  therein  named,  by  reading 
said  subpoena  to  him,  (or  by  stating  its  contents  to  him),  and  that  at  the 
same  time  paid  (or  tendered)  to  him  the  sum  of  twelve  and  a  half  cents. 
And  this  deponent  further  says,  that  such  service  of  said  subpoena  was 
made  on  said  witness  in  the  county  in  which  such  action  is  to  be  tried,  (or 
a  county  adjoining  thereto),  and  in  which  said  witness  resides.  And  tnis 
deponent  further  says  that  the  testimony  of  the  said  John  Smith  is  material 
to  this  deponent,  upon  the  trial  of  the  action  mentioned  in  the  said  snb^ 
poena,  and  that  the  said  John  Smith  has  neglected  (or  refuses)  to  attend 
the  trial  of  said  action,  as  he  was  commanded  to  do  in  and  by  said  subpoena. 

JOHN  DOE. 
Sworn  before  me,  this  28th  ) 

day  of  March,  1865,        [ 

A.  B.,  Justice. 

This  affidavit  should  be  annexed  to  the  subpoena,  by  virtue  of 
which  the  witness  was  subpoenaed,  and  this  will  be  sufficient 
proof  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  an  attachment  against  the  wit- 
ness named. 

It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  the  proof  for  an  attachment 
should  be  made  by  affidavit.  If  the  party  or  any  other  compe- 
tent person  is  sworn,  and  gives  evidence  of  such  facts  as  will 
authorize  the  issuing  of  an  attachment,  that  will  be  sufficient. 
Baker  v  Williams,  12  Barb.,  527.  And  when  this  course  is  adopt- 
ed the  following  form  of  oath  may  be  administered. 
Oath  to  prove  service  of  a  subpcena. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  all  such  questions  as 
sL.ill  be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  service  of  a  subpoena,  in  an  action 
now  pending  before  me,  in  which  A.  B.  is  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.  is  defendant. 

It  may  be  necessary  to  swear  the  plaintiff  (or  the  defendant), 
as  to  the  materiality  of  the  witness,  since  no  other  person  may 
be  able  to  testify  as  to  that  fact ;  while  it  may  be  necessary  to 
swear  an  other  person  in  order  to  prove  the  service  of  the  sub- 
poena, which  was  made  by  him.  In  any  event,  there  must  be 
due  proof  made  of  the  facts  required  by  the  statute,  whether 
such  proof  is  made  by  one  person  or  by  several. 

When  a  subpoena  has  been  served  by  a  constable,  his  return 
will  be  due  proof  of  the  service.  The  return  may  be  in  the  fol- 
lowing form : 
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Retitrm  to  siibpwna. 

On  the  I'^th  day  of  March,  1865, 1  did,  at  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  the 
county  of  Albany,  serve  the  within  subpoena  personally  on  A.  B.,  the  wit- 
ness 'therein  named,  and  at  the  same  time  I  paid  to  him  the  sum  of  twelve 
and  a  half  cents.  G.  H.,  Constable. 

Constable's  fees  $0.1 2| 

The  proof  as  to  the  materiality  of  a  witness,  may  be  made  by 
the  agent  or  attorney,  in  the  same  manner  that  it  is  done  on  a 
motion  to  adjourn  a  cause*   Ante,  346, 

When  the  application  for  an  attachment  is  made  by  the  defend- 
ant, the  necessary  changes  must  be  made  in  the  affidavit,  if  that 
mode  of  proof  is  adopted. 

When  a  cause  is  called  for  trial  on  an  adjourned  day,  both 
parties  should  see  that  all  their  material  witnesses  are  present, 
before  the  trial  of  the  cause  is  commenced.  If  they  are  not 
present,  and  the  motion  to  attach  them  is  made  before  the  trial  is 
commenced,  an  attachment  may  be  demanded  as  a  matter  of 
right,  on  making  due  proof,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute.  If  the 
application  is  delayed  until  the  cause  is  partially  tried,  that  course 
may  cause  an  unnecessary  waste  of  time,  which  might  have  been 
avoided  by  an  earlier  application.  And  not  only  that,  an  appli- 
ca|ion  made  at  that  late  time  may  cause  a  loss  of  time  to  a  jury, 
which  would  not  have  been  impanneled,  had  the  application  been 
made  at  the  proper  time.  A  justice  might,  perhaps,  in  his  dis- 
cretion, issue  an  attachment  on  an  application  made  after  the 
trial  has  commenced,  but  he  would  not  be  authorized  to  adjourn 
it  as  he  might  have  done  had  the  motion  been  made  at  the  proper 
time.  AberMll  v.  Moach,  11  How.,  95 ;  8.  C,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  345 ; 
Story  V.  Bishop,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  423.  But,  if  a  witness  has  been 
regidarly  subpoenaed,  and  he  attended  court,  and  then  left  it 
after  the  trial  commenced,  the  justice  may,  in  his  discretion, 
suspend  the  trial  until  the  witness  can  be  attached  and  brought 
in,  if  that  can  be  done  within  a  reasonable  time.  Bapelye  v. 
Prince,  4  Hill,  119.  If  the  trial  of  the  cause  has  not  commenced, 
a  justice  may  adjourn  the  cause,  for  a  reasonable  time,  if  that  is 
necessary,  for  the  service  and  return  of  the  attachment.  The 
object  of  issuing  the  attachment  is  to  procure  the  attendance  of 
the  witness,  and  not  to  punish  him  for  the  contempt,  which  may 
be  done  at  an  other  time  and  in  an  other  manner.  And  where 
the  statute  gives  a  process  fot  a  specific  purpose,  it  also  gives,  by 
implication,  all  other  necessary  powers  to  carry  that  purpose  into 
effect.  Vol.  I,  775.  For  this  reason,  therefore,  an  adjournment 
may  be  made  by  the  justice,  for  a  reasonable  time,  whether  the 
attachment  be  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  or  by  the  defendant. 

When  the  witness  is  near  the  place  of  trial,  and  it  is  probable 
that  his  attendance  may  be  secured  in  a  short  time,  it  will  some- 
times be  most  convenient  to  hold  the  cause  open  for  a  Short  time, 
instead  of  adjourning  it.  But,  if  the  witness  is  at  a  distance^ 
and  it  is  probable  that  some  time  will  elapse  before  the  attach^ 
ment  caa  be  served  and  returned,  the  better  course  will  be  for  thti 


558  suBPOEiirA. 

justice  to  adjourn  the  cause  to  some  day  ou  which  the  witness 
will  be  in  court,  and  make  the  attachment  returnable  at  that 
time.  If  a  single  adjournment  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  the 
constable  to  serve  the  attachment  on  the  witness,  a  further 
adjournment  may  be  granted,  though  such  a  power  ought  to  be 
cautiously  exercised.  This  may  be  done  in  a  court  of  record,  and 
a  justice  has  all  necessary  powers  which  courts  of  record  have. 
Vol.  I,  37,  §  1. 

Attachment  to  compel  attendance  of  witness. 
ALBAmf  County,  ss  :  The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York  to  any 
constable  of  said  county.  Greeting :  Whereas  it  has  been  made  to  appear 
to  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  New  Scotland, 
in  the  county  of  Albany,  by  due  and  legal  proof  made  before  him,  that 
John  Smith  has  been  duly  subpoenaed  to  attend  on  this  day,  at  one  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon,  at  the  office  of  said  justice  in  New  Scotland,  aforesaid,  as 
a  witness  in  behalf  of  John  Doe,  in  an  action  now  depending  before  said 
justice,  and  then  and  there  appointed  to  be  tried,  wherein  John  Doe  is 
plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe  is  defendant ;  and  that  the  said  John  Smith  has 
neglected  or  refused,  without  just  cause,  to  attend  as  a  witness  in  obedience 
to  the  command  of  said  subpoena ;  and  the  said  John  Doe  having  made  due 
proof  by  his  affidavit,  or  otherwise  by  competent  testimony,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  said  justice,  that  the  testimony  of  the  said  John  Smith  is 
material  on  the  trial  of  said  cause :  We  hereby  command  you  to  attach 
the  body  of  the  said  .John  Smith,  and  take  him  forthwith  (or  on  some 
specified  day)  before  the  said  justice,  at  his  office  in  New  Scotland  afore- 
said, to  give  evidence  in  said  cause,  and  also  to  answer  all  such  matters  as 
shall  then  and  there  be  objected  against  him  for  having  neglected  to  attend 
the  trial  of  the  said  action  as  a  witness.  And  have  you  then  and  there  this 
precept.  Given  under  the  hand  of  the  said  justice,  at  New  Scotland,  afore- 
said, this  28th  day  of  March,  1865.  A.  B.,  Justice. 

After  the  attachment  is  made  out  it  must  be  delivered  to  a 
constable  to  be  executed.  And  the  statute  declares  that  it  shall 
be  executed  in  the  same  manner  as  a  warrant.  Vol.  I,  50,  %  lA. 
The  constable  should  make  a  return  of  his  proceedings  upon  the 
attachment.  And  if  the  witness  has  been  attached,  it  may  be 
in  the  following  form  : 

Return  of  constable. 

By  virtue  of  the  within  attachment  I  have  attached  John  Smith  as  I  am 
herein  commanded,  and  I  have  his  body,  together  with  said  attachment, 
before  the  said  justice  as  by  said  attachment  directed  and  required.  Dated 
March  28th,  1865.     Fees  $1.00.  L.  M.,  Constable. 

The  fees  Okf  the  officers  who  issued  and  served  the  attachment 
must  be  paid  by  the  defaulting  witness,  unless  he  shows  reason- 
able cause,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justice,  why  he  omitted  to 
attend.  Ih.  In  case  the  witness  shows  satisfactory  cause  for  his 
non-attendance,  the  party  who  procured  the  attachment  must 
pay  all  the  costs  of  issuing  and  serving  it.  IT).  Immediately  on 
the  return  of  an  attachment,  and  the  appearance  of  the  attached 
witness,  the  justice  should  determine  whether  the  witness  or  the 
party  should  pay  the  costs  and  expenses  of  issuing  and  serving 
such  attachment.  If  the  witness  claims  to  have  a  legal  and  suffi- 
cient excuse  for  his  non-attendance  the  justice  should  hear  his 
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proof  of  the  facts.  And,  for  that  purpose,  he  may  administer  an 
oath  to  such  witness,  or  to  any  other  persons  who  may  be  offered 
as  witnesses  to  establish  such  excuse.  The  oath  may  be  in  the 
following  form : 

Form  of  oath. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  all  such  questions  as 
may  be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  omission  of  John  Smith  to  attend  as  a 
witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  appointed  to  be  tried  on 
the  28th  day  of  March,  1865,  before  A.  B.,  justice,  at  his  office  in  New 
Scotland,  wherein  John  Doe  was  plaintiff  aud  Richard  Roe  defendant. 

After  swearing  the  party,  he  may  be  permitted  to  state  the 
reasons  why  he  did  not  attend  as  a  witness,  in  obedience  to 
the  subpoena.  And  the  justice  or  the  person  who  procured  the 
attachment  may  interrogate  the  witness  as  to  any  matter  perti- 
nent to  the  question.  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  witness  to 
show  satisfactory  cause  why  he  did  not  attend.  And  if  he  does 
not  prove  satisfactorily  to  the  justice  that  he  has  a  sufficient 
cause  to  excuse  his  non-attendance,  such  justice  should  order  the 
witness  to  pay  the  costs  and  expenses  incurred.  The  party  who 
procured  the  attachment  is  primarily  liable  to  the  justice  and 
constable  for  their  fees.  But,  if  the  witness  is  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs,  and  he  neglects  to  do  so,  the  party  who  procured  the  attach- 
ment may  then  pay  the  amount,  and  afterwards  bring  an  action 
against  such  witness  to  recover  the  amount  so  paid.  If  the  jus- 
tice decides  that  the  party  shall  pay  the  costs,  he  will  be  liable 
to  the  justice  and  constable  in  the  same  manner  that  he  would 
be  for  any  similar  service  which  might  have  been  rendered  at  his 
request. 

Imposing  fine,  upon  witness."]  A  witness  who  disobeys  a  subpoBna, 
or  who  attends  and  refuses  to  be  sworn,  or  who  is  sworn,  but 
refuses  to  answer  proper  questions,  is  not  liable  to  the  paj'^ment 
of  costs  merely,  but  he  is  liable  to  a  fine,  and  imprisonment  if  the 
fine  is  not  paid.  Yol.  I,  50,  §  75.  His  liability  to  the  party  has 
been  discussed.  Ante,  553.  If  the  witness  has  been  brought  in 
upon  an  attachment,  and  is  present  before  the  justice,  and  has  an 
opportunity  of  being  heard  against  the  imposition  of  a  fine  upon 
him  for  his  refusal  to  appear,  or  to  be  sworn  or  to  answer,  &c., 
the  justice  may  proceed  with  the  matter  without  issuing  any  sum- 
mons or  other  process.  Vol.  I,  50,  %  76.  In  such  a  case,  the  jus- 
tice ought  to  call  upon  the  witness  to  show  cause  why  a  fine 
should  not  be  imposed  upon  him,  aud  the  cause  of  imposing  such 
fine  should  be  distinctly  stated  to  him,  so  that  he  may  know 
what  he  is  called  upon  to  answer.  The  excuse  or  defense  offered, 
by  such  witness  must  be  upon  oath,  either  of  himself  or  of  that 
of  some  other  person.  Vol.  I,  50,  %  75.  If  no  sufficient  cause  is 
shown,  the  justice  should  impose  a  fine  upon  the  witness,  which 
cannot  exceed  ten  dollars,  nor  must  it  be  less  than  sixty-two 
cents.  Vol.  I,  50,  §  75. 

The  law  gives  a  discretion  as  to  the  amount  of  the  fine  between 
the  limits  specified.    Aud  this  discretion  will  enable  a  justice  to 
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administer  such  punishment  as  may  be  just  under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  When  the  disobedience  has  been  intentional, 
and  with  a  view  to  insult  the  court,  the  whole  amount  of  the  fine 
should  be  promptly  adjudged  as  the  sum  to  be  paid.  But,  on 
the  other  hand,  if  the  evidence  shows  mitigating  circumstances, 
the  fine  may  be  reduced  to  the  lowest  sum  authorized.  This 
power  of  punishing  a  refusal  to  be  sworn,  relates  exclusively  to 
the  trial  of  civil  actions ;  and  a  justice  has  no  authority  to  com- 
mit a  witness  for  refusing  to  answer  as  to  the  cause  of  his  intoxi- 
cation, when  he  has  been  arrested  under  §  17  of  the  act  to  sui)- 
press  intemperance,  &c.,  passed  April  16th,  1857.  People  v.  Web- 
ster, 14  How.,  242.  If  the  witness  is  not  present  before  the  jus- 
tice, or  if  the  proceedings  are  taken  before  some  justice  other 
than  the  one  before  whom  the  previous  trial  was  had,  and  in  the 
proceedings  of  which  the  penalty  was  incurred,  a  summons  should 
be  issued  against  such  defaulting  witness. 

The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any  form  for  such  summons, 
nor  does  it  fix  any  time  for  its  return  day,  or  for  the  time  which 
shall  intervene  between  its  date  and  return,  nor  as  to  the  length 
of  time  between  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  summons  and  its 
return.  The  object  of  the  process  is  to  inform  the  witness  that 
he  is  to  be  proceeded  against  for  his  neglect  or  refusal  to  obey 
the  subpoena,  or  for  refusing  to  be  sworn  or  to  answer  proper 
questions,  &c.  The  summons  ought,  therefore,  to  have  a  reason- 
able time  intervening  between  the  date  and  its  return ;  and  so 
the  service  ought  to  be  made  at  a  reasonable  time  before  the 
return  day  of  the  process.  What  is  a  reasonable  time  will  depend 
much  upon  circumstances.  If  the  witness  resides  in  the  imme- 
diate vicinity  of  the  justice,  a  short  notice  is  sufficient ;  but  if  his 
residence  is  at  a  distance,  a  longer  notice  ought  to  be  given. 
The  proceedings  against  a  defaulting  juror  are  analogous  to  those 
against  a  defaulting  witness.  Vol.  I,  50,  54,  §§  75,  76,  103.  In 
one  case  a  summons  against  a  defaulting  juror  was  made  return- 
able in  two  days  from  its  date ;  that  is,  it  was  issued  on  the  9th 
day  of  the  month,  and  retui-nable  on  the  11th,  and  was  served  on 
the  juror  on  the  10th,  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  notice, 
either  as  to  time  or  as  to  service.  Bobbins  v.  Gorham,  26  Barb., 
686 ;  S.  a,  affirmed,  11  E.  P.  Smith,  588.  This  proceeding  by 
summons  may  be,  and  usually  ought  to  be,  taken  at  a  time  sub- 
sequent to  the  trial  of  the  action  in  which  penalty  is  incurred. 
lb.  The  summons  ought  to  be  personally  served,  and  the  justice 
ought  not,  in  any  case,  to  proceed  with  the  matter  until  a  per- 
sonal service  of  snch  summons  has  been  made  upon  the  default- 
ing witness. 

Summons  against  witness. 

Albany  County,  ss:  The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  con- 
stable of  said  county,  greeting :  We  command  you  to  summon  John  Smith 
to  appear  before  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of 
Watervliet,  in  said  county,  at  his  office  in  said  town,  on  the  19th  day 
of  March,  1865,  at  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  to  show  cause  why  a  fine 
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should  not  be  imposed  upon  him,  according  to  law,  for  his  non-attendance 
as  a  witness  before  the  said  justice,  at  his  otKce  in  the  said  town,  on  the 
28th  day  of  February,  1865,  to  give  evidence  in  a  cause  then  depending 
before  said  jastice,  in  which  John  Doe  was  plaiatiif  and  Richard  Roe 
defendant,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  And  have  you  then  and  there  this 
precept.     Given  under  my  hand,  this  17th  day  of  JM^arch,  1865. 

A.  B.,  Justice. 

Constable's  return  to  said  summons. 

I  certify  and  return  that,  on  the  I7th  day  of  March,  1865,  at  the  town 
of  Watervliet,  in  the  county  of  Albany,  I  did  personally  serve  the  within 
summons  on  John  Smith,  therein  named,  as  by  said  summons  I  am  com- 
manded.    Dated  March  17th,  1866.     Constabte's  fees  $0,50. 

C,  D.,  Constable. 

The  summons  may  be  served  by  any  other  person  than  a  con- 
stable, if  duly  authorized  by  the  justice  for  that  purpose.  Ante, 
48,  49,  and  Vol.  I,  72,  §  196. 

A  justice  ought,  in  all  cases,  to  require  a  proper  return  of  the 
service  of  the  summons  before  acting  in  the  matter,  since  he  has 
no  authority  to  proceed,  except  such  as  is  given  by  the  statute, 
and  a  statute  authority  ought  always  to  be  strictly  followed.  It 
is  said  that  the  proof  may  be  made  by  oral  testimony.  2  Oow, 
Treat.,  320,  3d  ed  ;  Benedict's  Treat.,  234,  4th  ed.  But  the  pru- 
dent course  will  be  to  require  a  regular  return,  as  in  the  case  of 
other  process.  The  service  of  this  summons  may  be  made  in  the 
same  manner  that  a  personal  service  is  made  of  an  ordinary 
summons.  If  a  fine  is  imposed,  the  justice  is  required  to  make 
up  a  minute  of  the  conviction  and  to  enter  it  into  his  docket,  and 
it  must  state  the  cause  of  conviction.  Vol.  I,  50,  ^  77.  Such 
conviction  is  to  be  deemed  a  judgment,  at  the  suit  of  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  town.  J6. 

Minute  of  convictian  of  defaulting  witness. 

Albant  County,  ss  :  Be  it  remembered  that  on  the  19th  day  of  March, 
1865,  John  Smith  is  convicted  before  me,  and  fined  the  sum  of  ten  dollars 
besides  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents  costs  for  non-attendance  as  a  witness,  to 
give  evidence  before  me,  at  my  ofiice,  in  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  said 
county,  on  the  28th  day  of  February,  1865,  in  a  certain  cause  then  and 
there  depending  before  me,  in  which  John  Doe  was  plaintiff,  and  Richard 
Roe  was  defendant.  A.  B.,  Justice. 

After  the  imposition  of  the  fine  the  defendant  must  pay  the 
amount  of  such  fine,  together  with  the  costs,  and  in  default  of 
such  payment  the  justice  is  required  forthwith  to  issue  an  execu- 
tion for  the  collection  thereof.  Vol.  I,  50,  51,  %  78.  The  fine  and 
costs  are  to  be  collected  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  such  delin- 
quent, and  in  case  he  has  no  goods  or  chattels  out  of  which  th^ 
amount  can  be  collected,  his  person  is  liable  to  imprisonment.  Ih. 
Though  such  imprisonment  cannot  exceed  thirty  days.  Ih.  If 
the  money  is  collected  it  is  to  be  returned  to  the  justice,  who  is 
required  to  pay  it  over  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town. 
Vol.  I,  51,  %  79. 

Wait  11—71 
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The  constable  to  whom  the  execution  is  delivered  should  levy, 
advertise,  and  sell  the  property  in  the  same  manner  as  upon  any 
ordinary  execution.  And  if  he  cannot  find  goods  and  chattels  to 
satisfy  the  execntion,  the  arrest  of  the  defaulting  witness  is  to  be 
made  as  in  other  cases  of  arrest  upon  an  execution.  The  proceed- 
ings of  a  justice,  in  imposing  a  fine  upon  a  witness  or  juror,  are 
of  a  judicial  nature,  and,  therefore,  no  civil  action  can  be  main- 
tained against  him  to  overhaul  his  acts,  nor  to  recover  the  amount 
paid.  Bobbins  v.  Gorham,  26  Barb.,  586 ;  8.  C,  affirmed,  11  E.  P. 
Smith,  588 ;  Moor  v.  Ames,  3  Oaines,  170 ;  Richmond  v.  Dayton, 
10  Johns.,  393  ;  Vol.  I,  737. 

The  only  mode  of  redress  is  by  a  review  of  the  matter  by  pro- 
ceedings in  the  same  cause  or  matter.  Ih.  The  conviction  will 
be  valid,  although  it  may  not  have  been  entered  in  the  justice's 
docket,  since  the  statute,  in  that  respect,  is  merely  directory.  Ih, 
After  drawing  up  and  subscribing  the  record  of  conviction,  the 
justice  is  authorized  and  required  to  issue  an  execution,  which 
may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Execution  to  collect  fine, 

Albany  County,  ss  :  The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York :  To  any 
constable  of  said  county,  gebeting  :  Whereas  John  Smith  was,  on  the  1 9th 
day  of  March,  1865,  convicted  and  fined  by  me,  the  undersigned,  a  jiistico 
of  the  peace  of  Watervliet,  in  said  county,  the  sum  of  ten  dollars,  besides 
one  dollar  and  fifty  cents  costs,  for  non-attendance  as  a  witness  to  give  evi- 
dence before  me,  at  my  office  in  the  said  town  of  Watervliet,  in  said  county, 
on  the  28th  day  of  February,  1865,  in  a  certain  action  then  and  there 
depending  before  me,  the  said  justice,  in  which  John  Doe  was  plaintifi",  and 
Richard  Roe  was  defendant,  a  record  of  which  conviction,  and  of  the  cause 
thereof,  has  been  duly  made  up,  subscribed  and  entered  in  the  docket  of 
said  justice.  And,  whereas  the  said  John  Smith  has  neglected  to  pay  the 
said  fine  and  costs,  you  are  therefore  hereby  commanded,  in  the  pame  of 
the  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  levy  the  said  fine  and  costs  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  John  Smith,  and,  for  want  thereof,  to  take 
and  convey  the  said  John  Smith  to  the  jail  of  the  said  county  of  Albany, 
there  to  remain  until  he  shall  pay  such  fine  and  costs;  and  the  keeper 
thereof  is  hereby  required  to  keep  the  said  John  Smith  in  close  custody  in 
said  jail  until  the  fine  and  costs  aforesaid  are  paid,  or  until  thirty  days  after 
the  commencement  of  his  imprisonment.  Given  under  my  hand,  at  Water- 
vliet, in  said  county,  on  the  19th  day  of  March,  1865. 

A.  B.,  Justice. 

The  various  precedents,  which  have  been  previously  given,  are 
intended  as  a  mere  general  guide,  and  whenever  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  differ  from  those  set  out  in  such  forms,  the  justice 
will  make  the  necessary  alterations,  so  as  to  make  them  corres- 
pond with  the  actual  facts  of  the  particular  case.  If  the  proceed- 
ings to  collect  the  penalty  are  taken  before  some  justice  other 
than  the  one  before  whom  the  penalty  was  incurred,  the  sum- 
mons, conviction,  and  execution  will  be  modified  accordingly; 
and  so  in  all  similar  matters. 

The  county  court  has  power  to  remit  the  fine,  and  to  discharge 
the  party  from  imprisonment.  3  E.  S.,  789,  ^  43,  5th  ed. 
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SECTION  II. 

COMMISSION   TO    TAKE   EVIDENCE. 

When  the  attendance  of  a  witness  cannot  be  procured  because 
he  residCvS  at  a  place  beyond  the  reach  of  a^  subpoena,  the  statute 
provides  for  taking  his  evidence  on  a  commission.  Vol.  I,  67,  68, 
^§  169,  170,  171.  The  two  principal  points  to  be  shown  are, 
that  the  witness  is  material  to  the  prosecution  or  the  defense 
of  the  action,  and  that  he  does  not  reside  in  the  county  in  which 
the  suit  is  pending,  nor  in  any  county  adjoining  thereto.  11. 
The  commission  may  be  directed  to  one  or  more  competent  per- 
sons ;  and  it  may  authorize  them  or  any  one  of  them  to  examine 
the  witness,  upon  oath,  upon  the  interrogatories  sent  for  that 
purpose.  Vol.  1, 67,  §  169.  The  commission  ought  to  be  directed 
to  persons  against  whom  neither  party  can  raise  a  reasonable 
objection.  In  a  court  of  record  it  is  usual  for  the  moving  party 
to  name  the  commissioners.  Harris  v.  Wilson,  2  Wend.,  627. 
But  the  court  will  not  nominate  any  person  as  commissioner  if  a 
reasonable  ground  can  be  shown  why  he  should  not  be  appointed. 
Such  objection  must,  in  strictness,  be  proved  on  oath  if  that  is 
required,  or  the  proof  of  the  facts  may  be  made  by  aflQdavit. 
Biays  v.  Merrihew,  3  Johns.,  251.  If  the  justice  knows  of  any 
good  reason  why  any  particular  person  ought  not  to  be  appointed 
a  commissioner,  the  appointment  of  such  person,  ought  not  to 
be  made.  So,  if  it  is  shown  by  affidavit,  or  other  satisfactory  evi- 
dence, that  a  particular  person  named  as  commissioner  is  not  a 
proper  persou  to  be  appointed,  the  adverse  party  may  object  to 
him,  and  in  that  case  he  ought  not  to  be  appointed. 

The  application  for  a  commission  may  be  made  by  either  party ; 
and  it  may  be  made  at  any  time,  if  due  notice  has  been  given  at 
least  six  days  before  the  application.  Vol.  I,  68,  "^  170.  Due 
proof  must  be  made  of  the  service  of  such  notice,  if  that  fact  is 
not  admitted  by  the  opposite  party,  or  waived  by  his  appearance 
and  non-objection  upon  that  ground.  lb. 

The  issuing  of  a  commission  will  not  authorize  an  adjournment 
beyond  ninety  days  from  the  joining  of  issue,  unless  by  consent 
of  the  parties.  Ih.  There  must  be  an  issue  of  fact  to  authorize 
the  issuing  of  a  commission,  unless  it  is  in  a  case  in  which  the 
defendant  neglects  or  refuses  to  appear  and  answer  in  the  action, 
and  in  that  case  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  commission  to  examine 
a  material  witness,  who  cannot  be  reached  by  a  subpoena.  Vol.  I, 
68,  ^  170. 

The  names  of  the  witnesses  to  be  examined  ought  always  to 
be  inserted  in  the  commission,  if  possible.  And  when  the  names 
of  the  witnesses  might  have  been  ascertained  by  due  diligence, 
but  this  was  not  done,  the  commission  was  refused.  Wright  v. 
Jessup,  3  Duer,  642.  Where  the  names  of  the  witnesses  are  not 
known,  and  they  cannot  reasonably  be  ascertained,  the  commis- 
sion may  describe  them  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  most  likely 
to  identify  the  witness,  or  the  commission  may  be  general  to 
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examine  such  witnesses  as  may  be  produced  for  examination. 
Shaffer  v.  Wilcox,  2  Hall,  502. 

The  commission,  in  the  last  case  cited,  authorized  the  examin- 
ation of  the  clerks  of  a  person  who  was  named. 

The  notice  of  application  for  a  commission  ought  to  be  given 
at  the  joining  of  issue,  or,  at  least,  six  days  before  the  adjourned 
day,  if  the  application  is  made  by  the  plaintiff.  He  can  have  but 
one  adjournment,  ante,  337,  and  that  must  be  had  at  the  joining 
of  the  issue ;  and  he  is  also  required  to  give  six  days'  notice  of 
this  application.  The  notice  may  be  given  at  any  time  after  the 
service  of  the  process  and  its  return,  so  that  the  application  may 
be  made  on  the  day  of  joining  issue,  if  there  is  time  to  give  the 
proper  notice,  and  if  that  course  is  desirable. 

The  statute  does  not  provide  that  an  adjournment  may  be 
granted,  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  him 
an .  opportunity  to  serve  the  required  notice,  and,  therefore,  he 
ought  to  be  careful  to  adjourn  for  a  length  of  time  sufficient  to 
serve  a  proper  notice  before  the  acyourued  day. 

The  statute  does  not  authorize  an  adjournment,  on  motion  of 
the  plaintiff,  at  any  other  time  than  at  the  joining  of  issue,  in 
those  cases  in  which  the  attendance  of  his  witnesses  is  procured 
by  subpoena.  And  the  statute  does  not,  in  express  language, 
give  any  greater  privilege  when  a  commission  is  taken. 

It  will  be  most  convenient  to  serve  a  written  notice  of  the 
intended  application  for  a  commission,  since  the  proof  of  service 
will  be  readily  made,  and  the  terms  of  the  notice  indisputable. 

Notice  of  application  for  a  commission. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

°  aat  °^  V  ^^^^^^  -^-  ^-i  ^  justice  of  the  peace  of  Watervliet,  in 

Richard  Roe.        )       Albany  county. 


Sir:  Please  to  take  notice,  that  on  the  27th  day  of  March,  1865,  at  ten 
o'clock,  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  office  of  the  said  justice,  in  the  town  of 
Watervliet,  in  said  county,  I  shall  make  an  application  to  the  said  justice, 
A.  B.,  for  a  commission,  to  be  directed  to  C.  I).,  of  the  city  of  Buffalo,  to 
examine  E.  ¥.,  of  the  same  place,  as  a  witness  in  the  above  entitled  action, 
upon  interrogatories  to  be  annexed  to  said  commission.  Dated  March  1 7th, 
1865.  JOHN  DOE,  Plaintiff. 

To  RiCHAED  Rob,  Defendant. 

If  the  opposite  party  appears  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned 
in  the  notice,  and  he  does  not  require  proof  of  the  service  of  the 
notice,  or  if  the  service  is  expressly  admitted,  no  proof  of  service 
ineed  be  made.  But  if  such  party  does  not  appear,  either  in  per- 
son or  by  attorney,  then  due  proof  of  the  service  must  be  made 
'by  the  party  who  desires  such  commission.  Such  proof  may  be 
made  orally  and  upon  oath,  or  it  may  be  made  by  affidavit,  which 
is  the  advisable  course.  The  affidavit  may  be  drawn  upon  the 
back  of  such  notice,  or  at  the  bottoin  of  it,  in  the  following  form  : 

Albany  County,  ss  :  John  Doe  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the 
;plaintiff  named  in  the  within  (or  above)  entitled  action,  and  that,  on 
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the  1*7111  day  of  March,  1865,  at  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  said  county,  he 
personally  served  said  notice  on  the  said  defendant,  by  delivering  to  him  a 
true  copy  thereof,  and  leaving  the  same  with  him.  JOHN  DOE. 

Sworn  before  me  this  27th  ) 
day  of  March,  1865,       j 

A.  B.,  Justice. 

If  the  proof  is  oral,  an  oath  in  the  following  form  may  be 
administered : 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  such  questions  as  may 
be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  service  of  a  notice  for  an  application  for  ^ 
commission  in  this  action. 

When  the  service  of  the  notice  is  not  admitted  expressly,  or  by 
implication,  by  appearance  without  objection,  or  where  the  oppo- 
site party  does  not  appear,  there  must  be  legal  -proof  of  the  service 
of  such  notice.  Vol.  I,  68,  §  170.  The  notice  may  be  served  by 
any  person,  and  the  proof  of  service  may,  of  course,  be  made 
by  the  person  who  serves  the  notice.  If  the  opposite  party 
should  not  appear,  and  the  commission  should  be  issued  without 
proof  of  the  service  of  the  notice,  the  issuing  of  the  commission 
will  be  irregular,  and  unless  the  irregularity  is  subsequently 
waived,  the  evidence  returned  by  the  commissioner  will  not  be 
legally  admissible.  If  the  notice  is  defective  in  form,  or  if  it  is 
not  served  in  time,  nor  personally,  an  objection  may  be  taken  by 
the  opposite  party.  But  these  objections,  and  all  others  of  a 
similar  character,  must  be  taken  at  the  first  opportunity,  or  they 
will  be  waived ;  and  if  a  notice  is  defective,  either  in  form  or  sub- 
stance, the  objection  must  be  taken  at  the  time  when  the  com- 
mission is  awarded.  It  will  be  too  late  to  raise  the  objection,  for 
the  first  time,  at  the  trial,  by  objecting  to  the  evidence.  Allen  v. 
Edwards,  3  Hill,  499.  After  proper  notice  has  been  given,  the 
party  should  appear  before  the  justice  on  the  day  and  at  the  place 
mentioned  in  the  notice,  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  interroga- 
tories and  of  obtaining  the  commission.  But,  before  issuing  a 
commission,  the  justice  ought  to  be  satisfied  that  the  evidence  of 
the  witness  is  material,  and  that  he  resides  out  of  the  reach  of  a 
subpoena.  This  proof  may  be  made  by  aflidavit,  or  the  witness 
may  be  sworn  and  examined  orally.  The  oath  may  be  in  the 
following  form : 

Form  of  oath. 
You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  such  questions  as  riiay 
be  put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  necessity  of  issuing  a  commission  in  this 
action. 

The  proof  of  the  materiality  of  a  witness  may  be  made  by  the 
agent  or  attorney  of  the  party,  if  he  is  able  to  prove  facts  suffi- 
cient to  make  a  case.  Beall  v.  Dey,  7  Wend.,  513 ;  Murray  v. 
Kirkpatrioh,  1  Cow.,  210;  Demar  y.  Yan^Zandt,  2  Johns.  Oas., 
69.  And  this  is  especially  the  case  when  the  party  himself  is 
absent  from  the  county  in  which  the  action  is  to  be  tried.  Eaton 
V.  North,  7  Barb.,  631.    It  will  be  suflScient  if  the  materiality  of 


566  COMMISSION  TO  TAKE  EVIDENCE. 

the  witness  is  sworn  to  positively,  as  it  is  not  necessary  to  swear 
to  the  advice  of  counsel  upon  that  point.  Beall  v.  Dey,  7  Wend., 
613  ;  Demar  v.  Tan  Zandt,  2  Johns.  Oas.,  69.  But  it  is  necessary 
to  show  that  the  witness  does  not  reside  in  the  county  in  which 
the  trial  is  to  be  had,  or  in  an  adjoining  county ;  and  if  an  affida- 
vit does  not  state  that  fact,  it  will  be  defective.  Parmelee  v. 
Thompson,  7  Hill,  77.  To  state  merely  that  the  witness  is  in  an 
other  county,  is  not  sufficient,  since  that  is  consistent  with  his 
being  in  an  adjoining  county.  li.  The  residence  of  the  witness 
need  not  be  sworn  to  positively ;  it  will  be  sufficient  if  sworn  to 
upon  information  and  belief.  Eaton  v.  North,  7  Barb.,  631.  If 
there  are  no  circumstances  of  a  suspicious  nature,  the  justice  has 
no  right  to  require  a  party  to  state  what  he  expects  to  prove  by  the 
witness,  whose  evidence  is  desired  to  be  taken  on  such  commis- 
sion. Eaton  V.  North,  7  Barb.,  631.  But  if  the  party  applying  for 
a  commission  states  what  he  expects  to  prove  by  such  witness, 
and  the  opposite  party  offers  to  admit  the  truth  of  the  facts  so 
stated,  not  merely  that  the  witness  would  swear  to  them,  the 
commission  maybe  refused.  People  v.  Vermilyea,  7  Cow.,  369; 
Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Michel,  1  Sandf.,  687.  But  an  admission  of 
that  nature  which  is  to  be  introduced  in  evidence  on  the  trial, 
ought,  in  all  cases,  to  be  reduced  to  writing,  and  signed  by  the 
party  making  such  admission,  and  the  admission  delivered  to 
the  party  who  applied  for  the  commission.  This  course  will 
obviate  all  question,  on  the  trial,  as  to  what  facts  were  really 
admitted,  and  it  will  also  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  truth  of 
those  facts. 

Ordinarily  a  commission  is  granted  when  a  prima  facie  case  is 
made ;  but  there  may  be  suspicious  circumstances  shown  which 
will  authorize  a  justice  to  require  the  applicant  to  state  what  he 
expects  to  prove  by  his  witness.  Mogers  v.  Rogers,  7  Wend.,  514. 
So  where  a  party  offers  to  admit  whatever  the  applicant  will 
swear  he  expects  to  i)rove  by  the  witness,  the  justice  may  require 
a  statement  of  the  facts  expected  to  be  proved.  Banh  of  Commerce 
V.  Michel,  1  Sandf.,  687.  The  admission,  however,  must  be  that 
the  facts  so  stated  are  true,  not  merely  that  such  witness  will 
swear  to  them.  lb.  Such  offers  of  admission,  however,  will  not 
frequently  be  made,  even  to  prevent  the  issuing  of  a  commission. 
If  a  statement  is  made  as  to  the  facts  which  are  to  be  proved  by 
the  absent  witness,  and  those  facts  are  not  material  or  relevant, 
the  commission  may  be  denied.  This  power,  however,  should 
be  exercised  cautiously,  since  it  is  not  always  easy  to  determine 
in  advance  what  facts  may  become  material  on  the  trial.  The 
defendant  is  not  compelled  to  take  a  commission,  if  he  can  pro- 
cure the  attendance  of  his  witness  within  the  ninety  days  allowed 
by  law.  He  may  take  the  chances  of  getting  his  witness  if  he 
prefers  to  do  so,  and  may  adjourn  the  cause  in  the  usual  manner. 
But,  since  a  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  such  adjournments,  he  must 
take  a  commission  if  he  would  secure  the  evidence. 
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Commission. 

Albany  County,  ss  :  To  James  Smith,  of  the  city  of  Bufiklo,  in  the 
county  of  Erie  and  State  of  New  York:  Whereas  it  appears  to  me, 
the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  town  of  Watervli^t,  in  the 
county  of  Albany,  that  A.  B.,  of  the  town  of  ,  in  the  county  afore- 

said, is  a  material  witness  in  the  prosecution  (or  defense)  of  a  certain  action 
now  depending  before  me,  in  which  John  Doe  is  p]aintifl"and  Richard  Roe 
defendant.  Now,  therefore,  confiding  in  your  prudence  and  fidelity,  and 
in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  I  have  appointed,  and  by  these  presents  do 
appoint  you,  commissioner  to  examine  the  said  witness ;  and  for  that  pur- 
pose do  authorize  you,  at  certain  days  and  places,  to  be  by  you  appointed, 
diligently  to  examine  the  said  witness  on  the  interrogatories  hereto  annexed, 
on  oath,  to  be  taken  before  you ;  and  to  cause  such  examination  to  be 
reduced  to  writing,  and  signed  by  such  witness,  and  certified  by  yourself, 
and  to  return  the  same,  annexed  hereto,  to  me,  inclosed  under  your  seal, 
according  to  the  directions  herewith  given  you.  Given  under  my  hand,  at 
Watervliet,  aforesaid,  this  27th  day  of  March,  1865. 

E.  F.,  Justice. 
Directions  indorsed  upon  commission. 

The  commissioner  within  named  will  return  said  commission  to  me,  at 
West  Troy,  in  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  Albany  county,  my  place  of  resi- 
dence, by  mail.  E.  F.,  Justice. 

If  the  commission  is  to  be  returned  by  express,  or  by  a  speci- 
fied agent,  then  state  that  fact,  and  require  its  return  by  the 
person  named  as  agent,  or  by  such  express  company. 

Interrogatories  and  cross-interrogatories. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Jolin  Doe 
agt. 


Before  E.  F.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Watervliet,  in 


Richard  Roe.         {      Albany  county. 


Interrogatories  to  be  administered  to  A.  B.,  a  witness  to  be  jjroduced, 
sworn  and  examined  under  the  annexed  commission,  on  the  part  and  behalf 
of  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  in  the  above  entitled  action,  now  depending  before 
E.  F.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Watervliet,  in  Albany  county: 

First.  Do  you  know  the  parties,  plaintiff  and  defendant,  in  the  title  of 
these  interrogatories  named,  or  either  of  them  and  which  of  them,  and  how 
long  have  you  known  them,  or  either  of  them  ? 

Second.  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  the  said  Richard 
Roe? 

Third.  Look  at  and  e:^amine  the  paper  writing  now  produced  and  shown 
to  you  at  the  time  of  your  examination,  and  marked  "  A,"  and  purporting  to 
be  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  said  Richard  Roe,  and  payable  to  the 
said  John  Doe  or  bearer,  for  two  hundred  dollars,  and  dated  January  1st, 
1863.     In  whose  handwriting  is  the  signature  to  the  said  note? 

Fourth.  Do  you  know,  and  if  so,  what  is  the  usual  business  followed  by 
each  of  the  parties ;  and  do  you  know  of  the  sale  of  any  goods  and  chattels, 
wares  and  merchandise  by  the  said  plaintiff  to  the  said  defendant,  and,  if  so, 
when,  where,  what  articles,  and  what  was  the  value,  if  you  are  acquainted 
with  the  market  value  of  such  articles  ? 

iMstly.  Do  you  know  any  other  matter  or  thing  touching  the  matters  in 
question,  that  may  tend  to  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff?  If  yea,  declare  as 
fiilly  and  at  large  as  if  you  had  been  particularly  interrogated  thereto. 

{Annex  documents,  to  be  identified,  if  any.)      JOHN  DOE,  Plaintiff. 
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Cross-interrogatories. 

Interrogatories  to  be  administered  to  the  said  A.  B.,  by  way  of  cross- 
examination  : 

Mrst.  How  frequently  have  you  seen  the  said  Richard  Roe  write,  and 
under  what  circumstances  ? 

Second.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  usual  market  value  of  the  articles 
mentioned  in  the  fourth  interrogatory  of  the  plaintiff? 

These  interrogatories  will  be  framed  according  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case. 

Assent  of  parties  to  interrogatories. 
We,  the  undersigned,  parties  to  the  action  named  in  the  annexed  Com- 
mission, hereby  consent  and  agree  that  the  interrogatories  hereto  annexed 
may  be  propounded  to  the  witness  therein  named,  by  the  commissioner  to 
whom  the  commission  is  directed. 

JOHN  DOE,  Plaintiff. 
RICHARD  ROE,  Defendant. 

Settlement  of  interrogatories  "by  Justine. 
I  hereby  certify  that  I  have  settled  the  within  interrogatories  and  cross- 
interrogatories,  and  that  I  approve  of  the  same.  E.  F.,  Justice. 

Commissioner's  summons  to  witness. 

Erie  County,  ss  :  Whereas  the  midersigned  has  received  a  commission, 
issued  by  E.  F.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  Albany 
county,  directed  for  the  examination  of  A.  B.,  a  witness  in  an  action 
depending  before  the  said  justice,  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and  Richard 
Roe,  defendant,  you,  the  said  A.  B.,  are  therefore  required  to  be  and 
appear  before  me,  the  said  commissioner,  at  my  oflBce,  at  No.  ,  in 
street,  in  the  city  of  Buffalo,  on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1865,  at  ten  o'clock 
in  the  forenoon,  then  and  there  to  be  examined,  and  to  testify  the  truth, 
according  to  the  best  of  your  knowledge,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
(or  the  defendant)  and  herein  you  are  not  to  fail.    Dated  March  30th,  1865. 

JAMES  SMITH. 

Commissioner's  subpmna  to  witness. 

Erie  County,  ss  :  To  A.  B.,  greeting  :  In  the  name  of  the  people  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  you  are  commanded  to  appear  personally  before  the 
undersigned,  a  commissioner  duly  appointed  and  empowered  to  examine  wit- 
nesses in  a  certain  action  now  depending  before  E.  F.,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  Albany  county,  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff, 
and  Richard  Roe,  defendant,  at  my  ofBce,  at  No.     ,  in  street,  in  the 

city  of  Buffalo,  on  the  tenth  day  of  April,  1 865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  fore- 
noon, then  and  there  to  be  examined  as  a  witness  in  said  action,  and  to 
testify  the  truth,  according  to  your  knowledge,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  (or  defendant),  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  commission  issued  for  that 
purpose.  Hereof  fail  not.  Given  under  my  hand,  at  the  city  of  Buffalo, 
this  30th  day  of  March,  1865.  JAMES  SMITH 

Oath  to  he  administered  iy  commissioner  to  vfitness. 

You  do  swear  (or  affirm)  that  the  answers  to  be  given  by  you  to  the 
interrogatories  proposed  to  you  by  the  commissioner  here  present,  to  exe- 
cute a  commission  directed  to  him,  issued  by  E.  F.,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  Albany  county,  in  a  certain  action  there 
depending  before  him,  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe, 
defendant,  shall  be  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth. 
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Caption  of  deposition. 
Deposition  of  A.  B.,  a  witness  produced,  sworn  and  examined  on  oath, 
on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1865,  at  my  office  in  the  city  of  Bufialo,  by  virtue 
of  a  commission  issued  hy  E.  F.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of 
Watervliet,  in  Albany  county,  to  me,  James  Smith,  directed,  for  the  exam- 
ination of  A.  B.,  a  witness  in  an  action  depending  before  the  said  justice, 
between  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe,  defendant. 

The  said  A.  B.,  being  duly  sworn,  deposes  as  follows  :  To  the  first  inter- 
rogatory he  says.     (Give  the  answer  of  the  witness  fully.) 

To  the  second  interrogatory  he  says.     (Give  the  answer.)  A.  B. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  this  ) 
tenth  day  of  April,  1865,  [ 

Jambs  Smith,  Commissioner. 

Indorsement  of  an  exhibit. 

On  the  tenth  day  of  April,  1865;  at  the  execution  of  a  commission  issued 
by  E.  F.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  Albany  county, 
for  the  examination  of  A.  B.,  a  witness  in  a  certain  action  depending  before 
the  said  justice,  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe,  defendant, 
the  within  paper  writing,  marked  "  A,"  was  produced  and  shown  to  the 
said  A.  B.,  a  witness  sworn  and  examined,  and  by  him  deposed  unto  at 
the  time  of  his  examination  as  a  witness  under  such  commission. 

JAMES  SMITH,  Commissioner. 

Return  to  commission. 

I,  James  Smith,  the  commissioner  appointed  by  the  within  commission, 
do  hereby  make  return  thereto,  and  certify,  that  in  pursuance  thereof,  I 
did,  on  the  tenth  day  of  April,  1865,  diligently  examine  A.  B.,  the  witness 
within  named,  on  the  interrogatories  and  cross-interrogatories  hereto 
annexed,  on  oath  publicly  administered  by  me  to  the  said  A.  B.,  and  that  I 
caused  said  examination  to  be  reduced  to  writing,  and  to  be  subscribed  by 
the  said  A.  B.,  which  examination  is  hereto  annexed. 

Dated,  Buffalo,  April  10th,  1865. 

JAMES  SMITH,   Commissioner. 

Where  a  commission  is  duly  received  by  mail,  by  the  justice 
who  issued  it,  the  legal  presumption  will  be  that  the  commissioner 
deposited  it  in  the  post-office,  as  required  by  the  statute,  although 
there  is  nothing  on  the  envelope,  or  elsewhere,  showing  such  fact. 
Hall  V.  Barton,  25  Barb.,  274.  The  correct  -practice,  however, 
will  be  to  indorse  a  certificate  of  the  mailing  upon  the  envelope. 
And  it  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Certificate  of  mailing. 

Deposited  in  the  post-ofiice  at  Buffalo,  and  the  postage  thereon  paid  by 
me,  on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1865. 

JAMES  SMITH,   Commissioner. 

Where  a  commisson  is  returned  by  an  agent,  his  affidavit  as 
prescribed  by  statute,  that  he  received  it  from  the  hand  of  the  com- 
missioner, and  that  it  has  not  been  opened  or  altered  since  he 
received  it,  is  indispensable,  unless  waived  by  consent.  A 'com- 
mission returned  by  express,  and  unaccompanied  by  such  affidavit, 
is  inadmissible,  although  that  method  of  returning  it  was  expressly 
authorized  by  the  commission.  Dwinelle  v.  Rowland,  1  Abb.,  87. 
Wait    11—72 
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When  the  commissioD  is  returned  by  an  agent,  the  proof  required 
may  be  stated  in  the  affidavit  in  the  following  form : 

Affidavit  of  agent. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe 

V. 

Eiohard  Roe. 


Albany  City  and  County,  ss  :  A.  B.  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  on 
the  10th  of  April,  1865,  he  received  the  packet  now  delivered  by  him 
to  E.  F.,  the  justice  who  issued  the  same,  from  the  hand  of  James  Smith, 
(a  counselor-at-law)  of  Buffalo,  who  is  the  commissioner,  as  deponent  is 
informed  and  believes,  named  in  the  commission  inclosed  in  the  said  packet, 
and  that  the  same  has  not  been  opened  or  altered  since  deponent  received  it. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  )  A.  B. 

this  10th  day  of  April,  1865,      f 

E.  F.,  Justice. 

The  precedents  which  have  been  given  are  sufficient  to  assist 
in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  issuing,  executing  and  returning 
a  commission.  Such  changes  as  are  necessary,  may  be  readily 
made.  A  brief  notice  will  now  be  taken  of  some  of  the  rules 
which  relate  to  commissions. 

The  interrogatories  and  cross-interrogatories  must,  necessarily, 
embrace  every  subject  which  is  material  to  the  prosecution  or  the 
defense  of  an  action,  and,  therefore,  no  precedent  will  be  of  any 
use  further  than  as  an  illustration  of  the  manner  in  which  they 
ought  to  be  framed.  The  questions  contained  in  the  interroga- 
tories ought  to  conform  to  the  rules  of  evidence  as  much  as  though 
the  witness  were  to  be  examined  in  court  at  the  trial.  Either 
party  is  permitted  to  insert  any  question  which  he  may  choose, 
if  it  is  pertinent  to  any  of  the  issues,  or  if  the  evidence  which  it 
will  elicit  will  be  admissible  on  the  trial.  It  is  not  possible, 
in  every  case,  to  frame  particular  questions  which  shall  be 
adapted  to  the  purpose  of  eliciting  all  the  information  which  a 
witness  may  possess,  since  the  party  may  not  be  fully  informed 
as  to  how  much  the  witness  knows  upon  the  matters  in  litigation. 
And  the  witness  may  know  material  facts  about  which  the  party 
has  no  knowledge  whatever.  For  this  reason,  the  law  permits 
either  party  to  put  a  general  interrogatory  as  in  the  precedents 
given.  And  any  evidence  which  is  given  under  such  general 
interrogatory,  is  as  competent  as  that  which  is  given  in  response 
to  a  particular  question.  Percival  v.  Hickey,  18  Johns.,  257,  289  ; 
McCarty  v.  Edwards,  24  How.,  236.  When  the  interrogatories 
are  settled  by  the  consent  of  the  parties,  they  may  agree  to  waive 
all  objections  as  to  the  form  of  the  questions,  or  as  to  the  com- 
petency of  witnesses,  or  of  specified  items  or  qualities  of  evidence. 
And  if  it  is  expressly  stipulated  that  certain  objections  are 
reserved,  and  may  be  made  at  the  trial,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
all  other  objections  were  intended  to  be  waived,  and,  therefore, 
no  others  can  be  raised  on  the  trial.  Morse  v.  Cloyes,  11  Barb., 
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100.    What  objections  maj'  be  taken  on  tlie  trial  will  be  discussed 
in  a  subsequent  place. 

When  the  parties  do  not  agree  to  the  interrogatories,  they  must 
submit  them  to  the  justice  for  settlement.  See  form,  ante,  568.  Attd 
any  question  pertinent  to  the  cause  may  be  inserted  in  the  interr 
rogatories. 

When  the  commission  has  been  made  out  and  signed  by  the 
justice,  and  the  interrogatories  have  been  drawn  and  settled, 
either  by  agreement  of  parties,  or  by  the  decision  of  the  justice,  the 
interrogatories  ought  to  be  annexed  to  the  commission,  and 
the  papers  sent  to  the  commissioner.  The  papers  may  be  sent  by 
mail,  or  by  express,  or  in  any  other  manner  which  the  parties 
may  agree  upon.  But,  the  papers  ought  to  be  sent  by  mail, 
unless  the  parties  agree  to  some  other  mode,  and  the  person  who 
applies  for  the  commission  is  bound  to  pay  the  expense  of  mail- 
ing them. 

A  commission  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  to  be  executed 
in  the  same  manner  as  a  commission  issued  by  a  court  of  record. 
(Vol.  I,  68,  §  171.)  And  the  statute  which  relates  to  the  execu- 
tion and  return  of  commissions  which  are  issued  by  courts  of 
record  is  as  follows :  3  K.  S.,  676,  §  16,  5th  ed. 

"  The  persons  to  whom  such  commission  shall  be  directed  or 
any  one  of  them,  unless  otherwise  expressly  directed  therein,  shall 
execute  the  same  as  follows : 

"  1.  They  or  any  one  of  them,  shall  publicly  administer  an  oath 
to  the  witnesses  named  in  the  commission,  that  the  answers  given 
by  such  witnesses  to  the  interrogatories  proposed  to  them  shall 
be  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth ; 

"  2.  They  shall  cause  the  examination  of  each  witness  to  be 
reduced  to  writing,  and  to  be  subscribed  by  him,  and  certified  by 
such  of  the  commissioners  as  are  present  at  the  taking  of  the 
same; 

"  3.  If  any  exhibits  are  produced  and  proved  before  them,  they 
shall  be  annexed  to  the  depositions  to  which  they  relate,  and 
shall  in  like  manner  be  subscribed  by  the  witness  proving  the 
same,  and  shall  be  certified  by  the  commissioners ; 

"  4.  The  commissioners  shall  subscribe  their  names  to  each  sheet 
of  the  depositions  taken  by  them ;  they  shall  annex  all  the  depo- 
sitions and  exhibits  to  the  commission,  upon  which  their  return 
shall  be  indorsed ;  and  they  shall  close  them  up  under  their  seals, 
and  shall  address  the  same  when  so  closed,  to  the  clerk  of  the 
court  from  which  the  commission  issued,  or  to  the  clerk  of 
the  county  in  which  the  venue  shall  be  laid,  as  shall  have  been 
directed  on  the  commission  at  his  place  of  residence ; 

"  5.  If  there  is  a  direction  on  the  commission  to  return  the  same 
by  mail,  they  shall  iminediately  deposit  the  packet  so  directed  in 
the  nearest  post-oflQce ; 

"6.  If  there  is  a  direction  on  the  commission  to  return  the  same 
by  an  agent  of  the  party  who  sued  out  the  same,  the  packet  so 
directed  shall  be  delivered  to  such  agent. 
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"  A  copy  of  this  section  shall  be  annexed  to  every  commission 
authorized  by  this  article." 

A  deposition  may  be  valid  and  may  be  read  in  evidence, 
^hough  the  oath  to  the  witness  was  not  administered  by  such 
®immissioner,  if  the  oath  was  administered  by  a  person  of  com- 
.  petent  authority,  and  if  at  the  place  where  the  commission  was 
executed,  the  laws  prohibited  the  commissioners  from  administer- 
ing an  oath.  Lincoln  v.  Battelle,  6  Wend.,  476. 

Where  nothing  appears  to  the  contrary,  the  court  will  presume 
that  the  oath  was  publicly  and  regularly  administered.  Halleran 
V.  Field,  23  Wend.,  38;  Williams  v.  Eldridge,  1  Hill,  249.  The 
statute  requires  that  the  examination  shall  be  reduced  to  writing, 
but  it  does  not  require  the  commissioner  to  do  the  writing,  and, 
therefore,  he  may  employ  a  clerk  for  that  purpose.  And  each 
witness  must  subscribe  his  name  at  the  end  of  the  evidence  given 
by  him,  which  must  be  certified  by  the  commissioner,  ante,  571,  <^  16, 
sub.  2.  When  exhibits  are  produced  and  proved  before  the  com- 
missioner, they  must  be  annexed  to  the  deposition  to  which  they 
relate,  and  they  must  be  subscribed  by  the  witness,  and  certified 
by  the  commissioner.  When  the  certificate  clearly  identifies  the 
exhibit  referred  to,  the  courts  will  not  permit  a  technical  objec- 
tion to  prevent  its  introduction  in  evidence. 

The  exhibit  in  one  case  was  a  bill  of  sale,  and  the  witness  duly 
sworn  and  examined,  and  the  commissioner  certified  upon  it, 
that  on  the  day  of  the  execution  of  the  commission,  the  exhibit 
"  was  produced  and  shown  to  the  said  James  Meighan  (the  wit' 
ness),  a  witness  sworn  and  examiued,  and  by  him  deposed  unto  at 
the  time  of  his  examination  as  a  witness  under  such  commission," 
and  this  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  certificate.  Hall  v.  Barton,  25 
Barb.,  274,  277.  In  an  other  case  the  exhibits  were  two  notes 
which  were  respectively  marked  A,  and  B.  They  were  referred 
to  by  the  witnesses  as  being  thus  marked ;  a  copy  of  each  was 
also  given,  with  a  statement  that  the  witnesses  had  written  their 
names  upon  each  note,  and  all  this  appeared  in  the  depositions. 

The  return  of  the  commissioners,  among  other  things,  stated 
"that  the  witnesses  Clark  and  Lee,  testified  as  above  written; 
that  such  testimony  was  subscribed  by  the  witnesses,  who,  also, 
in  the  presence  of  the  commissioners,  signed  their  names  on  the 
back  of  the  notes  attached  to  their  testimony,  which  notes  were 
produced  and  shown  to  them."  This  was  held  to  be  sufficient. 
Brumslcill  v.  James,  1  Kern.,  294.  The  commissioners  are  required 
to  subscribe  each  sheet  of  the  depositions  taken  by  them,  and  to 
annex  all  the  depositions  and  exhibits  to  the  commission.  Ante, 
571,  §  16,  sub.  4. 

In  every  case  in  which  a  justice  issues  a  commission  to  examine 
a  witness,  he  must  direct  the  manner  in  which  such  commission 
shall  be  returned..  If  this  is  not  done,  the  depositions  cannot  be 
read  in  evidence.  Smith  v.  Eandall,  3  Hill,  495 ;  3  E.  S.,  675, 
^  15,  5th  ed.  This  direction  as  to  the  manner  of  returning  the 
commission  will  be  valid  though  indorsed  on  the  interrogatories 
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instead  of  the  commission.  Hurd  v.  Pendrigh,  2  Hill,  502.  So  it 
will  be  sufficient  if  the  body  of  the  commission  contains  an 
explicit  direction  as  to  its  return,  although  there  is  no  direction 
indorsed  upon  the  back  of  it.  Hall  v.  Barton,  25  Barb.,  274. 
But  such  direction  must  be  signed  by  the  justice,  or  the  deposi- 
tions cannot  be  read  in  evidence.  Crawford  v.  Loper,  25  Barb., 
449.  A  neglect  by  the  commissioners  to  deposit  the  commission 
and  depositions  in  the  post-oflSce  immediately,  as  required  by  the 
statute,  will  not  prevent  the  depositions  from  being  read.  The 
statute  is  merely  directory  to  the  commissioner  upon  this  point. 
Salleran  v.  Field,  23  Wend.,  38.  So,  the  sending^  of  a  copy  of 
the  section  of  the  statute  with  the  commission*  is  a  matter 
merely  directory,  and  if  the  commission  is  properly  executed, 
the  omission  will  do  no  harm,  and  the  depositions  will  be  admis- 
sible. Hall  V.  Barton,  25  Barb.,  274;  Willimas  v.  JEldridge,  1  Hill, 
249.  If  the  commission  and  depositions  are  received  by  mail,  the 
presumption  will  be  that  they  were  properly  mailed  as  required 
by  the  statute,  although  there  is  no  indorsement  on  the  envelope 
showing  that  fact.  lb.;  Brumskill  v.  James,  1  Kern.,  294. 

Where  the  commission  is  executed  by  the  proper  person,  a 
mistake  in  the  name  of  the  commissioner,  as  stated  in  the  caption 
to  the  depositions,  will  not  vitiate.  A  plaintiff  in  an  action  in  a 
justice's  court  gave  notice  of  an  application  for  a  commission  to 
take  the  testimony  of  a  witness.  The  commission  was  to  have 
been  directed  to  one  0. ;  but  on  settling  the  interrogatories,  the 
parties  agreed  to  substitute  one  K.,  as  a  commissioner,  in  the  place 
of  0. ;  and  the  justice  inserted  the  name  of  K.,  in  the  commission, 
and  the  commission  was,  in  fact,  executed  and  returned  by  K., 
but  the  justice  inadvertently  omitted  to  strike  the  name  of  0.  out 
of  the  caption  to  the  interrogatories  where  it  had  been  inserted 
pursuant  to  the  notice.  This  was  held  not  to  invalidate  the  com- 
mission, and  that  the  depositions  were  admissible  in  evidence. 
Hall  V.  Barton,  25  Barb.,  274.  The  commissioner  ought  to  be 
careful  to  require  the  witness  to  answer  all  of  the  interrogatories, 
either  on  the  direct  or  on  the  cross-examination.  And  if  the 
last  general  interrogatory  is  not  answered  the  depositions  will 
not  be  admissible  in  evidence,  unless  the  objection  is  in  some 
manner  waived.  Brown  v.  Kimball,  25  Wend.,  259. 

In  courts  of  record  the  commission  is  usually  returned  to  the 
clerk  of  the  court,  and  therefore  sub.  4  of  §  16,  ante,  571,  provides 
for  such  a  course.  But  in  a  justice's  court,  there  is  no  such  clerk, 
and  the  commission  must  be  returned  to  the  justice  himself,  and 
the  directions  ought  to  be  direct  and  explicit  upon  that  point. 
For,  if  no  directions  are  given  as  to  its  return,  the  depositions 
will  be  inadmissible,  as  has  been  seen,  ante,  572.  Where  the  com- 
mission is  executed  out  of  this  state,  a  summons  is  a  proper  pro- 
cess for  requiring  the  attendance  of  the  witnesses.  See  Form, 
ante,  568.  But,  when  the  commission  is  to  be  executed  within 
the  limits  of  this  state,  a  subpoena  is  a  proper  process ;  and  the 
commissioner  has  the  same  power  to  issue  a  subpc^a  to  compd 
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attendance,  and  to  swear  witnesses  that  justices  of  the  peace 
have  in  civil  actions.  Laws  1841,  chap.  138,  §  2  ;  Vol.  I,  68,  >§  173. 
Either  party  may  examine  the  adverse  party  on  a  commission  in 
the  same  manner  as  any  other  witness.  Vol.  I,  33  ;  Code,  §  390. 
In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  as  to  the  form  of  the  oath  admin- 
istered by  the  commissioner  to  the  witness,  it  will  be  presumed 
to  be  regular,  ante,  672.  But,  where  the  form  of  the  oath  is 
returned,  and  it  is  clearly  not  such  as  the  statute  requires,  the 
depositions  cannot  be  received  in  evidence.  This  was  so  held, 
where  the  oath  administered  to  the  witness  was  "  that  he  should 
true  answers  make  to  the  interrogatories  read  to  him ;"  instead 
of  an  oath  to'teir  "  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but 
the  truth."  Whitney  v.  Wyncoop,  4  Abb.,  370.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  annex  an  original  paper  to  a  commission.  A  copy  may  be 
made  and  annexed,  and  the  original  produced  at  the  examination 
and  identified  by  the  witness.  Commercial  Bank  of  Pennsylvania 
V.  Union  Bank  of  New  York,  19  Barb.,  392 ;  8.  G.  affirmed,  1 
Kern.,  203  ;  Brumskill  v.  James,  1  Kern.,  294.  The  return  to  a 
commission  ought  to  be  made  upon  the  commission  itself,  as  the 
statute  requires.  And  it  has  been  held  that  an  omission  to  do  so 
would  render  the  depositions  inadmissible  as  evidence.  Fleming  v. 
Hollenbaclc,  7  Barb.,  271.  But  the  rule  is  now  well  established, 
that  a  return  is  equally  as  valid  when  made  upon  any  of  the 
papers  annexed  to  the  commission,  as  when  made  upon  the  com- 
mission itself.  Pendell  v.  Coon,  6  B.  P.  Smith,  134 ;  Hall  v.  Bar- 
ton, 25  Barb.,  274;  McCleary  v.  Edwards,  27  Barb.,  239;  and  see 
Hurd  V.  Pendrigh,  2  Hill,  502. 

The  powers  of  a  commissioner  are  limited,  and  he  must  com- 
ply strictly  with  the  statutory  requirements.  But  the  construc- 
tion, as  has  been  seen  in  the  cases  cited,  is  not  so  strict  as  to 
defeat  the  object  in  view,  and  the  ends  of  justice.  By  examining 
the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  following  their  directions  expli- 
citly, no  errors  need  be  committed.  The  amount  of  fees  and  dis- 
bursements which  are  allowed  on  issuing  a  commission,  and  for 
its  execution  and  return,  will  be  found  in  the  statute.  Vol.  I,  65; 
§  154.  If  a  commission  issued  by  a  court  of  record  is  defectively 
executed,  the  court  may  order  it  to  be  returned  to  the  commis- 
sioner so  that  he  may  amend  it.  Keeler  v.  Yanderpool,  1  Code 
Eep.  N.  S.,  289.  In  the  case  just  cited,  the  names  of  the  wit- 
nesses were  incorrectly  stated,  and  the  commission  was  returned 
for  correction.  This  power  is  as  important  in  a  justice's  court  as 
in  any  other,  and  in  a  proper  case  it  may  be  exercised,  if  the 
granting  of  such  a  motion  does  not  extend  the  time  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  justice's  power  of  adjournment.  Either  party  may 
take  as  many  commissions  as  may  be  necessary,  as,  for  instance, 
where  he  has  witnesses  in  two  different  places  which  are  at  a  dis- 
tance from  each  other.  And  the  commissions  may  be  all  taken 
out  at  the  same  time,  or  at  separate  times.  If  a  commission  is 
issued,  and  before  its  return,  it  is  discovered  that  the  evidence  of 
an  other  witness  is  material,  a  commission  may  be  taken  for  the 
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purpose  of  obtaining  his  evidence.  Such  an  application,  how- 
ever, will  not  be  looked  upon  with  favor,  if  the  party  was  aware 
of  the  importance  of  such  evidence  and  of  its  existence  at  the 
time  when  the  application  for  the  first  commission  was  made. 
And  so  when  the  commissioner  has  refused  to  require  an  answer 
to  cross-interrogatories  because  the  party  who  framed  them 
desires  to  withdraw  them  without  the  consent  of  the  other  party, 
the  commission  will  be  returned  for  the  purpose  of  taking  such 
answers.  The  Union  Bank  of  Sandusky  v.  Torrey,  2  Abb.,  269. 
"Where  a  commission  has  been  executed  and  returned,  the  courts 
will  not  order  a  returning  of  it  to  the  commissioner  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  a  witness  to  modify  his  testimony,  especially 
when  the  change  will  be  to  contradict  a  witness  who  has  died 
since  the  execution  of  the  commission.  Baney  v.  Weed,  1  Barb., 
220.  The  evidence  which  is  taken  on  a  commission  may  be  offered 
and  used  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  cause  by  either  party  ; 
and  every  objection  to  the  competency  or  credibility  of  a  witness 
so  examined,  or  to  the  competency  or  relevancy  of  any  question 
put  to  him,  or  of  any  answer  given  by  him,  may  be  made  in  the 
same  manner  and  with  the  like  effect  as  if  such  witness  were  per- 
sonally examined  at  such  trial.  3  E.  S.,  677,  §  23,  5th  ed. 

An  objection  that  interrogatories  are  leading,  is  an  application 
to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  ruling  of  the  justice  will 
be  conclusive  upon  the  question.  Ante,  504.  And  it  is  now  well 
settled  that  leading  questions  may  be  put  to  a  witness  on  the 
trial,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  See  Leading  questions,  ante, 
504.  The  depositions  must  be  read  in  evidence  before  they  con- 
stitute a  part  of  the  testimony  in  the  cause.  If  there  is  any 
objection  to  the  competency  of  the  witness  examined  on  such 
commission,  the  objection  must  be  made  when  the  deposition  is 
offered  as  evidence,  and  before  it  is  so  received.  If  any  question 
is  improper  as  it  is  framed  in  the  interrogatory ;  or  if  any  answer 
is  incompetent,  improper,  irrelevant,  or  illegal  evidence,  an  objec- 
tion must  be  taken  to  it  at  the  time  of  reading  the  depositions  in 
evidence.  Ocean  Insurance  Company  v.  Francis,  2  Wend.,  65,  71 ; 
Fleming  v.  Hollenback,  7  Barb.,  271 ;  Williams  v,  Eldridge,  1  Hill, 
249  ;  and  see  Morse  v.  Cloyes,  11  Barb.,  100.  The  parties  have  a 
right  to  appear  by  counsel  on  the  execution  of  a  commission. 
Union  Bank  of  Sandusky  v.  Torrey,  2  Abb.,  269.  Neither  party 
can  withdraw  cross-interrogatories  on  the  execution  of  the  com- 
mission, unless  by  mutual  consent,  li.  A  witness  who  is  exam- 
ined on  commission  is  bound  to  answer  every  interrogatory  and 
cross-interrogatory ;  and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  shield  himself 
from  a  cross-interrogatory  by  a  reference  to  an  answer  given  to  a 
direct  interrogatory.  Ih.,-  Willis  v.  Welch,  2  Code  Eep.,  64 ;  Union 
Bank  of  Sandusky  v.  Torrey,  5  Duer,  626 ;  S.  C,  2  Abb.,  269.  A 
party  has  the  same  right  to  an  answer  to  a  cross-interrogatory  on  a 
commission  that  he  has  to  have  an  answer  to  a  question  put  on 
cross-examination,  when  the  examination  is  an  oral  one.  But  it 
has  since  been  held  at  general  term  that  it  is  not  a  valid  objection 
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that  cross-interrogatories  In  a  commission  oflfered  in  evidence,  are 
not  all  answered,  where  it  appears  that  some  of  them,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  are  answered  by  a  reference  to  previous  answers, 
where  the  latter  are  full  and  explicit.  McCarty  v.  Edwards,  24 
How.,  237.    When  the  witness  to  be  examined,  cannot  speak 
English,  the  depositions  must  be  taken  and  returned  in  English, 
by  means  of  an  interpreter.   Belmore  v.  Anderson,  2  Oox's  Oh, 
Cases,  288.    The  signature  of  the  commissioner  will  be  judicially 
noticed,  whether  the  name  is  written  in  full  or  is  abbreviated.  Wil- 
liams V.  Mdridge,  1  Hill,  249.    The  several  papers  which  are  to  be 
annexed  to  each  other  may  be  fastened  by  a  wafer,  or  some  similar 
tenacious  substance.    A  tape  and  seal  are  not  indispensable.  li. 
A  whole  deposition  will  not  be  suppressed  because  a  portion  of 
the  answers  are  objectionable.    And  when  an  objection  is  mad« 
to  a  deposition,  such  objection  must  be  confined  to  the  objection- 
able portions  of  it,  for  if  it  is  made  to  the  whole  dei)Osition,  when 
a  portion  of  it  is  proper,  the  objection  will  fail  because  it  is  too 
extensive.  Commercial  Bank  of  Pennsylvania  v.  Union  Bank  of 
New  York,  1  Kern.,  203;  S.  C,  19  Barb.,  391.    Th«  witness  must 
answer  the  interrogatories  himself,  and  he  will  not  be  permitted 
to  read  his  answers  from  a  written  statement  made  by  his  coun- 
sel, for  the  alleged  reason  that  owing  to  a  dizziness  of  the  head 
of  the  witness,  he  could  not  intelligently  answer  the  interroga- 
tories otherwise.    Creamer  v.  Jackson,  4  Abb.,  413.     Answers 
which  have  been  taken  in  that  manner  cannot  be  given  in  evi- 
dence. J6.    A  party  is  not  compelled  to  introduce  a  deposition  in 
evidence ;  and  if,  after  a  witness  has  been  examined  on  commis- 
sion, and  its  return  to  the  justice,  the  .witness  should  return  so 
that  his  attenda,nce  can  be  procured  at  the  trial,  he  may  be  sworn 
and  examined  orally  on  the  trial  instead  of  introducing  his  depo- 
sition as  evidence.  Fisher  v.  D^ile,  17  Johns.,  343,  345.    A  party 
may  waive  a  commission  by  going  to  trial  before  its  return,  with- 
out any  objection,  or  any  motion  to  adjourn  for  that  purpose. 
Brain  v.  Roddicks,  1  Oaines,  73.    A  party  who  has  caused  a  depo- 
sition to  be  taken,  does  not  necessarily,  by  offering  parts  of  it  in 
evidence,  bind  himself  to  read  it  all,  or  make  answers  which  are 
irrelevant  or  incompetent,  admissible.  Gfellaily  v.  Lowery,  6  Bosw., 
113,  122.     The  opposite  party  may,  however,  read  the  entire 
deposition  as  evidence  if  he  chooses.  lb.    Taking  the  evidence 
on  commission  reduces  the  statements  of  the  witness  to  writing, 
and  a  party  may  introduce  as  much  of  it  as  he  chooses,  precisely 
as  he  may  elect  what  questions  he  will  ask  on  an  oral  examina- 
tion of  a  witness.    And  the  opposite  party  may  introduce  the 
balance  of  the  deposition  upon  the  same  principle  that  he  may 
cross-examine  a  witness  in  relation  to  statements  made  by  him 
on  direct-examination.    If  a  party  is  examined  as  a  witness  on 
commission,  his  statements  may  be  read  as  admissions,  even  if 
his  answers  would  not  be  admissible,  by  way  of  jcross-examina- 
tion,  if  he  were  an  ordinary  witness.  &ellatty  t.  Lowery,  6  Bosw., 
113,  122 ;  Ewrrmt  v.  Forrest,  6  Duer,  102.    An  answer  which  is 
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not  responsive  to  an  interrogatory  may  be  objected  to  on  the  trial 
by  either  party,  and  the  answer  must  be  struck  out.  Lansing  v. 
Coley,  13  Abb.,  272. 

CHAPTER  n. 

GENERAL  EULES    RELATING  TO  TRIALS. 

In  ordinary  cases  the  place  for  the  trial  is  specified  in  the  pro- 
cess, or  is  fixed  by  the  justice  at  the  time  of  granting  an  adjourn- 
ment.    If  the  trial  takes  place  on  the  return  day  of  the  process, 
and  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  the  cause  must  be  tried  at 
the  place  specified  in  the  process,  or  the  judgment  will  be  errone- 
ous. Stewart  v.  Meigs,  12  Johns.,  417 ;  Case  v.  Van  Ness,  1  Johns. 
Oas.,  243.     So,  if  issue  is  joined,  and  the  cause  is  adjourned  for 
trial,  and  the  defendant  does  not  appear  on  the  adjourned  day,  the 
cause  must  be  tried  at  the  place  specified.    But  when  both  par- 
ties appear,  either  oa  the  return  of  process  or  at  an  adjourned 
day,  the  justice  may  adjourn  the  cause  to  a  more  convenient 
place  of  trial,  if  it  is  within  a  reasonable  distance  and  within  the 
same  town.  Morrell  v.  Near,  1  Oow.,  112.     This  may  be  done  by 
the  justice  whether  the  parties  assent  or  dissent ;  and  if  they 
accompany  him  to  the  place  of  trial  without  objection,  consent 
will  be  presumed.  76.     It  has  been  seen  that  on  the  return  of 
process,  the  justice  must  wait  one  hour  for  the  appearance  of  the 
parties,  unless  they  sooner  appear.   Ante,  217.     The  same  rule 
applies  to  the  adjourned  day ;  and  a  justice  must,  in  all  cases, 
wait  one  hour  before  proceeding  to  trial  on  an  adjourned  day, 
unless  the  parties  sooner  appear.    Shertvood  v.  Saratoga  &  Wasli- 
ington  JRailroad  Co.,  15  Barb.,  650 ;  Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio, 
182 ;  Shufelt  v.  Cramer,  20  Johns.,  309.     So  where  a  cause  is  held 
open  to  a  particular  time  for  some  reasonable  cause,  as  for  the 
return  of  an  attachment  issued  against  defaulting  witnesses,  the 
justice  must  wait  one  hour  for  the  parties  before  proceeding  with 
the  trial.  Clark  v.  Garrison,  3  Barb.,  372.    And  in  such  a  case, 
if  the  justice  proceeds  with  the  trial  in  the  absence  of  either 
party,  before  the  expiration  of  the  hour,  his  judgment  will  be 
erroneous,  and  will  be  reversed  on  an  appeal.  J6.    The  justice 
must  be  careful  to  give  correct  information  to  parties  in  relation 
to  proceedings  pending  before  him.    In  one  case  a  defendant 
appeared  before  a  justice  at  the  proper  hour  and  at  the  proper 
place,  on  the  return  day  of  process.    The  defendant  asked  the 
justice  to  call  the  cause  in  which  he  was  sued,  but  the  justice 
informed  him  that  no  such  cause  was  pending,  and  he  thereupon 
left  the  court  with  his  witnesses.    The  justice  afterward  found 
the  papers  in  the  cause,  and  adjourned  it  to  an  other  day  for  trial, 
when  the  action  was  tried,  but  the  defendant  did  not  appear. 
This  was  held  erroneous  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff  claimed 
that  he  had  given  the  defendant  notice  of  the  trial,  which  the 
defendant  denied.  Murling  v.  Chrote,  1  Hilt.,  116 ;  8.  C.,  3  Abb., 
Wait        73 
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109.  So  where  the  defendant  appeared  at  the  proper  time  and 
place  for  the  return  of  process,  and  the  justice  informed  him  that 
the  action  was  discontinued,  and  the  defendant  thereupon  left 
court,  it  was  held  that  the  justice  could  not  afterward  proceed 
with  the  cause  in  the  absence  of  such  defendant,  on  the  ground 
that  the  constable  had  made  a  mistake  in  informing  the  justice 
that  the  cause  was  discontinued.  Tyler  v.  Olney,  12  Johns.,  378. 
A  justice  has  no  right  to  proceed  before  the  expiration  of  the 
hour,  upon  the  ground  that  he  is  informed  by  the  plaintiff  that 
the  defendant  does  not  intend  to  appear ;  and  if  he  does  so  pro- 
ceed and  render  a  judgment,  it  will  be  error.  Beach  t.  McCannj 
1  Hilt..  256.  The  justice  may  bold  open  a  cause  on  the  adjourned 
day,  when  a  reasonable  cause  exists  therefor.  This  subject  has 
been  already  discussed.  Ante,  343,  344.  The  witnesses  ought  to 
be  sworn  by  the  justice  before  whom  the  cause  is  pending.  Vol. 
I,  53,  ^"^  98,  99.  The  justice  before  whom  the  trial  is  pending, 
cannot  be  sworn  as  a  witness  by  an  other  justice,  who  administers 
an  oath  for  that  purpose.  Ferry  v.  Weyman,  1  Johns.,  520 ;  Morss 
v.  Morss,  11  Barb.,  510;  S.  C,  1  Code  Eep.  K  S.,  374;  and  see 
Vol.  I,  55,  <§  109.  But  the  parties  may  waive  any  such  objection, 
and  if  they  consent  that  the  justice  shall  be  sworn  as  a  witness 
by  some  other  justice  ;  or  that  he  may  give  his  statements  with- 
out being  sworn  at  all ;  or  if  this  is  done  without  objection,  the 
irregularity  will  be  waived,  and  it  cannot  be  reviewed  on  an 
appeal.  Beed  v.  Gillett,  12  Johns.,  296 ;  Blanchard  v.  BicJily,  7 
Johns.,  198  ;  Morss  v.  Morss,  11  Barb.,  510 ;  8.  C,  1  Code  Eep. 
N.  S.,  374.  A  plaintiff  may  discontinue  his  action  at  any  time 
before  a  verdict  is  rendered,  when  the  trial  is  by  jury ;  or  at  any 
time  before  the  cause  is  finally  submitted  to  the  justice  for  judg- 
ment. There  may  be  many  reasons  why  a  plaintiff  should  prefer 
to  withdraw  his  action.  He  may  be  disappointed  by  the  non- 
appearance of  his  witnesses ;  the  evidence  may  differ  from  what 
it  was  expected  or  represented  to  be ;  he  may  discover  during  the 
trial  that  important  evidence  exists  which  was  unknown  to  him 
before  the  trial  commenced ;  he  may  wish  to  impeach  or  contra- 
dict witnesses  on  the  other  side  who  have  surprised  him  by  untrue 
or  unexpected  statements ;  he  may  discover  that  he  has  omitted 
to  perform  some  act  which  is  important  for  the  purpose  ai  giving 
him  a  right  of  action ;  and  when  from  any  of  these  reasons  or 
others  of  a  similar  nature,  it  is  evident  that  a  fair  trial  cannot  be 
had,  it  is  the  right  of  the  plaintiff"  to  discontinue  bis  action.  By 
so  doing  he  will,  of  course,  subject  himself  to  the  costs  of  the 
action,  and  the  payment  of  his  own  expenses.  The  plaintiff  may 
withdraw  his  action  at  any  time  befote  the  jury  have  actually 
rendered  their  verdict,  even  after  their  verdict  has  been  found» 
and  the  jury  have  returned  into  court  for  the  purpose  of  declar- 
ing their  verdict  in  open  court.  Vol.  I,  65,  %  110,  sub-  5 ;  Flatt  v^ 
Starer,.  5  Johns.,  346.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  withdraw  Ms 
action  is  not  affected  by  the  nature  of  the  defense  interposed. 
And  though  a  defendant  may  interpose  the  defense  of  a  ^t'Off, 
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and  establish  its  truth  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  a  judgment  in  his 
favor  if  the  cause  were  actually  decided,  this  will  not  prevent  the 
plaintiflF  from  discontinuing  his  action  if  he  elects  to  do  so.  Bid- 
well  V.  WeeJcs,  2  Hilt.,  106.  And,  where  a  plaintiff  fails  to  appear 
on  the  adjourned  day,  the  justice  must  render  a  judgment  of 
nonsuit ;  he  has  no  right  to  hear  the  evidence  of  the  defendant 
proving  a  set-off,  and  then  render  a  judgment  in  his  favor  against 
the  plaintiff.  Norris  v.  BleakUy,  3  Abb.,  107  ;  S.  C,  1  Hilt.,  90. 
The  non-appearance  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  return  day  of  pro- 
cess, or  on  the  adjourned  day,  is  equivalent  to  a  withdrawal  of 
the  action.  And  the  statute  so  treats  it,  by  requiring  the  justice 
to  render  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  against  a  plaintiff  who  so  fails 
to  appear.  Vol.  I,  55,  ■§  110.  Nonsuits  are  either  voluntary  or 
compulsory.  They  are  voluntary  where  a  plaintiff  intentionally 
withdraws  his  action  when  he  is  present  in  court ;  or  where  he 
intentionally  omits  to  be  present  and  answer  to  his  action  when 
it  is  called.  A  nonsuit  is  compulsory  when  it  is  granted  against 
the  wishes  and  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  on  motion  of  the 
defendant.  The  subject  of  voluntary  nonsuits  has  been  already 
sufficiently  noticed ;  and  the  following  eases  will  relate  to  com- 
pulsory nonsuits. 

The  motion  must  in  all  cases  be  made  by  the  defendant,  before 
the  cause  is  finally  submitted  to  the  justice  or  jury  for  a  final 
decision.  After  a  cause  has  been  actually  submitted  to  a  jury 
for  their  decision,  upon  a  question  of  fact,  the  justice  has  no  right 
to  take  the  cause  from  them  and  nonsuit  the  plaintiff.  Young  v. 
Subbell,  3  Johns.,  430.  And  since  the  jury  are  made  judges  of 
questions  of  law,  as  well  as  of  fact,  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
same  rule  ought  not  to  be  applied  when  a  question  of  law  has 
been  finally  submitted  to  the  jury.  After  a  cause  has  been  com- 
pletely tried,  and  submitted  to  a  justice  for  his  adjudication  upon 
the  merits,  it  is  too  late  to  move  for  a  nonsuit.  Elwelly.  McQueen, 
10  Wend.,  519 ;  Peters  v.  Diossy,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  115.  A  motion 
for  a  nonsuit  is  usually  decided  at  once  on  the  trial.  This,  how- 
ever, is  not  the  invariable  rule.  If  the  cause  is  tried  before  a 
justice,  without  a  jury,  and  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  is  made 
before  the  final  submission  of  the  cause  to  the  justice,  and  the 
decision  of  the  motion  is  reserved,  he  may  subsequently  render  a 
judgment  of  nonsuit,  which  will  be  as  valid  as  though  rendered 
on  the  trial  at  the  time  of  making  such  motion.  Seaman  v.  Ward, 
1  Hilfc.,  52. 

When  a  motion  is  made  for  a  nonsuit,  the  defendant  should 
state  fully  and  distinctly  the  grounds  of  his  motion.  In  one  case 
the  grounds  were  stated  thus,  "  that  the  plaintiff  had  shown  no 
right  to  recover;"  and  also,  "that  the  evidence  did  not  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  under  the  complaint  in  this  cause."  The 
motion  was  denied,  and  on  an  application  for  a  new  trial,  the 
court  said:  "The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  properly  denied. 
The  first  ground  upon  which  the  defendants  relied  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  shown  no  right  to  recover.    This  was  entirely  too 
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general  and  indefinite.  The  ground  relied  upon  should  have 
been  so  specifically  stated  that  the  court  and  the  opposite  counsel 
might  understand  the  real  point  which  the  party  intended  to 
raise.  This  is  due  to  the  court,  to  enable  it  to  determine  the 
question  intelligently.  It  is  also  due  to  the  opposite  party,  that 
he  may,  if  he  can,  obviate  the  objection  by  further  evidence." 
Trustees  of  St.  Mary's  Church  v.  Gagger,  6  Barb.,  576,  581 ;  Castle 
V.  Duryea,  32  Barb.,  480 ;  and  see  Underhill  v.  Pomeroy,  2  Hill, 
603  ;  7  Hill,  388. 

This  rule,  however,  applies  to  those  cases  only  in  which  a  de- 
fendant wishes  to  raise  a  question  as  to  some  particular  defect  in 
the  proofs  of  the  plaintiff;  which  defect  the  plaintiff  might  per- 
haps be  able  to  supply  if  the  precise  objection  or  defect  were 
specified.  But  when  the  defendant  relies  upon  the  ground,  that 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  upon  the  whole  case,  because  the 
entire  evidence  and  the  law  applicable  thereto  will  not  authorize 
a  recovery,  no  other  objection  than  a  general  one  need  be  taken. 
In  such  a  case  the  objection  is  specific,  for  it  apprises  the  plain- 
tiff that  the  defendant  will  insist  that  upon  the  whole  merits  of 
the  case  there  is  no  legal  right  of  action.  A  defendant  ought  to 
be  careful  to  ascertain  that  a  general  objection  is  suflBicient,  before 
he  rests  his  cause  upon  it.  And  in  every  case  in  which  he  relies 
upon  the  ground,  that  some  particular  fact  or  state  of  facts  has 
not  been  proved,  which  ought  to  be  proved  to  make  a  case,  the 
particular  defects  ought  to  be  specifically  stated. 

A  motion  for  a  nonsuit  is  generally  made  at  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff's  evidence  in  chief,  and  after  he  has  rested  his  cause. 
This  is  the  proper  time  to  make  the  motion,  when  it  is  founded 
upon  defects  in  the  proofs  on  the  plaintiff's  part.  But,  this  is 
not  the  only  time  when  the  motion  can  be  properly  made ;  for  a 
nonsuit  may  be  granted  on  the  whole  case  after  the  entire  evi- 
dence is  closed.  BuM  v.  Davis,  7  Hill,  529 ;  S.  C,  3  Hill,  287 ; 
Fort  V,  Collins,  21  Wend.,  109 ;  Jansen  v.  Aclcer,  23  Wend.,  480. 
It  is  very  rarely  the  ct^se,  however,  that  a  nonsuit  can  be  granted 
upon  the  whole  evidence  in  the  case.  There  will  almost  always 
be  some  conflict  in  the  evidence  upon  some  question  of  fact,  and, 
in  that  case,  the  question  must  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  if  one 
is  impanneled  to  try  the  action.  Justices  are  frequently  in  great 
doubt  whether  a  nonsuit  ought  to  be  granted ;  and  in  some  cases 
'the  question  is  so  nicely  balanced,  that  none  but  a  discriminat- 
ing, accurate  and  experienced  mind  can  promptly  and  correctly 
dispose  of  the  motion.  In  all  cases  of  doubt,  it  is  best  to  err  on 
the  safe  side  by  denying  the  motion.  And  whenever  there  is 
any  conflict  in  the  evidence,  upon  a  question  of  fact,  the  cause 
must  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  if  there  is  one  impanneled,  instead 
of  granting  a  nonsuit.  Thompson  v.  JMcherson,  12  Barb.,  108 ; 
^rnst  V.  Hudson  Bi/oer  B.  JR.,  32  Barb.,  159 ;  McGrafh  v.  Same,  Id., 
144 -,  Bussell  v.  Cronlchite,  Id.,  282 ;  Smith  v.  Tiffany,  36  Barb.,  23. 

If,  however,  there  is  a  material  defect  in  the  proof  on  the  part 
<tf  the  plaintiff,  so  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  or  if,  on  the 
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■whole  evidence  in  tlie  case  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  and  there 
is  no  conflict  in  the  evidence,  so  that  the  question  can  be  dis- 
posed of  upon  undisputed  facts,  a  nonsuit  may  properly  be 
granted.  Carpenter  v.  Smith,  10  Barb.,  663 ;  Haring  v.  N.  Y.  & 
Erie  E.  K,  13  Barb.,  9 ;  Fox  v.  Becker,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  150 ;  Beirne 
V.  Dord,  4  Duer,  69 ;  Morrison  v.  N.  Y.  &  N.  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  32 
Barb.,  568 ;  Sheldon  v.  Hudson.Eiver  E.  E.,  29  Barb.,  227 ;  Stuart 
V.  Simpson,  1  Wend.,  376 ;  Demyer  v.  Souzer,  6  Wend.,  436 ;  Emld 
V.  Davis,  3  Hill,  287. 

Whenever  the  case  is  such,  that  a  court  vrould  set  a  verdict 
aside,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  unsupported  by  evidence,  or  was 
contrary  to  it,  a  nonsuit  may  be  granted.  Ih.  And  whenever  a 
nonsuit  may  be  demanded,  as  a  matter  of  right,  it  is  error  to 
refuse  it  if  a  motion  is  properly  made  for  that  purpose.  Lomer  v. 
Meeker,  11  B.  P.  Smith,  361.  Where  the  uncontradicted  evidence 
in  a  case  establishes  the  defense  of  usury,  it  will  be  error  to 
refuse  a  nonsuit  if  it  is  demanded.  Ih.  That  the  jury  might 
choose  to  discredit  unimpeached  evidence,  which  is  not  incredible 
on  its  face,  is  no  reason  for  submitting  it  to  their  consideration. 
Ih.  But  if  a  nonsuit  is  asked,  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence, on  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  the  proofs,  the  court  ought 
to  permit  tlie  defect  to  be  supplied,  if  the  plaintiff  offers  to  give 
the  necessary  evidence.  Lewis  v.  Eyder,  13  Abb.,  1.  A  refusal 
to  receive  the  evidence  will  be  sufficient  ground  for  reversing 
the  judgment.  76.  And  where  the  evidence  has  been  closed, 
and  the  cause  summed  up  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  a  new 
trial  has  been  granted  because  of  a  refusal  to  receive  material 
evidence  at  that  stage  of  the  cause.  Mercer  v.  Sayre,  7  Johns.,  306. 

When  a  motion  is  made  for  a  nonsuit  at  the  close  of  the  plain- 
tiff's case,  on  account  of  a  defect  in  his  proofs,  the  defendant 
must  be  careful  that  he  does  not  subsequently  supply  the  defect ; 
for  if  he  does,  the  error  in  refusing  the  nonsuit  will  be  waived. 
Colegrove  v.  Harlem  &  Neiv  Haven  Eailroad,  6  Duer,  383 ;  Mayor 
of  New  Yorli  v.  Mason,  1  Abb.,  344 ;  Hyland  v.  Sherman,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  235 ;  Schenectady  &  Saratoga  Plank  Eoad  Co.  v.  Thatcher, 
1  Kern.,  102.  If  the  defect  in  the  proof  is  supplied  by  either 
party  during  the  trial,  that  will  be  sufficient.  Ih.  A  nonsuit 
may  be  granted  as  to  some  of  the  defendants,  and  refused  as  to 
the  others.  The  application  is  in  the  nature  of  a  nonsuit, 
although  it  is  in  form  a  motion  by  some  of  the  defendants  to  be 
discharged.  In  an  action  for  a  tort  where  there  are  several 
defendants,  if  there  are  some  of  the  defendants  against  whom 
no  evidence  is  given,  they  are  entitled  to  be  discharged  at  the 
close  of  the  plaintiff's  case ,  and  this  is  a  matter  of  right,  not  a 
mere  discretionary  power  of  the  justice.  McMartin  v.  Taylor,  2 
Barb.,  356 ;  Bominick  v.  Backer,  3  Barb.,  18.  The  same  rule 
applies  when  the  action  is  joint  and  several,  so  that  there  may 
be  a  recovery  against  some  of  .the  parties  even  if  no  cause  of 
action  is  proved  against  the  others,  as  in  the  case  of  an  action 
against  the  makers  and  indorsers  of  a  note,  &c.    But  when  the 
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cause  of  action  is  joint,  and  not  several,  nor  joint  and  several, 
the  recovery  must  be  sustained  against  all  of  the  parties,  or  it 
cannot  be  maintained  against  any.  In  the  case  of  joint  debtors 
there  is  not  usually  much  difiSculty.  See  title  Joint  debtors.  In 
an  action  for  a  tort  to  personal  property,  the  nonjoinder  of  a  co- 
plaintiff,  who  was  a  tenant  in  common  with  the  plaintiff,  may  be 
objected  by  way  of  nonsuit  at  -the  trial,  when  the  objection 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  complaint.  Bice  v.  Holleribeck,  19  Barb., 
664.  But  see  Tripp  v.  Biley,  15  Barb.,  334,  which  holds  that  the 
objection  must  be  taken  by  way  of  answer  in  abatement.  In  the 
last  case,  however,  the  tenants  in  common  had  divided  the  i)ro- 
perty,  and  the  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  recover  for  the  con- 
version of  his  portion  of  the  property.  A  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs 
is  a  ground  of  nonsuit  at  the  trial.  Ackhy  v.  Tarhox,  29  Barb., 
512 ;  Spencer  v.  Wheelock,  11  Leg.  Ob.,  329.  A  nonsuit  may  be 
granted  in  an  action  of  replevin  in  the  same  manner  as  in  other 
actions.  Woodburn  v.  Clianiberlin,  17  Barb.,  446 ;  Gale  v.  Soys- 
rudt,  7  Hill,  179.  Where  a  plaintiff  is  nonsuited  and  he  brings 
an  appeal,  the  defendant  may  rely  upon  any  fact  which  appears 
in  the  case,  to  show  that  the  action  was  not  maintainable.  N-ew- 
conib  V.  ClarTi,  1  Denio,  226.  If  the  decision  is  correct  upon  any 
ground,  it  is  of  no  consequence  that  the  justice  put  the  decision 
upon  untenable  grounds.  IT).;  Munro  \.  Potter,  34  Barb.,  358; 
and  see  Pepper  v.  Huight,  20  Barb.,  429.  A  mere  nonsuit  is  not 
a  bar  to  a  new  action.  Coit  v.  Beard,  33  Barb.,  357  ;  Elwell  v. 
McQueen,  10  Wend.,  519 ;   Seaman  v.  Ward,  1  Hilt.,  52. 

In  a  court  of  record,  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  with  a  judg- 
ment thereon,  in  an  action  between  the  same  parties  where  the 
merits  were  inquired  into,  will  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action 
for  the  same  cause,  especially  if  the  action  is  such  a  one  as  would 
have  been  tried  in  a  court  of  equity  under  the  former  practice. 
Bostwich  V.  Abbott,  40  Barb.,  331 ;  and  see  Vol.  I,  954. 

Where  the  action  is  founded  upon  a  tort  for  the  wrongful 
taking  and  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  property,  and  there  is  an 
entire  failure  to  prove  that  the  taking  was  wrongful,  or  that 
there  was  any  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited  if  a  proper  motion  is  made 
for  that  purpose.  Bansom  v.  Wetmore,  39  Barb.,  104.  In  such  a 
case,  the  plaintiff  cannot  at  the  close  of  the  case,  elect  to  waive 
the  tort  and  recover  as  upon  a  contract.  Ih.  The  court  will  not 
grant  an  amendment  which  will  change  the  entire  nature  and 
form  of  the  action,  as  by  changing  the  complaint  from  tort  to 
contract,  when  the  motion  is  not  made  until  after  the  entire  case 
is  closed.  lb. 

There  are  several  matters  relating  to  the  discretion  of  the 
justice  which  will  be  noticed  elsewhere.  The  recalling  of  wit- 
nesses, the  adjournment  of  the  cause,  and  numerous  other  similar 
matters,  are  matters  of  common  occurrence  whether  the  trial  is 
with  a  jury  or  without  one.  If  any  mattesr  of  defense  has  arisen 
since  the  last  adjournment,  the  defendant  may  interpose  it  by 
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way  of  answer.  And  such  answer  may  be  put  iu  at  any  time 
before  the  verdict  is  rendered,  or  before  the  cause  has  been  sub- 
mitted finally  to  the  justice.  Broome  v.  Beardsley,  3  Oaines,  172. 
This  answer  is  as  applicable  to  a  justice's  court  jis  to  a  court  of 
record.  Bessequie  v.  Brownson,  4  Barb.,  541 ;  West  v.  Stanley,  1 
Hill,  69. 


CHAPTER  III, 

TRIAL  WITHOUT  A  JUEY. 

A  trial  is  the  judicial  examination  of  the  issues  between  the 
parties,  whether  they  be  issues  of  law  or  of  fact.  Code,  §  252, 
Vol.  I,  24. 

After  the  service  and  return  of  process,  an  issue  is  usually 
joined  by  the  parties.  And  after  both  parties  have  appeared,  an 
issue  must  be  joined  before  an  adjourument  can  be  had,  unless 
the  defendant  neglects  or  refuses  to  plead,  by  putting  in  a  de- 
murrer or  an  answer.  Ante,  350.  In  case  the  defendant  does  not 
appear  and  join  issue,  the  plaintiff  must  still  put  in  his  complaint 
in  the  action,  the  truth  of  which  must  be  proved  in  the  same 
manner  as  though  a  denial  had  been  interposed  by  an  answer. 
So,  if  the  defendant  does  appear  and  join  issue,  and  adjourn  the 
cause  to  a  future  day,  at  which  time  he  does  not  appear,  there 
will  be  an  issue  to  try.  When  no  answer  is  put  in  by  the  defend- 
ant, there  is  not,  in  strictness,  any  issue  to  try.  But  the  law  does 
not  recognize  any  defaults  in  actions  in  justices'  courts.  And, 
when  no  answer  is  interposed,  the  plaintiff  is  required  to  sub- 
stantiate his  case  by  competent  evidence  or  he  cannot  recover  a 
valid  judgment.  Vol.  I ;  10 ;  Code,  §  64,  sub.  8;  Perkins  v.  Stebiins, 
29  Barb.,  523.  The  evidence  must  also  be  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  judgment,  and  if  there  is  a  total  want  of  evidence,  or  a 
material  defect  in  the  proofs,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  on 
an  appeal.  Carter  v.  Dallimore,  2  Saudf.,  222 ;  Swift  v.  Falconer,  2 
Sandf.,  640 ;  Alburtis  v.  McCready,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  39 ;  Howard  v. 
Brown,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  247 ;  Jones  v.  Pridham,  3  E.  D.  Smith, 
155 ;  McCollum  v.  MeClave,  1  Hilt.,  141 ;  Perkins  v.  St&bMns,  29 
Barb.,  523.  But  this  rule  does  not  extend  further  than  to  require 
a  plaintiff  to  prove  his  case,  iu  the  same  manner  as  though  a 
general  denial  had  been  interposed.  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound, 
therefore,  to  negative  any  affirmative  defense  which  a  defendant 
might  have  set  up  by  answer ;  and  for  that  reason,  no  proof  need 
be  given  to  avoid  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  to  show  that  pay- 
ment has  not  been  made,  or  to  establish  any  other  fact  which 
would  be  sufficient  to  answer  an  affirmative  defense  had  one 
been  interposed.  Humphrey  v.  Persons,  23  Barb.,  313. 

The  rule  is  the  same  when  the  defendant  has  appeiired  and 
answered  at  the  return  of  process,  by  putting  in  a  general  denial, 
and  also  setting  up  an  affirmative  defense.  If  he  does  not  appear 
at  the  trial,  and  prove  the  truth  of  his  affirmative  defense,,  the 
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plaintiff  will  not  be  required  to  prove  anything  more  than  is  put 
in  issue  by  the  general  denial.  As  to  the  affirmative  defense, 
the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant,  and  until  he  gives  some 
evidence  of  its  truth,  the  plaintiff  is  not  required  to  negative 
such  defense  by  proofs.  Humphrey  v.  Persons,  23  Barb.,  314 ;  Lef- 
ferts  V.  Hollister,  10  How.,  383.  There  are  instances,  however, 
in  which  the  defense  may  be  established  by  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence. For  instance,  an  action  is  brought  upon  a  promissory 
note  which  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  this 
appears  from  the  note  itself.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  defendant 
appears  and  pleads  the  statute  as  a  defense,  as  he  is  required  to 
do,  Vol.  1,  13,  Code,  §  74,  no  proof  of  the  truth  of  the  defense 
need  be  given.  And  although  the  defendant  does  not  appear  at 
the  trial,  the  defense  must  be  allowed,  unless  some  proof  is  given 
by  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  demand  has  been  continued  in 
force,  or  that  it  has  been  revived  or  renewed  in  some  legal 
manner.  Penfield  v.  Jacobs,  21  Barb.,  335 ;  WaJ/rod  v.  Bennett,  6 
Barb.,  144. 

The  rules  in  relation  to  the  trial  of  issues  of  law,  has  been 
noticed  when  treating  of  demurrers.  Ante,  332  to  334.  When  no 
defense  is  interposed  by  the  defendant,  or  when  a  defense  is 
interposed,  the  action  must  be  tried  if  the  plaintiff'  requires  it. 
When  no  issue  is  joined,  the  cause  must  be  tried  by  the  justice 
without  a  jury.  But  if  an  issue  has  been  joined,  either  party 
may  demand  that  the  cause  be  tried  by  a  jury.  Vol.  I,  51,  §§  81, 
82,  83.  If  neither  party  requires  a  jury,  the  justice  must  try  the 
cause  without  one.  II.  In  such  a  case  the  justice  performs 
the  functions  of  both  court  and  jusy.  As  a  court  he  determines 
the  competency  of  witnesses,  and  of  the  evidence  offered,  and  he 
also  determines  all  the  other  questions  which  arise  in  relation  to 
the  conduct  of  the  trial.  And  all  such  matters  are  to  be  decided 
in  the  same  manner  as  though  a  jury  had  been  impanneled. 
Acting  in  the  capacity  of  a  juror,  he  is  required  to  decide  all 
questions  of  fact  which  may  arise  upon  the  pleadings  and  the 
evidence. 

This  mode  of  trial  has  some  advantages  over  a  trial  by  jury. 
If  the  justice  is  careful  to  take  full  notes  of  the  evidence,  which, 
as  a  matter  of  duty  he  ought  to  do,  he  will  be  able  to  know  with 
certainty  what  the  evidence  is  which  was  given  on  the  trial.  He 
also  has  an  other  important  advantage  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duty;  he  has  four  days  for  deliberation,  during  which  time  he 
can  carefully  weigh  and  compare  the  entire  evidence.  And  in 
cases  of  doubt,  he  can  advise  with  some  able  and  impartial  legal 
adviser  who  can  render  valuable  assistance.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, a  justice  ought  to  be  able  to  discharge  the  duties  of  his 
office,  in  such  a  manner  as  t©  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
the  statute,  which  declares  that  it  shall  be  his  duty  "  to  hear  the 
proofs  and  allegations  of  the  parties,  and  to  determine  the  same 
according  to  law  and  equity,  as  the  very  right  of  the  case  may 
appear."  Vol.  I,  51,  ^  81. 
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There  is  one  diflSculty,  however,  which  besets  a  justice  on 
every  trial,  whether  with  or  without  a  jury ;  and  that  relates  to 
questions  arising  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence.  Causes  are 
frequently  tried  by  the  parties  themselves,  and  sometimes  with 
the  aid  of  an  inexperienced  lawyer,  or  by  some  person  who  is  not 
skilled  in  the  law,  and  at  other  times  by  zealous  and  learned 
counsel.  When  a  cause  is  tried  by  the  parties,  or  by  inex- 
perienced counsel,  it  is  to  be  expected,  as  of  course,  that  much 
irrelevant,  incompetent  or  illegal  evidence  will  be  offered,  and  a 
most  earnest  effort  will  be  made  to  secure  its  admission  by  the 
justice.  On  the  other  hand,  competent  and  legal  evidence  will 
be  objected  to ;  and  between  the  two  difficulties,  a  justice  will  be 
most  fortunate  indeed  if  he  succeeds  in  rejecting  the  illegal, 
while  he  admits  the  legal  and  competent  evidence.  No  general 
rules  can  be  given  which  will  render  a  justice  much  service  in 
such  a  case.  If  he  would  hope  to  understand  his  duty  fully,  he 
can  learn  it  in  no  other  way  than  by  a  careful  study  of  the  rules 
of  evidence.  And  to  many  persons  who  are  called  upon  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  of  a  justice,  such  a  study  is  impossible.  An 
intelligent  justice  may,  however,  be  able  to  learn  enough  of  the 
general  principles  of  evidence  to  enable  him  to  decide  most  ques- 
tions correctly.  See  Evidence,  ante,  361  to  545. 

The  first  point  which  a  justice  should  clearly  understand  is, 
that  in  relation  to  the  issues  which  he  is  called  upon  to  try.  An 
examination  of  the  pleadings  will  generally  determine  this  ques- 
tion. After  ascertaining  what  issues  are  to  be  tried,  the  evidence 
ought  to  be  confined  to  the  proof  or  the  disproof  of  those  issues, 
or  of  such  new  matter  as  answers  or  qualifies  them.  The  plain- 
tiff is  entitled,  on  introducing  his  evidence  in  chief,  to  prove  such 
facts  as  establish  the  truth  of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint. 
After  he  rests  his  cause,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  prove  such 
matters  as  disprove  the  plaintiff's  case;  and  also  to  prove 
such  other  matters  as  legally  tend  to  establish  the  defense  set  up 
in  the  answer.  After  the  defendant  has  rested  his  case,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  introduce  evidence  to  disprove  the  defense, 
or  to  explain  and  qualify  it. 

What  facts  and  circumstances  are  relevant  and  competent 
evidence  frequently  perplex  the  most  skillful,  and  a  justice  must 
exercise  his  best  judgment  upon  such  qiiestions  as  arise  for  his 
decision.  When  it  is  doubtful  whether  evidence  is  admissible,  it 
is  the  usual  practice  to  receive  it,  if  the  party  offering  it  insists 
upon  its  reception.  This,  of  course,  is  understood  to  apply  to 
those  cases  in  which  the  justice  has  real  and  sincere  doubts  upon 
the  question.  For,  a  justice  is  not  by  any  means  authorized  to 
admit  evidence  which  he  is  satisfied  is  inadmissible,  however 
much  its  reception  may  be  urged  by  the  party  offering  it.  When 
evidence  is  offered,  and  its  admission  is  objected  to,  the  justice 
ought  carefully  and  fully  to  write  out  in  his  minutes  both  the 
offer  and  the  objection.  He  will  thus  see  clearly  what  is  offered 
and  what  is  objected,  and  can  then  decide  intelligently ;  and  if  a 
Wait  11—74 


586  TRIAL  WITHOUT  A  JURY. 

return  is  required  of  him,  he  can  return  truly  and  clearly  the 
offfer  and  the  objections,  with  his  ruling  thereon. 

A  justice  cannot,  like  a  juror,  be  challenged  and  sSt  aside  by  ai, 
defendant.    And  although  a  justice  may  be  related  to  the  plain- 
tiff, or  may  be  interested  in  the  result  of  the  action,  or  may  be 
unduly  partial  to  the  plaintiff,  he  cannot  be  prevented  from 
trying  the  cause.    But,  the  rights  of  a  defendant  are  not  lost  or 
jeoparded  in  consequence.  An  appeal  from  the  judgment  rendered 
will  correct  all  such  improprieties.    And  when  the  facts  do  not 
appear  in  the  return,  the  proof  may  be  made  upon  affidavits,  or 
by  oral  evidence,  when  error  in  fact  is  assigned.    When  a  justice 
is  disqualified  from  acting,  see  ante,  21  to  28.    Any  objection 
which  exists  why  the  justice  ought  not  to  try  the  cause,  should 
be  made  before  the  trial  is  commenced,  or  before  it  is  closed,  if 
the  party  knows  of  the  objection.     So,  when  a  defendant  desires 
to  make  an  objection  to  a  recovery,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
because  of  a  defect  in  the  proofs,  or  because  of  the  illegality  of 
the  evidence,  the  objection  must  be  taken  on  the  trial,  if  the 
objecting  party  is  present  at  the  trial.  WestbrooJc  v.  Douglass,  21 
Barb.,  602;  Jenclcs  v.  Smith,  1  Oomst.,  90,  and  cases  cited;  Austin^ 
V.  Burns,  16  Barb.,  643.     But,  if  the  defendant  does  not  appear 
at  the  trial,  he  may  urge  objections  to  the  legality  of  the  evi- 
dence, upon  an  appeal  taken  from  the  judgment.  Nortlirup  v. 
Jackson,  13  Wend.,  85 ;  Squier  v.  Gould,  14  Wend.,  159  ;  Finch 
V.  McDowall,  7  Cow.,  537  ;  Clark  v.  Van  Vranckm,  20  Barb.,  278; 
Perkins  v.  StebUns,  29  Barb.,  523 ;  Davidson  v.  Hutcliins,  1  Hilt., 
123.     On  the  other  hand,  any  objection  to  the  competency  of  a 
juror  must  be  taken  in  the  court  below,  and  a  failure  to  appear 
and  take  the  objection  will  be  a  waiver  of  it.    Clark  v.  Van 
Vrancken,  20  Barb.,  278 ;  and  see  JEggleston  v.  Smiley,  17  Johns., 
133.    So  objections  to  the  form  of  pleadings  will  be  waived  by 
non-appearance  in    the   court    below.  Stafford  v.  Williams,   4 
Denio,  182. 

If  a  plaintiff  intends  to  submit  to  a  voluntary  nonsuit,  it  must 
be  done  before  the  cause  is  finally  submitted  to  the  justice.  If 
it  is  not  done  before  that  time,  and  the  cause  is  submitted  to  the 
justice  for  his  decision  uiwn  the  merits,  he  is  bound  to  render  a 
judgment  upon  the  merits ;  and  he  is  not  authorized  to  grant 
a  nonsuit  at  a  subsequeut  time,  on  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  the 
proofs.  An  intentional  omission  to  render  a  judgment  in  such  a 
case,  would  be  indictable  as  a  misdemeanor,  since  a  justice  is 
always  indictable  for  an  intentional  omission  of  any  of  the  duties 
of  his  office.  People  v.  Coon,  15  Wend.,  277 ;  Peo})le  v.  Brooks,  1 
Denio,  457. 

If  a  justice  should  render  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  instead  of  a 
final  judgment  upon  the  merits,  that  would  not  change  the  legai 
rights  of  the  parties,  because  the  law  will  construe  the  judgment 
of  nonsuit  as  a  final  judgment,  and  wUl  bar  any  subsequent 
action  upon  the  original  eause  of  action.  JElwell  v,  McQueen,  10 
Wend.,  519 ;  Hess  v.  Beeltman,  11  Johns,,  457.    If  the  justice's 
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docket  shows  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  it  will  be  conclusive  upon 
that  point,  because  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that 
the  cause  was  submitted  to  him  on  the  merits,  and  the  judgment 
would  not  be  a  bar  to  an  other  action.  Brintnall  v.  Foster,  7 
Wend.,  103.  So  if  a  justice  should  omit  to  render  any  judgment 
whatever,  the  mere  submission  of  the  cause  to  him  would  not 
bar  a  subsequent  action  for  the  same  cause.  Young  v.  Rummell,  5 
Hill,  60 ;  S.  C,  7  Hill,  503.  Where  a  nonsuit  is  granted  upon  a 
given  state  of  facts,  and  upon  an  appeal,  the  judgment  of  non- 
suit is  reversed  and  set  aside,  the  decision  establishes  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  proof  of  a  similar  state  of  facts 
upon  a  subsequent  trial.  Buell  v.  Trustees  of  Lockport,  4  Seld.,  55. 
The  credibility  of  witnesses  must  be  decided  as  a  question  of 
fact,  and  a  nonsuit  cannot  be  ordered  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses  are  not  entitled  to  credit.  Merritt  v.  Lyon,  3 
Barb.,  110. 

The  decision  of  a  justice  upon  a  question  of  fact,  is  treated  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  Harpell  v.  Curtis,  1  E. 
D.  Smith,  78.  In  deciding  a  question  of  fact  the  justice  should 
always  remember  the  rule  which  throws  the  burden  of  proof 
upon  the  party  who  holds  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  in  question. 
When  the  complaint  is  met  by  a  denial  of  all  its  allegations,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff,  and  there  ought  to  be  a  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence  in  his  favor  before  he  is  entitled  to 
recover.  A  doubtful  case,  or  a  mere  possibility  from  which  it 
may  be  conjectured  that  he  has  a  cause  of  action,  will  not  an- 
swer. If  there  are  doubts,  the  advantage  which  arises  from 
them  goes  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant.  Ante,  545.  If  the 
evidence  is  conflicting,  it  is  for  the  justice  to  weigh  the  credit  of 
the  witnesses,  and  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  before  he 
can  decide  where  the  balance  of  proof  lies.  See  ante,  525  to  545- 
So,  when  the  complaint  is  admitted,  either  expressly,  or  by  impli- 
cation by  not  denying  it,  and  the  defendant  relies  iipon  an 
affirmative  defense,  the  burden  of  proof  is  then  thrown  upon 
him,  and  before  he  can  succeed  in  the  action,  he  must  establish 
such  defense  as  clearly  as  a  plaintiff  is  required  to  do  when  a 
denial  is  interposed  to  the  complaint.  The  rules  by  which  the 
credit  of  witnesses  is  to  be  determined,  will  be  found  ante,  525 
to  545. 

The  trial  of  a  cause  before  a  justice  alone,  is  conducted  sub- 
stantially like  a  trial  before  a  jury.  And  after  the  evidence  is 
closed,  both  parties  have  a  right  to  be  heard  in  relation  to  their 
views  of  the  evidence  and  the  law  of  the  case.  This  is  a  right 
which  cannot  be  denied  to  either  party,  and  if  it  is,  it  will  be 
error.  And  if  a  justice  enters  up  judgment  while  one  of  the 
parties  is  summing  up  the  cause,  it  is  an  error  for  which  the 
judgment  will  be  reversed.  Prentiss  v.  Sprague,  1  Hilt.,  428. 
There  may  be  cases  which  seem  to  be  so  plain  that  argument  will 
not  change  the  opinion  of  the  justice,  and  yet  he  may  entertain 
a  most  erroneous  impression  of  the  case.    And  even  when  the 
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party  arguing  is  entirely  mistaken,  he  still  has  a  right  to  be 
heard,  for  no  man  is  to  be  condemned  criminally,  nor  affected 
materially  in  his  interests  or  rights  by  a  court  of  law,  without 
first  having  an  opportunity  for  a  full  and  a  fair  hearing.  "  He 
who  decides  a  cause  without  hearing  both  parties,  though  his 
decision  may  be  just,  is  himself  unjust."  4  Bla.  Com.,  283,  note 
5 ;  Bagg's  case,  11  Coke,  99,  b. ;  King  v.  GasMn,  8  Term,  209. 
After  hearing  the  evidence  and  the  arguments  which  may  be 
made  by  the  parties  or  their  counsel,  the  justice  must  proceed  to 
decide  the  cause.  For  this  purpose  he  has  four  days  during 
which  he  may  deliberate.  And  when  the  parties  expressly  stipu- 
late that  the  justice  may  take  more  than  four  days  during  which 
to  render  judgment,  the  agreement  is  valid.  Barnes  v.  Badger, 
41  Barb.,  98 ;  and  see  Judgment.  The  first  point  to  which  he 
should  turn  his  attention  is  to  ascertain  and  determine  what  facts 
have  been  established  on  the  trial.  Ifo  question  of  law  can  arise 
until  the  questions  of  fact  are  settled,  for  questions  of  law  are 
always  founded  upon  facts  conceded  by  the  parties,  or  established 
by  a  trial.  The  justice  should  first  examine  whether  the  plain- 
tiff's allegations  have  been  admitted,  or  established  by  the  evi- 
dence. If  they  have,  then  the  legal  questions  relating  to  such 
facts  may  be  decided.  If  such  facts  have  not  been  conceded  nor 
proved,  the  plaintiff's  case  will  generally  fail  for  want  of  proof. 
But  even  if  a  plaintiff  has  established  all  the  allegations  in  his 
complaint,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  will,  in  all  cases,  be  entitled 
to  a  judgment  in  his  favor.  For  it  may  happen  that  the  defend- 
ant has  interposed  a  defense  which  concedes  the  truth  of  tlie 
allegations  in  the  complaint,  but  answers  them  by  showing  new 
matter  which  constitutes  a  perfect  defense.  And,  therefore, 
when  an  affirmative  defense  is  set  up,  and  the  plaintiff' 's  case  is 
admitted  or  proved,  it  will  then  become  necessary  to  examine  the 
evidence  to  see  if  the  defense  is  proved.  If  it  is  then  the  legal 
questions  applicable  to  it  will  arise.  But  if  such  defense  is  not 
proved  or  admitted,  the  defendant  will  fail  for  the  same  reason 
that  a  plaintiff  does  not  succeed  when  he  does  not  prove  his  case. 
A  plaintiff  may  have  a  complete  reply  to  the  defense  interposed, 
either  by  way  of  denial  or  by  new  matter ;  and  if  it  consists  of 
new  matter,  he  must  prove  it  affirmatively,  as  in  the  case  of  any 
other  affirmative  matter.  After  thus  examining  the  whole  issues 
and  the  evidence  bearing  upon  them,  the  justice  will  decide  the 
questions  of  fact.  And  next  he  will  turn  his  attention  to  the 
rules  of  law  which  are  applicable  to  the  facts  so  found ;  and  when 
he  has  examined  the  whole  matter  as  to  the  evidence  and  the  law, 
he  will  render  such  judgment  as  his  judgment  and  conscience 
declare  is  consonant  to  justice  and  law. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

TRIAL  BY    JUKT. 

SECTION  I. 

GENERAL   PRINCIPLES. 

Either  party  may  demand  a  trial  of  the  action  by  jury,  if  such 
demand  is  made  in  proper  time  and  manner.  It  is  too  late  to  call 
for  a  venire  if  the  trial  of  the  cause  has  already  been  commenced 
before  the  justice  alone.  Vol.  I,  51,  "^  83.  But  it  is  only  questions 
of  fact  that  can  be  tried  by  a  jury.  An  issue  of  law  arising  upon 
a  demurrer  to  a  pleading,  must  be  determined  by  the  justice. 
Ante,  330.  There  must  be  an  issue  of  fact  joined,  before  a  jury 
can  be  called  or  impanneled.  For,  though  it  is  not  indispensable 
that  an  issue  should  be  joined  to  authorize  a  justice  to  proceed 
and  take  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff',  and  render  a 
judgment,  ante,  584,  yet  an  issue  of  fact  is  indispensable  to  a 
jury  trial.  Vol.  I,  51,  §  83.  Manny  v.  DoMe,  3  Oaines,  219 ;  Mead 
V.  Darragh,  1  Hilt.,  395.  lu  one  case  a  return  on  an  appeal 
showed  that  the  defendant  did  not  appear  on  the  return  of  the 
summons ;  that  no  pleadings  were  put  in ;  that  the  justice 
received  a  statement  of  facts  by  a  person  who  claimed  to  be  an 
attorney  of  the  defendant ;  that  no  witnesses  were  examined ; 
and  that  on  these  facts  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  it  was  held  that  the  judgment  was  erroneous.  Heid- 
enheimer  v.  Lyon,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  54.  When  an  issue  of  fact  has 
been  joined,  a  trial  by  jury  is  a  matter  of  right,  if  properly 
demanded.  Meech  v.  Brown,  1  Hilt.,  257 :  S.  0.,  4  Abb.,  19.  And 
it  is  not  necessary  to  take  any  exception  to  the  decision  of  the 
justice  if  he  refuses  to  issue  a  venire.  li.  The  provisions  of  the 
statute  as  to  trials  by  jury  have  been  given  in  full.  Vol.  I,  51- 
54 ;  %  81  to  103  inclusive,  and  they  will  not  be  repeated  here. 
A  venire  may  be  demanded  at  any  time  after  issue  joined,  and 
before  the  trial  has  actually  commenced  before  the  justice.  It 
may  be  demanded  by  either  party,  and  it  will  be  deemed  the  pro- 
cess of  the  party  who  first  demanded  it,  notwithstanding  both 
parties  should  demand  that  a  venire  should  be  issued.  The  stat- 
ute requires  a  venire  to  command  the  constable  to  summon  twelve 
good  and  lawful  men,  in  the  town  where  such  justice  resides, 
qualified  to  serve  as  jurors  and  not  exempt  from  serving  on  juries 
in  courts  of  record,  who  shall  be  in  no  wise  of  kin  to  the  plaintiff 
or  defendant,  nor  interested  in  the  suit.  Vol.  I,  51,  §  84.  The 
statute  relating  to  the  qualifications  of  jurors  in  courts  of  record 
are  as  follows.    They  must  be : 

"  1.  Male  inhabitants  of  the  town,  not  exempt  fi:'om  serving 
on  juries. 

"  2.  Of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  upwards,  and  under 
sixty  years  old. 
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"  3.  Who  are  at  the  time  assessed  for  personal  property  belong- 
ing to  them  In  their  own  right,  to  the  amount  of  two  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars ;  or  who  shall  have  a  freehold  estate  in  real  prop- 
erty in  the  county,  belonging  to  them  in  their  own  right  or  in 
the  right  of  their  wives,  to  the  value  of  one  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars. 

"  4.  In  the  possession  of  their  natural  faculties,  and  not  infirm 
or  decrepit. 

"  5.  Free  from  all  legal  exceptions,  of  fair  character,  of  ap- 
proved integrity,  of  sound  judgment  and  well  informed."  3  E. 
S.,  695  ;  §  5,  5th  ed. 

"  Every  person  residing  in  either  of  the  counties  of  Magara, 
Erie,  Chautauqua,  Cattaraugus,  Allegany,  Genesee,  Orleans,  Mon- 
roe, Livingston,  Jefferson,  Lewis,  St.  Lawrence,  Steuben  and 
Franklin,  who  does  not  possess  either  of  the  qualifications  speci- 
fied in  the  third  subdivision  of  the  last  section,  but  is  qualified 
in  all  other  respects,  and  who  shall  have  been  assessed  on  the 
last  assessment  roll  of  the  town  for  land  in  his  possession  which 
be  holds  under  contract  for  the  purchase  thereof,  upon  which 
improvements  shall  have  been  made  to  the  value  of  one  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars,  and  who  shall  own  such  improvements,  shall  be 
deemed  qualified  to  serve  as  a  juror ;  and  the  town  officers  author- 
ized to  select  and  return  jurors,  may  take  the  names  of  such 
jurors." 

"  Every  person  residing  on  the  IS'ew  Stockbridge  tract,  in  the 
towns  of  Vernon  and  Augusta  in  the  county  of  Oneida,  and 
Lenox  and  Smithfield  in  the  county  of  Madison,  who  shall  be  in 
possession  of  lands  under  a  contract  for  the  purchase  thereof, 
and  shall  be  worth  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  in  personal  prop- 
erty, or  shall  have  made  improvements  on  such  lands  to  that 
amount,  shall,  if  otherwise  qualified  according  to  law,  be  quali- 
fied to  serve  as  a  juror  in  any  court  holden  before  any  justice  of 
the  peace  within  the  town."  3  E.  S.,  696,  §  6,  5th  ed. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  statute  requires  that  a  person  shall  be 
assessed  for  the  requisite  amount  of  property  before  he  is  a  com- 
petent juror.  Above,  §  5,  sub.  3.  But  in  the  city  of  New  York 
such  assessment  is  not  necessary,  if  the  party  possesses  the  other 
qualifications  of  a  juror.  3  E.  S.,  697,  ^  14,  5th  ed.  Jurors  must 
be  residents  of  the  town  in  which  the  justice  resides,  unless  the 
action  is  between  two  towns,  in  which  case  the  jurors  must  be 
summoned  from  other  towns  in  the  same  county.  Vol.  I,  51,  52, 
"^^  84,  87.  There  are  numerous  classes  of  persons  who  are  exempt 
from  serving  on  juries,  and  the  statute  has  provided  general  rules, 
as  follows : 

'•  The  court  shall  discharge  any  person  from  serving  on  a  jury, 
in  the  following  cases : 

"  When  it  shall  satisfactorily  appear  that  such  person  is  not,  at 
the  time,  the  owner,  in  his  own  right  or  in  the  right  of  his  wife, 
of  a  freehold  estate  in  real  property,  situated  within  the  county, 
of  the  value  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  is  not  the 
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owner  of  personal  property  to  the  value  of  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars,  and  in  the  counties  in  the  preceding  fourteenth  section, 
that  such  person  is  not  possessed  of  the  property  qualification 
required ; 

"  2.  When  it  shall  appear  that  such  person  is  under  twenty-one 
years  of  age,  or  over  sixty  years  of  age ;  or  that  he  is  not  in  the 
possession  of  any  of  his  rational  faculties  ; 

"  3.  WTien  there  is  any  legal  exception  against  such  person ; 

"  4.  When  such  person  is  a  non-commissioned  officer,  musician 
or  private  of  any  uniform  company  or  troop,  and  is  duly  equipped 
and  uniformed,  according  to  law,  and  shall  claim  such  exemption, 

"  The  evidence  of  such  exemption  shall  be  the  certificate  of  the 
coiftnanding  officer  of  the  company  or  troop,  that  the  person 
claiming  the  same  is  a  member  of  such  company,  and  is  duly 
equipped  and  uniformed  according  to  law.  Such  certificate  must 
be  dated  within  three  months  of  the  time  of  presenting  the  same, 
and  the  signature  must  be  verified  by  oath.  Every  such  certifi- 
cate shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  which  it  shall  be 
offered ; 

"  5.  When  such  person  is  a  member  of  any  company  of  firemen, 
duly  organized  according  to  law ; 

"  6.  When  such  person  is  id  the  actual  employment  of  any 
glass,  cotton,  linen,  woolen  or  iron  manufacturing  company,  by 
the  year,  month  or  season  ; 

"  7.  When  such  person  is  a  superintendent,  engineer  or  col- 
lector of  any  canal  authorized  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  any  por- 
tion of  which  shall  be  actually  constructed  and  navigated ; 

"  8.  When  such  person  is  a  minister  of  the  gospel,  or  teacher  in 
any  college  or  academy,  or  when  such  person  is  or  shall  be  spe- 
cially exempted  by  law  from  serving  on  juries."  3  E.  S.,  713, 
^  99,  5th  ed. 

Among  the  persons  who  are  thus  specially  exempted  by  law 
are  the  following : 

"Every  collector  of  tolls,  the  clerks  of  each  collector,  not 
exceeding  two,  having  the  collector's  certificate  that  they  are 
actually  employed  by  him,  and  all  superintendents  of  repairs, 
lock-tenders,  inspectors  of  boats  and  weigh-masters,  shall  be 
exempted  from  the  performance  of  military  duty  and  jury  service, 
while  actually  engaged  in  their  respective  employments  on  the 
canals,  while  the  same  are  navigable."  1  R.  S.,  639,  ^  348,  5th  ed. 

*'  The  superintendent  and  each  of  his  deputies,  and  all  persons 
employed  in  attendance  upon  any  works  for  the  manufacturing  of 
coarse  salt,  shall  be  exempt  from  serving  on  juries  and  from  all 
military  service,  except  in  case  of  actual  invasion  or  insurrection ; 
and  the  commission  or  appointment  in  writing  of  any  such 
officer  or  deputy,  and  the  certificate  of  any  owner  or  agent  of 
any  coarse  salt  manufactory,  that  any  person  is  so  employed  or 
engaged  in  attending  upon  such  manufactory,  shall  be  evidence 
of  the  facts  stated  therein."  1  E.  S.,  680,  §  236»  5th  ed. 

"The  resident  officers  of  the  state  lunatic  asylum,  and  all 


592  TRIAL  BY  JURY. 

attendants  and  assistants  actually  employed  therein  during  the 
time  of  such  employment,  shall  be  exempt  from  serving  on  juries, 
from  all  assessments  for  labor  on  the  highways,  and,  in  time  of 
peace,  from  all  service  in  the  militia ;  and  the  certificate  of  the 
superintendent  shall  be  evidence  of  the  fact  of  such  employ- 
ment." 2  E.  S.,  887,  §  26,  5th  ed. 

"  All  general  and  staff  officers,  all  field  officers,  and  all  com- 
missioned and  non-commissioned  officers,  musicians  and  privates 
of  the  military  forces  of  this  state,  shall  be  exempt  from  jury 
duty  during  the  time  they  shall  perform  military  duty."  1  E.  S., 
739,  part  of  '^  15,  5th  ed. 

The  officers  and  men  organized  as  guards  of  the  Auburn  or 
Sing  Sing  state  prisons  are  exempt  from  jury  duty  so  lonf*  as 
they  continue  to  be  members  of  such  companies.  3  E.  S,  1095, 
§  139,  5th  ed.  So  of  the  firemen  belonging  to  the  fire  company 
organized  in  the  vicinity  of  Auburn.  3  E.  S.,  1097,  §  153,  5th  ed. 

The  keeper  of  every  county  or  state  prison,  and  all  persons 
employed  in  any  such  prison,  shall  be  exempted,  during  their 
continuance  in  office,  from  serving  on  juries  and  from  military 
duty.  3  E.  S.,  1100,  §  171,  5th  ed. 

Seventh  day  Baptists,  and  others  who  keep  Saturday  as  the 
Sabbath,  are  exempt  from  servitfg  on  juries  on  Saturday.  Laws 
1847,  ch.  349,  '^  1.  So  the  keeper  of  every  poor  house  or  alms 
house,  or  other  place  provided  by  any  city,  town  or  county  for 
the  reception  and  support  of  the  poor,  are  exempt  from  jury  duty. 
2  E.  S.,  855,  §  95,  5th  ed.  An  alien  is  not  a  competent  juror.  3 
E.  S.,  8,  §  42,  5th  ed. 

Firemen  who  have  served  as  such  for  five  years  in  any  city  or 
village  of  this  state  are  exempt  from  any  jury  duty  thereafter. 
Laws  1848,  eh.  188,  §  1. 

In  New  York  city  no  fireman  is  exempt  from  serving  on  a  jury 
unless  he  actually  performs  all  the  duties  of  a  fireman,  and  pro- 
duces a  certificate  from  the  foreman  or  other  chief  officer  of  his 
company,  showing  that  he  is  a  faithful  and  acting  member.  3  E. 
S.,  700,  §  30,  5th  ed. 

Idiots,  insane  persons,  and  all  others  who  are  not  in  the  pos- 
session of  their  natural  faculties,  and  all  persons  convicted  of  an 
infamous  crime,  are  incompetent  jurors. 

Courts,  also,  have  power,  in  certain  cases,  to  excuse  some  indi- 
viduals from  serving  on  a  jury,  although  they  may  not  have  a 
right  to  be  exempted  absolutely  by  law.    The  statute  provides : 

"  The  court  to  which  any  person  shall  be  returned  as  a  juror 
shall  excuse  such  juror  from  serving  at  such  court,  whenever  it 
shall  appear : 

"  1.  That  he  is  a  practicing  physician,  and  has  patients  requir- 
ing his  attention ;  or, 

"2.  That  he  is  a  surrogate,  or  justice  of  the  peace,  or  executes 
any  other  civil  office,  the  duties  of  which  are,  at  the  time,  incon- 
sistent with  his  attendance  as  a  juror ; 
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"  3.  That  he  is  a  teacher  in  any  school,  actually  employed  and 
serving  as  such ; 

"4.  When,  for  any  other  reason,  the  interests  of  the  public,  or 
of  the  individual  juror,  will  be  materially  injured  by  such  attend- 
ance, or  his  own  health,  or  that  of  any  member  of  his  family, 
requires  his  absence  from  such  court."  3  E.  S.,  714,  i^  101,  5th  ed. 

No  constable  ought  to  summon  any  person  as  a  juror  whom 
he  knows  to  be  exempt,  or  to  be  incompetent  to  serve  on  a  jury. 
He  is  bound  by  his  oath  to  discharge  this  duty,  like  all  others, 
according  to  the  best  of  his  ability.  And  his  process  commands 
him  to  summon  good  and  lawful  men,  who  are  not  interested  or 
related  to  either  party. 

Form  of  a  venire. 
COLUMBIA  COUNTY,    )      . 
Town  of  Kindeehook,  j  **' 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  constable  of  said  county 
Greeting  :  You  are  hereby  commanded  to  summon  twelve  good  and  law- 
ful men  of  the  said  town,  qualified  to  serve  as  jurors,  and  not  exempt  from 
serving  on  juries  in  courts  of  record,  who  shall  be  in  no  wise  of  kin  to  John 
Doe,  plaintiff,  or  Richard  Roe,  defendant,  nor  interested  in  the  suit,  to 
appear  before  me,  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  said  town 
and  county,  at  my  office  in  said  town,  on  the  26th  day  of  June,  1865,  at 
one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  to  make  a  jury  for  the  trial  of  a  civil  action 
now  depending  between  the  said  parties  before  me,  and  then  and  there  to 
be  tried.  And  have  you  then  and  there  the  names  of  the  jurors  you  shall 
summon,  together  with  this  precept.  Given  under  my  hand  at  Kinder- 
hook,  this  24th  day  of  June,  1865. 

JAMES  MILLER,  Justice. 

Return  to  a  venire. 

By  virtue  of  the  within  venire,  I  have  personally  summoned  as  jurors 
the  several  persons  in  the  annexed  list.     Dated  June  26th,  1 865. 

A.  B.,  Constable. 

Six  jurors  is  the  number  which  the  law  intends  as  a  full  jury 
for  the  trial  of  an  action  in  a  justice's  court.  The  statute  pro- 
vides that  the  parties  may  agree  upon  a  less  number  of  jurors; 
and  it  implies  that  such  agreement  is  to  be  made  before  the 
venire  is  issued,  since  it  declares  that  the  venire  need  not  require 
any  greater  number  of  juroTs  to  be  summoned  than  double  the 
number  agreed  upon  to  try  the  cause.  Vol.  I,  52,  ■§  86.  But 
such  an  agreement  will  be  equally  valid,  although  not  made 
until  the  time  of  impanneling  the  jury.  Carman  v.  Newell,  1 
Denio,  25 ;  Eeeler  v.  Deki/van,  4  Barb.,  317. 

Any  irregularity  in  the  impanneling  of  a  jury  may  be  waived 
by  the  parties.  And,  where  a  cause  was  tried  before  issue  was 
joined,  for  want  of  an  answer,  but  the  defendant  litigated  the 
cause,  and  introduced  evidence  on  the  trial,  this  was  held  to  be  a 
waiver  of  the  irregularity.  Keeler  v.  Delavan,  4  Barb.,  317 ;  Day- 
harsh  v.  Enos,  1  Seld.,  531. 
Wait  11—75 
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So  tbe  parties  may  waive  any  irregularity  in  the  manner  of 
summoning  the  jurors,  or  any  question  as  to  the  competency 
of  the  individual  jurors.  Tallman  v.  Woodworth,  2  Johns.,  3&5 ; 
Kittle  V.  Baker,  9  Johns.,  354 ;  Phinney  v.  Emle,  9  Johns.,  352. 

This  waiver  may  be  in  express  terms,  or  it  may  be  implied  from 
the  act  of  going  on  with  the  trial  without  making  any  objection. 
Watkins  v.  Weaver,  10  Johns.,  107.  And  every  objection  to  the 
competency  of  a  juror  will  be  waived  by  neglecting  to  appear  at 
the  trial  and  taking  the  objection  there,  since  tbe  objection  can- 
not be  made  for  the  first  time  on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment. 
Cla,rk  V.  Tom  Vrancken,  20  Barb.,  278;  and  see  Eggleston.  v. 
Smiley,  17  Johns.,  133. 

The  justice  is  required  to  deliver  the  venire,  or  to  cause  a 
delivery  of  it  to  be  made,  to  some  constable  of  the  county,  who  is 
disinterested  between  the  parties,  and  against  whom  no  reasonable 
objection  shall  have  been  made  by  either  party.  Vol.  I,  52,  ^  88. 

If  a  constable  has  been  employed  to  act,  or  has  acted,  as  an 
agent  or  attorney  in  respect  to  the  claim  or  matter  in  controversy, 
he  cannot  be  employed  to  summon  a  jury  to  try  such  claims  Vol. 
I,  52,  g  85.  The  la;nguage  of  the  statute  is  broad,  and  it  is  also 
imperative  that  such  a  constable  shall  not  be  employed  to  sum- 
mon the  jury.  Any  constable  may  properly  act  as  an  agent  or  as 
an  attorney  for  a  plaintiff  in  his  attempt  to  obtain  what  he 
believes  to  be  his  just  due.  But  a  constable  who  has  been  so 
employed  would  be  apt  to  have  quite  too  much  feeling  and  inter- 
est in  the  matter  to  summon  a  jury  with  entire  impartiality.  If 
a  constable  appears  and  acts  as  advocate  for  either  party  at  the 
trial,  he  cannot  serve  the  venire.  Vol.  I,  44,  ■§  42,  and  ante,  224, 
Appearance. 

A  justice  ought  not  to  dfeliver  a  venire  to  a  constable  for  service 
until  tbe  parties  have  had  a  proper  opportunity  to  make  all 
reasonable  objections  to  such  officer.  Biiee  v.  Biixihanan^  41  Barb., 
147.  And  where  a  venire  was  issxied  by  a  justice,  on  the  demand 
of  the  defendant,  out  of  court,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  was  delivered  to  a  constable  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  any  notice  to  him  of  the  application  therefor,  it  was 
held  that  the  justice  did  right  to  set  aside  the  venire  and  the 
panel  of  jurors  returned  by  the  constable^  on.  a  motion,  made  by 
the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose ;  and  that  he  was  authorized  to 
issue  a  new  venire  in  the  place  of  the  one  thus  set  aside.  lb.,  and 
see  Mead  v.  Darragh,  1  Hilt.,  395.  If  either  party  desires  to  take 
out  a  venire  between  the  time  of  the  joining  of  issue*  or  of 
adjournment,  and  the  time  of  trial,  he  ought  to  be  reqaired  to 
give  the  opposite  party  a  reasonable  notice  of  the  time  and  place 
of  making  such  application  to  the  justice.  lb.  The  case  of  Mice 
V.  Buchanan,  already  cited,  will  well  repay  a>  careful  perusal,  by 
those  interested  io;  the  question. 

As  to  what  is  a  reasonable  objection  to  a.  constable  within  the 
meaning  of  the  ^atute,  no  precise  rule  can  be  laid  down.  But, 
if  either  party  can  show,  or  if  it  is  evident  to  the  justice,  in  any 
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manner,  that  any  particular  constable  has  a  feeling  of  enmity  or 
unfriendliness  towards  one  of  the  parties,  or  a  feeling  of  friendli- 
ness and  interest  in  favor  of  the  other,  then  such  constable  ought 
not  to  serve  the  venire. 

There  is  now,  and  there  always  has  been  too  much  indifference 
on  the  part  of  justices  as  to  the  manner  in  which  this  duty  is  dis- 
charged by  constables.  Nothing  is  more  conducive  to  justice  and 
to  a  fair  and  impartial  administration  of  the  law,  than  to  see  that 
all  the  proceedings  are  conducted  by  honest  and  impartial  officers. 
Ifo  person  of  any  experience  as  an  attorney  or  counselor  has 
failed  to  see,  and  to  feel,  at  times,  that  partiality  and  partisan- 
ship had  its  influence  in  selecting  the  jury.  And  the  only  safe 
and  reliable  remedy  for  such  evils  must  be  found  in  an  intelli- 
gent and  an  upright  magistracy. 

The  statute  imperatively  commands  the  constable  to  execute  a 
venire  fairly  and  impartially ;  and,  not  only  that,  he  is  forbidden 
to  summon  any  person  whom  he  has  reason  to  believe  biased  or 
prejudiced  for  or  against  either  of  the  parties.  Vol.  I,  52,  §  89. 
It  is  a  part  of  the  justice's  duty  to  select  a  constable  who  will 
strictly  comply  with  the  commands  of  the  statute. 

When  either  of  the  parties  can  state  any  reasonable  ground  of 
objection  against  a  particular  constable,  the  venire  ought  not  to 
be  given  to  him,  but  to  some  other  officer  against  whom  neither 
jjarty  can  have  any  just  grounds  of  objection.  The  statute  does 
not  require  that  either  party  should  state  his  objections  under 
oath.  But  every  person  who  makes  an  objection  in  good  faith 
will  be  entirely  willing  to  swear  to  the  truth  of  his  statements. 
A  refusal  to  state  the  objection  on  oath,  would  naturally  excite 
the  suspicions  of  a  justice,  while  a  full  and  fair  statement  of  the 
facts  and  reasons  might  carry  conviction  that  the  objection  was 
a  valid  one. 

Form  of  Oath. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  answer  truly  all  such  questions  as  shall  be 
put  to  you,  in  relation  to  the  reasons  why  A.  B.  should  not  execute  the 
venire  iu  this  cause. 

After  hearing  a  full  statement  of  these  reasons,  the  justice 
must  decide  whethet  the  venire  shall  be  delivered  to  the  officer 
objected  to.  And  he  ought  to  remembet  that  the  very  fact  of 
objecting  to  a  constable  may  have  a  tendency  to  create  a  preju- 
dice in  the  mind  of  the  officer  against  the  objecting  party.  And, 
in  these  cases,  if  the  justice  doubts  the  impartiality  of  the  eon- 
stable,  the  better  way  will  be  to  give  the  process  to  some  other 
officer.  More  has  been  said  upon  this  subject  than  might  seem 
necessary.  But  the  experienced  members  of  the  legal  profession, 
a,nd  thtt  judges  Who  have  frequently  been  called  apon  to  review 
the  judgments  rendered  in  justices'  courts,  will  not  complain  that 
too  much  has  been  said,  especially  if  some  of  the  evils  may  be 
remedied  as  a  consequence  of  the  sff^gestions  here  made. 

If  a  constable  willfully  and  corruptly  summons  a  packed  or 
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partial  jury,  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  an  officer  and  in  violation 
of  the  statute,  and  of  the  rights  of  the  injured  party,  he  is  indict- 
able for  the  misdemeanor. 

The  several  jurors  must  be  summoned  personally,  and  the  con- 
stable must  make  a  list  of  the  persons  summoned,  which  he  must 
certify  and  annex  to  the  venire,  and  return  to  the  justice  with  the 
venire  and  his  return  thereon.  Vol.  I,  52,  §  89.  This  list  of 
jurors  may  be  written  on  the  back  of  the  venire,  if  there  is  suf- 
ficient room  for  that  purpose ;  or  it  may  be  written  upon  a  sepa- 
rate piece  of  paper,  and  then  attached  to  the  venire.  The  service 
of  the  venire  may  be  made  either  by  reading  or  by  stating  its 
contents  to  each  of  the  persons  summoned  as  a  juror. 

The  jurors  should  be  summoned  at  such  a  time  as  to  give  them 
a  reasonable  opportunity  for  attending ;  and  care  should  be  taken 
to  state  distinctly  the  name  of  the  justice  who  issued  the  venire, 
as  well  as  the  time  and  place  of  trial. 

If  a  trial  by  jury  is  demanded  by  either  party,  and  a  venire  is 
issued,  the  cause  must  then  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless  it  is  waived 
by  the  party  who  made  such  demand,  with  the  consent  of  the 
other  party.  For,  after  a  jury  has  been  called  for  and  summoned, 
either  party  may  insist  that  the  trial  shall  be  by  jury.  This  is 
evident  from  the  fact  that  either  party  may  demand  a  jury  at  any 
time  before  the  trial  has  actually  commenced.  Vol.  I,  51,  ^  83. 
And  to  insist  upon  a  trial  by  the  jury  summoned  at  the  request 
of  the  opposite  party,  would  be  a  valid  demand  of  a  jury  trial. 

A  jury  trial  may  be  waived  by  consent  even  after  a  jury  is 
summoned. 

A  party  who  calls  for  a  jury  may  waive  or  forfeit  his  right  to 
it  by  his  own  conduct.  If  the  venire  is  delivered  to  a  defendant 
instead  of  a  constable,  and  the  party  suppresses  the  venire,  and 
he  does  not  appear  at  the  trial,  nor  does  any  jury  appear,  this 
conduct  is  equivalent  to  a  waiver  of  a  jury  trial,  and  the  justice 
may  proceed,  and  try  the  cause  without  any  jury.  Coon  v.  Sny- 
der, 19  Johns.,  384.  In  such  a  case,  however,  the  'justice  may 
issue  a  second  venire,  if  the  first  one  is  mislaid,  kept,  or  withheld 
by  the  party  who  called  for  it,  and  to  whom  it  was  delivered. 
Day  V.  Wither,  2  Oaines,  134,  137.  And  when  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  party  has  improperly  suppressed  the  venire  in  such  a  case, 
the  justice  is  bound  to  issue  a  new  venire,  if  the  defendant 
demands  it,  and  to  try  the  cause  without  a  jury,  under  objection 
to  that  course,  would  be  error.  Sebring  v.  Wheedon,  8  Johns.,  460. 
But  where  a  defendant  demanded  a  venire,  which  was  issued,  but 
the  jury  did  not  appear  at  the  proper  time,  nor  was  the  venire 
returned,  and  the  defendant  demanded  a  nonsuit  for  that  reason, 
but  he  did  not  demand  a  new  venire,  and  the  justice  proceeded 
to  the  trial  of  the  cause  without  a  jury,  this  was  held  to  be 
proper.  Blanchard  v.  Bidhly,  7  Johns.,  198. 

In  an  other  case  the  defendant  demanded  a  jury,  and  a  venire 
was  issued.  At  the  trial  but  five  jurors  answered,  the  sixth  one 
being  unable  to  attend  on  account  of  his  sickness.    The  defend- 
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ant  refused  to  try  the  cause  with  five  jurors,  and  objected  to  a 
new  venire,  and  he  also  refused  to  have  a  talesman  called. 
And  at  his  request  the  five  jurors  were  dismissed  by  the  justice. 
The  plaintiff  insisted  upon  an  immediate  trial,  but  the  defendant 
objected  to  that,  and  asked  an  adjournment.  The  justice  offered 
to  grant  the  adjournment  upon  terms  which  the  defendant 
rejected.  The  defendant  insisted  upon  a  jury  trial,  but  only  on 
an  adjourned  day.  The  justice  offered  the  defendant  a  new 
venire  returnable  forthwith,  which  was  refused.  The  justice  then 
proceeded  to  the  trial  without  a  jury,  and  this  was  held  to  be 
proper,  and  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  amounted  to  a 
waiver  of  a  jury.  Babcock  v.  HiU,  35  Barb.,  52. 

The  parties  may,  by  consent,  dispense  with  a  jury  at  any  time 
before  a  verdict  is  rendered.  And  where  a  jury  cannot  agree 
upon  a  verdict,  the  parties  may  submit  the  cause  to  the  justice, 
who  may  render  judgment  upon  the  evidence  given  before  him 
on  such  jury  trial.  Vol.  I,  54,  ^  102. 

A  justice  cannot,  in  any  case,  require  that  a  cause  shall  be  tried 
by  a  jury.  That  is  a  right  which  the  statute  confers  upon  either 
of  the  parties,  but  not  upon  a  justice.  And  even  when  a  jury 
has  been  demanded  and  summoned,  and  the  jurors  have  appeared, 
the  parties  may  consent  to  waive  a  jury,  because  they  may  waive 
any  benefit  which  the  statute  has  given  to  them,  if  they  so  elect. 
In  such  a  case  the  justice  must  dismiss  the  jury,  and  try  the 
cause  himself,  for  he  has  no  more  power  to  insist  upon  retaining 
a  jury  against  the  consent  of  the  parties,  than  he  had  to  order  a 
jury  without  their  request. 

After  the  return  of  the  venire  with  a  list  of  jurors  summoned, 
the  first  duty  of  the  justice  is  to  call  over  the  list  of  jurors,  and  to 
write  down  the  names  of  such  as  appear,  and  to  note  the  names 
of  those  who  do  not  appear.  The  names  of  the  jurors  who 
appear  are  to  be  written  on  several  and  distinct  pieces  of  paper, 
as  nearly  of  one  size  as  may  be,  and  the  constable,  in  the  presence 
of  the  justice,  shall  roll  up  or  fold  such  pieces  of  paper  as  nearly 
as  may  be  in  the  same  manner,  and  put  them  together  in  a  box, 
or  some  convenient  thing.  Vol.  I,  52,  §  90.  In  ordinary  cases 
the  justice  then  draws  out  the  names  of  six  of  the  persons  so 
summoned  as  jurors,  whose  names  have  been  so  put  in  the  box, 
or  other  thing.  Vol  I,  51,  §  91.  If  any  of  the  persons  so  drawn 
are  challenged,  and  set  aside,  on  motion  of  either  party,  the  justice 
must  continue  drawing  until  a  sufficient  number  is  obtained 
against  whom  no  objection  is  made.  If  the  parties  have  agreed 
to  try  the  cause  with  less  than  six  jurors,  the  justice  will  draw 
until  the  agreed  number  is  obtained.  The  persons  so  drawn,  in 
either  case,  will  be  the  jury  for  the  trial  of  the  cause.  If  a  suffi- 
cient number  of  jurors  cannot  be  drawn  from  the  written 
number,  on  account  of  the  incompetency  of  the  persons  drawn, 
or  on  account  of  challenges  made  by  either  or  both  of  the  parties, 
the  justice  may  supply  the  deficiency  by  directing  the  constable 
to  summon  any  of  the  bystanders  or  others,  who  are  competent 
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to  serve  as  jurors,  and  against  whom  no  cause  of  challenge  may 
appear.  A  tales  is  a  supply  of  such  men  as  are  necessary  to 
make  up  a  deficiency  of  jurors.  Such  supplementary  men  are 
called  talesmen,  and  are  commonly  taken  from  the  bystanders  or 
persons  in  court.  A  tales  may  be  awarded  if  one  only  of  the 
regular  jurors  appears ;  and  it  is  said  that  at  common  law  a  jury 
might  be  composed  entirely  of  talesmen.  Denbawd  v.  Woodley,  10 
Coke,  102.  Either  party  has  a  right  of  challenge  against  any 
person  who  may  be  drawn  in  either  mode,  if  the  cause  of  chal- 
lenge is  a  legal  one.  And  he  may  use  his  peremptory  challenges 
without  any  cause  if  he  is  so  inclined.  When  the  venire  is  not 
returned  by  the  constable  to  whom  it  was  delivered,  or  when  a 
full  jury  has  not  been  obtained  from  the  pane!  returned,  together 
with  the  talesmen  summoned  from  the  bystanders,  the  justice 
must  issue  a  new  venire.  Vol.  I,  53,  §  93.  The  jurors  who  have 
been  'selected  will  be  retained,  and  the  justice  must  hold  open  the 
court  while  the  new  venire  is  being  served,  and  until  the  return 
of  the  jurors  so  summoned.  The  qualifications  of  the  jurors  must 
be  the  same  as  those  summoned  upon  the  original  venire.  The 
venire,  however,  will  differ  somewhat  in  its  form  from  the  ordinary 
venire.  For,  instead  of  commanding  the  constable  to  summon 
twelve  jurors,  it  will  direct  him  to  summon  "  two  good  and  lawful 
men,"  &c.  (or  such  other  number  as  is  needed),  "  to  make  so  many 
of  a  jury,"  &c.  A  new  venire  may  be  issued  from  time  to  time,  as 
frequently  as  may  be  necessary,  in  order  to  procure  a  full  jury  of 
competent  persons.  If  a  venire  is  not  returned,  or  if  it  is  quashed 
on  account  of  partiality  in  the  constable,  or  if  there  are  no  persons 
who  appear,  or  if  so  many  are  challenged  and  set  aside  as  to 
prevent  the  drawing  of  a  full  jury,  and  sufScient  talesmen  are  not 
present,  the  justice  must  issue  a  new  venire.  Such  second  venire 
will  be  deemed  the  process  of  the  party  who  demanded  the  first 
one.  Day  v.  Wilier,  2  Gaines,  134, 137.  The  jurors  who  appear 
upon  a  second  or  subsequent  venire  are  not  balloted  for  as  is  done 
upon  the  first  venire.  As  their  names  are  called  either  party 
may  challenge  them  according  to  law,  and  if  no  challenge  is 
interposed  the  juror  will  take  his  place  as  a  juror. 

Of  challenges.l  The  law  furnishes  every  facility  for  securing  an 
impartial  trial  by  jury.  And  if  a  jury  has  been  improperly  and 
unfairly  selected,  the  entire  panel  maybe  set  aside.  So,  if  either 
of  the  jurors  is  incompetent,  or  if  there  is  legal  cause  why  he 
should  not  sit  as  a  juror,  he  may  be  rejected.  Such  objections 
ought,  however,  to  be  taken  at  the  earliest  opportunity.  And  a 
challenge  to  the  array,  or  to  individual  jurors,  must  be  taken 
before  the  jury  is  sworn. 

The  manner  of  making  a  challenge  is  to  state,  orally,  to  the  jus- 
tice the  precise  grounds  of  objection,  whether  made  to  the  array 
or  to  an  individual  juror.  It  will  be  convenient,  as  well  as  proper, 
for  the  justice  to  take  down  the  objection  in  his  minutes.  This 
question  is  to  be  immediately  tried. 

A  challenge  to  the  array  is  an  exception  to  the  whole  panel  of 
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jurors,  on  account  of  partiality  or  corruption  in  the  constable 
who  summoned  the  jury. 

A  challenge  to  the  polls  is  an  exception  to  any  one  or  more  of 
the  individuals  returned  as  jurors  on  the  ground  that  they  are 
not  competent  jurors,  or  that  they  are  not  indifferent  between 
the  parties. 

A  peremptory  challenge  is  the  right  which  the  law  gives  for  set- 
ting aside  a  person  without  giving  any  reason  whatever,  except 
the  will  of  the  challenging  party. 

A  challenge  for  cause  is  one  in  which  the  party  shows  the  cause 
or  reason  why  a  panel  ought  to  be  quashed  or  a  juror  ought  not 
to  sit. 

A  principal  challenge  is  one  in  which,  if  the  facts  alleged  are 
true,  it  is  sufficient  in  law  of  itself,  without  leaving  anything  to 
the  conscience  or  discretion  of  the  triers. 

A  challenge  to  tlie  favor  is  where  no  principal  challenge  can  be 
made,  but  an  objection  is  raised  that  the  jittor  is  not  iudifferent, 
or  that  the  officer  who  summoned  the  jury  is  not  impartial,  which 
questions  are  to  be  left  to  the  decision  of  the  triers. 

Challenge  to  the  array.}  A  challenge  to  the  array  may  be  either 
a  principal  challenge  or  a  challenge  to  the  favor.  The  grounds 
of  challenge  are  very  numerous.  Though  the  more  common 
grounds  of  princijjal  challenge  to  the  array  are  the  following :  It 
is  a  ground  of  principal  challenge  to  the  array  that  the  opposite 
party  nominated  any  of  the  jurors  summoned ;  that  the  constable 
is  the  servant,  counselor  or  attorney,  or  acts  as  advocate  of  the 
opposite  party,  Vol.  I,  52,  §  85 ;  Id.,  44,  §  42;  that  the  constable 
is  interested  in  the  result  of  the  cause,  when  that  interest  is 
adverse  to  the  challenging  party;  that  an  action  is  pending 
between  the  constable  and  the  party  challenging,  if  the  action 
implies  malice,  such  as  assault  and  battery,  slander,  intentional 
trespass,  or  injury  to  real  or  personal  property,  and  the  like  cases; 
that  there  is  a  relationship  by  consanguinity  between  the  con- 
stable and  the  opposite  party  within  the  ninth  degree,  or  even 
however  remote  the  relationship  may  be.  So,  relationship  by 
affinity  is  a  principal  ground  of  challenge.  So,  it  is  a  principal 
cause  of  challenge  that  the  constable  permitted  any  person  to 
make  the  panel,  for  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  do  this  without 
any  interference  on  the  part  of  any  person  whatever.  A  princi- 
pal challenge  will  be  sustained  whenever  the  facts  show  clearly 
that  there  is  such  a  partiality  as  is  inconsistent  with  a  fair  trial, 
by  reason  of  a  partial  or  improper  selection  of  jurors.  A  chal- 
lenge to  the  array  for  favor  is  founded  upon  the  same  principle 
that  a  challenge  to  the  favor  is  sustained  when  made  as  to  an 
individual  juror.  If  the  constable  is  biased  or  partial  to  one 
party,  or  is  unfriendly,  or  in  litigation  with  the  other,  or  if  there 
are  any  reasons  why  he  is  not  indifferent  between  the  parties,  the 
challenge  ought  to  be  sustained,  and  the  array  quashed,  so  that 
a  new  jury  may  be  summoned  by  one  whose  impartiality  is 
unquestioned. 
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A  challenge  to  the  polls  is  an  exception  to  the  jurors  individu- 
ally, whether  they  were  summoned  upon  the  original  venire,  or 
as  talesmen,  or  upon  a  new  venire.  The  same  causes  which  are 
good  ground  of  principal  challenge  to  the  array  are  equally  valid 
as  against  any  individual  juror.  The  statute  has  provided  as  to 
the  competency  of  jurors  in  certain  cases:  "No  inhabitant  of  any 
town,  city  or  county  shall  be  disqualified  as  a  juror  or  witness  in 
any  cause  brought  to  recover  any  penalty  or  forfeiture,  on  the 
gound  that  such  penalty  or  forfeiture  is  to  be  applied  for  the 
benefit  of  such  town,  city  or  county,  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor 
thereof;  nor  shall  any  officer,  on  such  ground,  be  disqualified  from 
serving  any  process  for  the  summoning  of  a  jury  in  such  cause." 
3  E.  S.,  865,  §  2,  5th  ed. 

"In  penal  actions  for  the  recovery  of  any  sum  it  shall  not  be  a 
good  cause  of  challenge  to  the  jurors  summoned,  or  to  any  officer 
summoning  them,  that  such  juror  or  officer  is  liable  to  pay  taxes 
in  any  town  or  county  which  may  be  benefited  by  such  a  recov- 
ery." 3  E.  S.,  718,  §  124,  5th  ed. 

"  On  the  trial  of  every  action  in  which  a  town  shall  be  a  party, 
or  be  interested,  the  electors  and  inhabitants  of  such  town  shall 
be  competent  witnesses  and  jurors,  except  that  in  suits  and  pro- 
ceedings by  and  against  towns  no  inhabitant  of  either  town  shall 
be  a  juror."  1  E.  S.,  837,  §  4,  5th  ed. 

The  causes  of  principal  challenges  to  the  polls  are  numerous. 
And,  first,  it  is  always  a  principal  challenge  to  the  polls  that 
the  juror  is  not  competent  because  he  is  not  such  a  juror  as  the 
statute  requires.  The  statutory  qualifications  will  be  found  in  the 
statute.  Ante,  589,  590,  §§  5  and  6.  It  is  a  principal  cause  of 
challenge  that  a  juror  does  not  possess  the  property  qualification 
required  by  the  statute,  or  that  he  is  an  alien,  ante,  590,  592 ;  that 
he  is  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  over  the  age  of  sixty  years ; 
that  he  is  an  idiot  or  a  lunatic.  A  person  in  a  state  of  intoxi- 
cation is  unfit  to  discharge  the  duties  of  a  juror,  and  the  justice 
may,  on  his  own  motion,  set  aside  such  a  juror  and  refuse  to 
swear  him.  Bullard  v.  Spoor,  2  Cow.,  430.  But  a  matter  which 
merely  exempts  a  person  from  serving  on  a  jury,  for  some  reason 
personal  to  the  juror  himself,  is  not  a  cause  of  challenge  by  the 
parties,  if  he  is  otherwise  legally  qualified.  And  it  is  sometimes 
said  that  a  person  who  is  thus  exempt  cannot  refuse  to  sit  if 
there  are  not  jurors  enough  without  him,  provided  he  has  been 
summoned  and  appeared.  This  is  quite  strange,  if  true.  A 
party  who  is  legally  exempt  from  jury  duty  cannot  claim  his 
exemption  if  he  appears  in  court!  It  may  be  that  he  has 
appeared  there  for  the  express  purpose  of  claiming  his  exemp- 
tion, and  for  showing  that  he  has  good  grounds  therefor.  If  the 
statute  clearly  and  explicitly  exempts  him  from  serving  on  a  jury, 
no  court  has  a  right  to  compel  him  to  perform  jury  duty.  See  ante, 
590,  591,  ^  99.  There  may  be  cases  in  which  a  justice  has  a  dis- 
cretionary power  to  excuse  a  person  from  serving  as  a  juror,  and 
in  which,  if  he  refuses  to  discharge  such  juror  or  exempt  him, 
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he  may  be  required  to  serve  on  a  jury.  Ante,  592,  593,  §  101. 
But  even  in  such  cases,  the  statute  declares  that  the  court  shall 
excuse  such  juror  when  the  facts  are  shown  which  excuse  him. 

It  is  a  good  ground  of  principal  challenge  to  a  juror,  that  he 
is  a  tenant  of  the  opposite  party.  Hathaway  v.  Helmer,  25  Barb., 
29.  So,  it  is  a  good  ground  of  principal  challenge  that  the  juror 
has  expressed  an  opinion  upon  the  question  in  controversy.  Blalte 
V.  Millspaugh,  1  Johns.,  316 ;  Lord  v.  Brown,  5  Denio,  345.  A 
juror  who  has  formed  an  opinion  upon  a  statement  of  facts  made 
to  him  by  one  of  the  parties,  is  not  competent.  Sogers  v.  Rogers, 
14  Wend.,  131.  But  a  mere  hypothetical  expression  of  an  opinion, 
which  is  founded  upon  mere  rumor,  stands  upon  different  grounds. 
And  where  a  juror  had  expressed  an  opinion  that  one  of  the  par- 
ties was  in  the  wrong,  but  he  stated,  at  the  same  time,  that  he  had 
no  personal  knowledge  of  the  matter,  and  that  if  the  reports  of  the 
neighbors  were  correct  the  defendant  was  wrbng,  and  the  plaintiff 
right,  this  was  held  not  to  be  a  ground  of  principal  challenge.  Dur- 
rell  V.  Mosher,  8  Johns.,  445.  But  when  a  juror  has  formed  a  de- 
cided opinion  upon  the  questions  in  the  case,  he  is  not  an  impartial 
and  competent  juror.  A  juror  was  called  and  was  challenged  for 
principal  cause.  He  was  sworn  as  a  witnesss,  and  testified,  on 
his  direct  examination,  that  he  had  formed  an  opinion  and  ex- 
pressed it ;  but,  on  his  cross-examination,  he  said  that  he  had  no 
fixed  opinion,  none  which  could  not  be  removed  by  evidence. 
He  was  held  incompetent,  apd  the  court  said :  "  His  mind  was 
preoccupied  with  an  opinion  upon  the  issues  to  be  tried,  which  it 
would  require  evidence  to  remove ;  and  that,  upon  principle  and 
by  all  the  cases,  incapacitated  him  for  a  juror."  Camcemi  v.  Peojple, 
2  E.  P.  Smith,  501,  505.  Eelationship,  either  by  consanguinity 
or  by  aflBnity,  is  a  cause  of  principal  challenge.  Ante,  24.  And 
whenever  it  is  evident,  from  the  facts  admitted  or  proved,  that 
the  juror  is  interested  in  the  result  of  the  action,  or  that  there  is 
a  clear  and  certain  bias  in  his  mind  in  favor  of  one  of  the  parties, 
from  whatever  cause,  that  is  suflScient  to  disqualify  him  from 
serving  as  a  juror. 

Challenges  to  the  polls  for  favor  may  arise  from  so  many 
causes  that  it  is  not  possible  to  enumerate  them.  A  juror  ought 
to  be  above  all  exception  as  to  his  impartiality.  The  law  does 
not  intend  that  a  cause  shall  be  tried  by  any  juror  who  is  not 
entirely  indifferent  between  the  parties.  His  fairness  and  impar- 
tiality, ought  to  be  above  all  suspicion.  There  is  no  general  rule 
which  declares  what  particular  acts  or  things  are  such  evidence 
of  favor  or  partiality  as  to  disqualify  a  juror.  The  feelings,  the 
affections  and  the  prejudices  of  men  are  so  various,  and  so  easily 
influenced  by  circumstances,  that  it  is  peculiarly  a  question  for 
the  triers,  on  all  the  evidence,  whether  the  juror  stands  indifferent 
between  the  parties.  Where  a  juror  is  an  intimate  friend  of  one  of 
tlie  parties,  and  a  stranger  or  an  enemy  to  the  other,  he  would 
scarcely  be  called  entirely  indifferent.  So,  if  one  of  the  parties 
ill! (I  the  juror  are  interested  in  the  result  of  pecuniary  affairs 
Wait  II— 76 


602  TRIAL  BY  JURY. 

between  them,  as  where  the  juror  is  indebted  to  the  party,  or  the 
party  to  the  juror.  Or,  if  there  is  an  intimate  family  relation 
existing  between  the  party  and  the  juror;  or,  if  there  is  a  per- 
sonal enmity  or  a  family  dispute,  in  all  such  cases  it  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  triers  to  determine  whether  such  facts  do  not  furnish 
evidence  of  the  impropriety  of  permitting  such  a  person  to 
occupy  a  seat  as  a  juror.  It  is  not  necessary  to  show  clearly  that 
a  juror  is  partial,  interested,  or  that  he  has  a  feeling  in  favor  of 
the  success  of  one  of  the  parties  in  order  to  set  him  aside.  If  the 
evidence  is  such  that  it  raises  a  fair  and  reasonable  doubt  in  the 
minds  of  the  triers  whether  the  juror  is  indifferent,  he  ought  to 
be  set  aside.  Smith  v.  Floyd,  18  Barb.,  522 ;  Freeman  v.  Peopk,  4 
Denio,  35,  9.  A  hypothetical  opinion  is  not  a  ground  of  princi- 
pal challenge,  but  on  a  challenge  to  the  favor,  the  triers  may  find 
that  such  a  juror  is  not  indifferent.  lb.  And  if  the  justice 
should  instruct  the  triers,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  a  hypothetical 
opinion  does  not  disqualify  a  juror,  it  will  be  error.  lb.  The 
question,  in  such  a  case,  is  one  for  the  triers,  on  all  the  evidence 
given  to  them.  It  is  for  the  justice  to  decide  what  evidence  shall 
be  given,  but  it  is  for  the  triers  to  determine  the  question  whether 
the  juror  shall  try  the  cause,  IJ>.  It  is  no  impeachment  of  a 
juror  to  decide  that  he  is  not  indifferent.  There  may  be  such  an 
intimate  friendship  or  so  close  a  relationship,  between  one  of  the 
parties  and  a  juror  as  to  render  the  latter  an  incompetent  juroi', 
and  yet  that  is  no  discredit  to  the  person  set  aside.  The  influ- 
ence of  such  relations  is  excedingly  great,  and  many  times  it  is 
not  appreciated  by  the  person  who  is  most  influenced  in  conse- 
quence. The  declaration  of  Lord  Coke  is  a  most  salutary  one : 
"  The  rule  of  law  is,  that  the  juror  must  stand  indifferent,  as  he 
stands  unsworn." 

Time  of  making  a  challenge.']  Until  a  full  jury  of  six  persons 
have  appeared  no  challenge  can  be  taken,  either  to  the  array  or 
to  the  individual  jurors'.  King  v.  Edmonds,  4  Barn,  &  Aid,,  471 ; 
Vicars  v.  Langhmn,  Hob.,  235  ;  2  Hawk.,  c,  43,  '^  1.  In  such  a 
case  a  sufScient  number  of  talesmen  ought  to  be  summoned  to 
complete  the  number  required.  lb.  The  parties  may  waive  the 
enforcement  of  this  rule  if  they  choose.  And,  in  common  prac- 
tice, it  is  not  insisted  upon,  but  the  challenge  to  the  array  is 
made  upon  the  return  of  the  venire;  and  the  individual  jurors 
are  frequently  challenged  as  they  are  called  to  take  their  seats, 
if  challenged  at  all.  If  there  are  several  grounds  of  challenge, 
either  to  the  array  or  to  the  polls,  the  causes  of  challenge  must 
all  be  stated  at  once,  or  those  not  stated  at  first  will  be  waived. 
A  party  is  not  permitted  to  try  one  ground  of  challenge,  and,  if 
that  fails,  then  to  interpose  an  other  and  then  try  that,  and  thus 
try  the  matter  by  piecemeal.  If  one  party  challenges  a  juror  and 
he  is  found  indifferent,  this  will  not  prevent  the  opposite  party 
from  challenging  the  same  juror,  in  the  same  manner  as  though 
he  had  not  been  previously  challenged.  The  order  of  making 
challenges  is  important.    A  challenge  to  the  array  cannot  be 
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taken  after  a  challenge  to  the  polls.  Mayor  of  New  YorTc  v.  Mason, 
4  E.  D.  Smith,  143, 152, 153 ;  Co.  Litt.,  158,  a.  A  challenge  to  the 
array  may  be  made  at  any  time  before  one  of  the  jurors  is  sworn, 
and  a  challenge  to  the  polls  may  be  made  any  time  before  the 
challenged  juror  is  sworn.  Ih. ;  Penning,  on  Small  Causes,  170. 
After  a  juror  is  sworn  it  is  too  late  to  challenge  him ;  and  any 
objection  to  him  is  waived,  even  when  the  defendant  does  not 
appear  at  the  trial.  Clarlc,  v.  Tan  Yranclcen,  20  Barb.,  278 ;  Eggles- 
ton  v.  Smiley,  17  Johns.,  133. 

It  is  immaterial  which  of  the  parties  makes  his  challenge  first. 
And  if  the  parties  disagree  upon  that  point,  it  is  a  question  for 
the  justice  to  settle.  In  strictness,  the  party  who  makes  the  first 
challenge  is  bound  to  complete  his  challenges  before  the  other 
party  commences.  But  this  rule  cannot  be  so  applied  as  to  pre- 
vent both  parties  from  having  an  opportunity  of  challenging 
either  of  the  jurors  called.  Suppose  that  a  defendant  should 
challenge  several  jurors,  and  that  finally  six  jurors  were  empan- 
neled  who  are  entirely  satisfactory  to  him ;  the  plaintiif  may  then 
challenge  any  or  all  of  the  six  jurors,  and  if  some  of  them  are 
set  aside  on  his  challenge,  then  other  jurors  must  be  called  to 
supply  the  deficiency  in  the  panel.  The  plaintiff  may  challenge 
any  of  the  new  jurors  thus  summoned,  until  a  full  jury  is  obtained, 
when  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  challenge  any  of  the  new 
jurors  then  called.  And  so  each  party  may  alternately  continue 
his  challenges,  until  he  has  had  an  opportunity  of  objecting,  at 
some  time,  to  each  of  the  jurors  called.  In  ordinary  cases  there 
is  no  strictness  as  to  the  practice  on  this  point,  and  either  party 
challenges  such  jurors  as  he  deems  objectionable,  without  regard 
to  the  question  whether  the  opposite  party  has  finished  his  chal- 
lenges or  not.  The  important  object  to  be  attained,  is  to  secure 
to  each  party  a  full  opportunity  for  making  all  legal  challenges. 

The  challenges  of  the  party  who  first  challenged  will  be  enti- 
tled to  be  first  tried.  A  challenge,  whether  in  writing  or  by 
parol,  must  be  in  such  terms  that  the  court  can  see,  in  the  first 
place,  whether  it  is  for  principal  cause  or  to  the  favor,  and  so 
determine  by  what  forum  it  is  to  be  tried ;  and,  secondly,  whether 
the  facts,  if  true,  are  sufScient  to  support  that  challenge.  Again, 
the  challenger  must  state  why  the  juror  does  not  stand  indiffer- 
ent; he  must  state  some  facts  or  circumstances  which,  if  true, 
will  show  either  that  the  juror  is  positively  and  legally  disquali- 
fied ;  or  which  create  a  probability  or  suspicion  that  he  is  not,  or 
may  not  be,  impartial.  In  the  former  case,  the  challenge  would 
be  a  principal  one,  triable  by  the  court ;  in  the  latter,  it  would  be 
to  the  favor,  and  submitted  to  triers.  Freeman  v.  The  People,  4 
Denio,  32,  opinion ;  Mann  v.  Glover,  2  Green's  E.,  195 ;  and  see 
Pringle  v.  Hulse,  1  Oow.,  432.  When  the  facts  are  stated,  the 
opposite  party  may  take  issue  as  to  their  truth,  by  denying 
them.  If  denied,  it  is  a  question  to  be  decided  upon  the  evi- 
dence ;  if  admitted,  it  is  a  mere  question  of  law  for  the  court  to 
decide,  as  it  would  a  question  raised  by  a  demurrer.  The  People 


604  TRIAL  BY  JURY. 

V.  Vermilyea,  7  Cow.,  108.  An  erroneous  decision  upon  the  law 
as  to  the  competency  of  a  juror  may  be  corrected  on  an  appeal. 
H.;  The  People  v.  Freeman,  4  Denio,  10;  Hatliaway  v.  Helmer, 
25  Barb.,  29. 

A  principal  challenge,  either  to  the  array  or  to  the  polls,  must 
be  tried  by  the  justice  alone,  upon  such  evidence  as  may  be 
given ;  or  upon  a  demurrer  to  a  challenge,  which  Is  an  admission 
of  the  facts  stated  iu  the  challenge.  If  witnesses  are  sworn,  the 
oath  may  be  as  follows : 

Oath  to  witness. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  answer  truly  all  such  questions  as  may  be 
put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  challenge  now  depending  and  on  trial. 

On  the  trial  of  a  challenge  to  a  juror,  such  juror  may  himself 
be  called  as  a  witness  to  testify  as  to  his  competency  to  sit  as  a 
juror.  And  he  may  be  asked  whether  he  has  formed  or  express- 
ed an  opinion  iu  relation  to  the  merits  of  the  cause,  or  in  favor  of 
one  of  the  parties.  Pringle  v.  Hnlse,  1  Oow.,  432  ;  The  People  v. 
Vermilyea,  7  Oow.,  108  So,  he  may  be  examined  as  to  having 
formed  an  opinion,  which,  if  he  had  done,  would  disqualify  him, 
although  he  had  not  expressed  such  opinion.  The  People  v.  Mather, 
4  Wend.,  230.  Not  only  may  a  principal  challenge  be  tried  by 
the  justice,  but,  if  the  parties  choose,  they  may  also  try  a  chal- 
lenge to  the  favor  in  the  same  manner,  instead  of  calling  triers. 
lb.  And  if  the  evidence  upon  the  question  is  given  before  the 
justice  without  calling  triers,  he  may  decide  upon  the  compe- 
tency of  the  juror,  and  his  decision  will  be  final.  Trying  the 
question  thus,  without  calling  for  triers,  is  a  waiver  of  them.  lb. 
A  juror  may  be  required  to  testify  as  to  any  facts  which  affect 
his  competency,  except  such  as  would  tend  to  his  infamy  or  dis- 
grace, or  subject  him  to  punishment  or  to  a  penalty.  He  may 
be  asked  whether  he  is  a  freeholder  or  not,  or  any  other  question 
as  to  his  qualifications  which  the  statute  requires.  Ogden  v.  Parks, 
16  Johns.,  180 ;  Fenwich  v.  Parker,  3  Code  Eep.,  254. 

Oath  to  juror. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  answer  truly  all  such  questions  as  may  be 
put  to  you  in  relation  to  your  competency  as  a  juror  in  this  action  between 
A.  B.,  plaintiflf,  and  C.  D.,  defendant. 

A  challenge  to  the  array  for  favor  in  the  constable  is  triable  by 
triers,  who  are  to  be  appointed  by  the  justice.  An  admission  of 
the  truth  of  such  facts  would,  of  course,  require  the  quashing 
of  the  array.  A  denial  of  the  facts  is  to  be  tried  by  the  triers 
appointed,  who  may  be  taken  from  the  panel  returned,  or  from 
any  of  the  indifferent  bystanders.  Gardner  v.  Turner,  9  Johns., 
260.  If  the  triers  find  the  challenge  true,  and  that  the  consta- 
ble is  not  indifferent,  the  panel  will  be  quashed;  but  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  found  that  the  constable  is  indifferent,  the  panel 
will  be  affirmed,  and  the  balloting  for  jurors  will  proceed.    H 
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the  panel  is  quashed,  the  justice  ought  to  issue  a  new  venire  to 
some  other  constable  who  is  indifferent,  unless  the  parties  agree 
to  waive  a  jury. 

Oath  to  triers  on  challenge  to  array  for  favor. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  well  and  truly  try  this  issue  of  challenge 
to  the  array  of  jurors  in  this  action,  in  which  A.  B.  is  plaintiff,  and  C.  D. 
is  defendant,  and  a  true  finding  make  according  to  evidence. 

Oath  to  triers  on  challenge  to  polls  for  favor. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  well  and  truly  try,  and  truly  find  whether 
J.  K.,  the  juror  challenged,  stands  indifferent  between  A.  B.,  who  is  plain- 
tiff, and  C.  D.,  who  is  defendant  in  this  action,  in  which  this  challenge 
is  now  to  be  tried. 

If  a  challenge  is  made  to  the  polls  for  favor,  the  challenging 
party  states  to  the  justice  that  A.  B.,  the  juror  called,  is  not 
indifferent  between  the  parties  for  which  cause  he  challenges  him. 
The  grounds  of  objection  ought  to  be  stated.  Ante,  603.  If  the 
opposite  party  denies  the  allegations,  an  issue  is  joined  which 
must  be  immediately  tried. 

If  a  juror  is  challenged  before  any  one  of  the  panel  is  sworn, 
two  triers  are  to  be  appointed  and  sworn  for  that  purpose.  See 
above  for  the  form  of  oath.  After  being  sworn,  the  triers  hear  the 
evidence  and  decide  and  report  to  the  justice  whether  the  chal- 
lenge is  true.  If  the  juror  is  found  indifferent  he  is  sworn,  and 
he  and  the  two  triers  try  the  competency  of  the  next  juror  chal- 
lenged, who,  if  found  indifferent,  is  also  sworn  as  a  juror.  And 
as  soon  as  two  jurors  are  found  indifferent,  and  are  sworn  as 
jurors,  the  triers  must  be  discharged ;  and  any  subsequent  chal- 
lenges must  be  tried  by  the  two  jurors  so  found  indifferent  and 
first  sworn.  If  two  jurors  are  sworn  without  objection  before 
any  challenge  is  made,  they  are  sworn  as  triers  in  all  cases,  but 
if  one  is  sworn  without  challenge,  and  the  next  juror  called  is 
challenged,  two  triers  must  be  appointed  and  sworn,  who,  with 
the  first  juror,  constitute  the  triers.  After  a  second  juror  is  found 
indifferent  and  sworn,  the  two  triers  must  be  discharged.  As  to 
the  rule  of  setting  aside  jurors,  see  ante,  600  to  603. 

When  a  principal  challenge  is  improperly  overruled  by  a  justice, 
it  is  an  error  for  which  the  judgment  will  be  reversed.  And  pro- 
ceeding with  the  trial  is  no  waiver  of  the  objection.  Hathaway  v. 
Helmer,  25  Barb.,  29.  Challenges  for  principal  cause,  and  to  the 
favor,  having  been  disposed  of,  it  is  important  to  notice  an  other 
kind  of  challenge  now  permitted.  It  may  be  that  there  is  no 
sufficient  ground  of  challenge,  or  it  may  be  that  the  justice  or 
the  triers  decide  that  a  juror  is  indifferent  when  he  really  is  not. 
In  such  cases,  it  is  important  that  the  juror  may  be  set  aside. 
And  for  that  reason  either  party  may  now,  by  statute,  challenge 
two  jurors  peremptorily. 

"  Upon  the  trial  of  any  issue  or  issues  of  fact  joined  in  a  civil 
action,  each  party  shall  be  entitled  peremptorily  to  challenge  two 
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of  the  persons  drawn  as  jurors  for  sach  trials."  Laws  1847,  ch. 
134,  §  1. 

"  Nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  be  deemed  to  prevent  any 
challenges  heretofore  allowed,  either  to  the  array  of  jurors  or  to 
individual  jurors."  J6.,  '5.  3. 

No  resort  to  this  challenge  will  be  proper  until  the  other 
methods  have  failed.  And  it  is  best  not  to  exercise  the  right  of 
peremptory  challenge  until  the  last  moment  when  it  can  be 
properly  made,  since  it  is  difficult  to  anticipate  who  may  be  drawn 
upon  the  jury.  And  those  jurors  who  are  most  objectionable, 
and  who  cannot  be  set  aside  upon  the  ordinary  challenge,  are  the 
persons  whom  it  may  be  most  desirable  to  challenge  peremptorily. 
Challenges  ought  to  be  made  with  caution  and  for  good  reason  ; 
and  when  once  made,  it  is  important  that  they  should  be  sus- 
tained. A  challenge  made  against  a  juror  naturally  affects  his 
feelings  as  to  the  result,  even  when  he  is  a  fair  and  just  man. 
And,  although  he  may  subsequently  try  the  cause  with  fairness 
and  justice,  he  will,  in  most  cases,  not  feel  quite  so  indifferent  as 
though  no  challenge  had  been  made. 

When  a  sufficient  number  of  competent  jurors  appears,  and  the 
appropriate  number  has  been  selected  to  try  the  cause,  the  next 
step  will  be  to  swear  them.  The  manner  of  administering  the 
oath  may  be  in  the  usual  form  or  by  affirmation.  Vol.  I,  53,  ^  94. 
The  oath  may  be  administered  to  the  jurors  separately,  or  several 
may  be  sworn  at  a  time. 

Form  of  juror's  oafh. 
You  do  swear  well  and  truly  to  try  the  matter  in  difference  between  A. 
B.,  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.,  defendant,  and,  unless  discharged  by  the  justice,  a 
true  verdict  to  give  according  to  evidence. 

After  the  jury  have  been  sworn,  they  are  ready  to  hear  the 
case  upon  the  merits.  And  when  the  case  is  of  any  importance 
it  is  usual,  as  well  as  advantageous,  to  open  or  state  the  case  to 
the  jury.  t 

The  party  who  has  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  is  entitled  to 
open  the  case  to  the  jury ;  to  introduce  his  evidence  first ;  to 
introduce  his  evidence  iU  reply ;  and  to  sum  up  the  cause  last 
to  the  jury.  As  to  the  right  to  begin,  or  as  to  which  party  holds 
the  affirmative,  see  ante,  413,  414.  If  the  pleadings  are  exten* 
sive  or  complicated,  or  if  the  evidence  is  likely  to  be  voluminous 
or  contradictory,  a  full,  clear  and  accurate  statement  of  the  case 
will  be  of  great  service  to  the  justice  in  determining  questions 
relative  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  ;  and  it  will  also  aid  the 
jury  in  readily  comprehending  the  bearing  and  effect  of  each 
part  of  the  evidence  as,  it  is  introduced. 

The  party  opening  the  case  should  state  the  nature  of  the  action  ; 
the  issues  which  have  been  joined,  or  which  will  be  tried;  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  the  substance  of  the 
evidence  to  be  adduced,  and  its  effect  in  proving  the  case  stated. 
It  is  proper,  also,  to  notice  the'  grounds  of  defense  stated  in  the 
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answer,  and  the  effect  of  the  defenses  if  established.  So  it  is 
equally  proper  to  state  the  nature  of  the  evidence  which  will  be 
offered  in  reply  by  way  of  disproving  the  case  set  up  by  the 
opposite  party.  It  is  only  a  general  view  of  the  case  that  should 
be  given  in  opening ;  the  details  will  be  more  appropriate  as  they 
appear  from  the  lips  of  the  witnesses.  And  candor,  as  well  as 
policy,  dictates  that  an  opening  should  never  exceed  the  strict 
truth  as  to  the  real  facts  to  be  subsequently  proved  by  the  wit- 
nesses. A  party  may  omit  to  state  all  the  material  facts  of  his 
case  in  the  opening,  but  this  will  not  prevent  him  from  giving 
evidence  as  to  all  the  material  points  in  the  case,  merely  because 
it  was  omitted  in  the  statement  of  the  case.  Nearing  v.  Bell,  5 
Hill,  291. 

After  opening  the  case,  the  party  holding  the  affirmative 
proceeds  to  introduce  his  record  evidence,  or  to  call  his  witnesses. 
The  opposite  party  may  object  to  the  competency  of  the  witness, 
and  the  court  must  decide  as  to  the  validity  of  the  objection.  See 
title  Evidence,  as  to  competency  of  witness.  If  no  objection  ia 
made  to  the  witness,  or  if  the  objection  is  overruled,  he  is  then 
sworn.       • 

The  statute  prescribes  the  form  of  oath.  Vol.  I,  53,  ■§  90; 

Form  of  oath  to  witness. 

You  do  swear  that  the  evidence  you  shall  give  relating  to  the  matter  in 
difference  between  A.  B.,  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.,  defendant,  shall  be  the  truth, 
the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth. 

The  party  who  calls  a  witness  first  proceeds  to  examine  him  ; 
after  which  the  opposite  party  is  entitled  to  cross-examine  him  ; 
and  he  may  then  be  re-examined  for  the  purpose  of  explaining 
his  cross-examination.  See  ante,  477  to  488. 

The  number  of  witnesses  to  be  called  and  sworn  is  usually 
limited  by  the  discretion  of  the  party  calling  them.  There  are 
some  cases  in  which  the  courts  have  occasionally  limited  the 
number  of  witnesses  to  be  sworn  on  each  sidte  as  to  some  collat- 
eral question,  or  as  to  a  mere  matter  of  opinion.  Sijzer  v.  Burt, 
4  Denio,  426  ;  Anthony  v.  Smith,  4  Bosw.,  503  ;  Ward  v.  WasJv^ 
ington  Ins.  Co.,  6  Bosw.,  229 ;  8pea/r  v.  Myers,  6  Barb.,  445 ;  Noh 
ton  V.  Mosts,  3  Barb.,  31.  But  when  a  witness  is  called  for  the 
purpose  of  testifying  to  facts  which  are  material  upon  the  main 
issues  to  be  tried,  it  is  difficult  to  see  upon  what  principle  such 
witnesses  can  be  rejected.  It  is  true  that  the  calling  of  a  large 
number  of  witnesses  may  protract  a  trial,  but  that  is  a  small 
matter  when  compared  with  a  result  which  may  deprive  a  party 
of  justice  and  of  his  legal  rights.  The  safe  rule  will  be  not  to 
reject  a  witness  who  is  offered  to  prove  material  facts  upon  the 
main  issues  in  the  ease.  Edkin  v.  Brown,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  37.  If 
a  party  wishes  to  object  to  the  introduction  of  witnesses  on  the 
opposite  side,  on  the  ground  that  a  grea*  many  witnesses  ha^ve 
been  already  caJled,  he  ought  to'  adiait  tha*  the' fact  sought  to  be 
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proved  is  true.  Ih.  As  each  witness  is  called,  any  objection  as  to 
his  competency  must  be  made.  And  so,  when  a  witness  has  been 
sworn,  and  is  giving  his  evidence,  any  objection  to  the  questions 
put  to  him,  or  as  to  the  relevancy,  competency,  or  legality  of  his 
answers,  must  be  taken,  or  they  will  be  waived. 

The  right  to  object,  and  the  manner  of  taking  objections,  will 
be  discussed  in  a  subsequent  place.  See  Objections.  If  any  record 
evidence  is  to  be  introduced,  or  any  depositions  of  witnesses,  it 
must  be  introduced  as  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  unless  it  is 
intended  as  a  matter  in  reply. 

Regularly  and  strictly,  the  party  who  opens  the  case  must 
exhaust  his  testimony  on  his  side  before  he  rests  the  cause.  And, 
technically,  no  evidence,  except  in  reply  to  the  evidence  of  the 
opposite  side,  will  be  admissible  after  resting  the  cause.  Ante, 
477.  This  is  a  matter,  however,  which  is  entirfely  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  justice.  See  Discretion.  And  it  is  very  seldom, 
iudeed,  that  the  rule  is  enforced.  Either  party  is  quite  liable  to 
overlook  some  material  matter,  and  if  he  desires  to  correct  the 
mistake,  or  to  supply  the  omission,  at  any  time  before  the  evi- 
dence is  closed,  it  is  usually  permitted  by  the  justice.  • 

If  a  justice  intends  to  enforce  the  strict  rule,  he  ought  to  give  the 
parties  notice  of  that  fact  at  the  commencement  of  the  trial ;  and 
not  only  that,  but  the  same  rule  must  be  applied  to  both  parties, 
so  that  when  either  rests  his  side  of  the  case,  he  waives  the  right 
to  introduce  any  evidence  which  was  properly  admissible  at  the 
time  of  resting.  It  is  proper  for  a  justice  to  require  the  parties 
to  conform  to  the  proper  rule,  as  nearly  as  it  can  reasonably  be 
done,  since  it  promotes  order  and  convenience  in  the  trial  of  the 
cause.  But  that  is  ordinarily  the  extent  to  which  the  rule  should 
be  enforced  in  justices'  courts.  And  the  rule  should  never  be 
so  enforced  as  to  deprive  either  party  of  substantial  justice,  and 
a  fair  trial.  If  parties  willfully  omit  to  introduce  their  evidence 
in  proper  time  and  order,  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  some  advan- 
tage over  the  opposite  party,  they,  of  all  persons,  would  have 
least  cause  to  complain  of  an  enforcement  of  the  strict  rule. 

Defense  stated  and  evidence.]  After  the  plaintiff  has  introduced 
all  his  evidence  and  rested  his  case,  the  defendant  may  move  for 
a  nonsuit,  if  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  case  ought  not  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury,  or  ought  not  to  be  heard  and  decided  upon  the 
merits  by  the  justice,  if  no  jury  is  called.  As  to  nonsuits,  see  ante, 
579,  580.  If  the  nonsuit  is  refused,  the  defendant,  or  the  party 
not  holding  the,  affirmative  of  the  issue,  opens  his  side  of  the 
case.  When  this  is  done  by  the  defendant,  his  proper  course  is 
to  state  the  nature  of  his  defense,  and  the  evidence  which  will  be 
introduced  to  sustain  it.  He  may  also  explain  how  it  will  be 
affected  by  the  evidence  in  reply. 

In  ordinary  cases,  each  party  ought  to  be  limited  to  a  state- 
ment of  his  own  side  of  the  case,  and  an  explanation  of  the 
claims  made  by  the  opposite  side.  The  defendant  has  no  right 
to  sum  up  the  cause  while  opening  his  own  case.    Such  is  not 
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the  object  or  the  intention  of  an  opening  by  either  party.  Ay- 
rauU  V.  Chamberlain,  33  Barb.,  229,  233,  234,  233.  lu  the  case 
last  cited,  it  was  held  that  the  court  had  a  right  to  limit  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  to  a  statement  of  his  own  side  of  the  case,  and 
that  he  could  not  state  the  evidence  which  would  be  given  in 
reply.         ,  • 

After  opening  his  ^ase,  the  defendant  proceeds  to, call  his  Avit- 
nesses  and  swear  thetn,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  plaintiff  did. 
And  any  objections  to  witnesses  or  to  evidence  must  be  made  as 
the  cause  progresses,  and  as  either  is  offered. 

After  the  defendant  rests  his  case,  the  plaintiff  ^troduces  such 
rebutting  evidence  as  he  may  wish  to  offer.  The  term  "  rebut- 
ting evidence  "  may  not  be  clear  to  every  person.  It  means  not 
merely  evidence  which  contradicts  the  defendant's  witnesses,  and 
corroborates  those  of  the  plaintiff,  but  evidence  in  deqial  of  some 
affirmative  case  or  fact  which  the  defendant  has  endeavored  to 
prove.  Silverman  v.  Foreman,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  323,  324.  But 
jebutting  evidence  may  also  be  introduced  by  way  of  avpidance 
of  the  defendant's  case.  Suppose  that  the  defendant  should  set 
up  in  his  answer  and  attempt  to  prove  a  set-off,  or  a  relea-se.  The 
plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  prove  that  the  claim  by  way  of  set- 
off had  been  paid,  or  that  the  release  was  obtained  by  fraud,  and 
this  would  be  strictly  reoutting  evidence. 

If  the  oath  is  improperly  administeired  to  a  witness,  or  if  he 
gives  his  evidence  without  being  sworn  at  all,  this  will  not  be  an 
error  which  will  reverse  the  judgment,  unless  an  exception  is 
properly  taken  at  the  time.  Blanchard  v.  Riclily,  7  Johns.,  198 ; 
BeedY.  G^iUet,  12  Johns.,  296. 

The  subject  of  evi'd^ce,  including  the  rules  for  the  examina- 
tion of  witnesses,  has  been  expla,ined.  Ante,  361,  to  545.  After 
the  entire  evidence  has  been  introduced,  a,nd  both  p9,rties  have 
rested  their  case,  the  cause  is  submitted  to  the  jury  or  to  the 
jmstice  without  comment,  or  it  is  summed  up.  The  just  admin- 
istration of  the  law  is  greatly .  facilitated  by  an  appropriate 
summing  up.  It  is  not  intepded  to  give  an  extended  discus- 
sion upon  the  method  of  performing  this  important  duty  in  a 
cause.  But  a  few  suggestiojis  will  be  made  which, may  be  of 
service  to  some  of  the  younger  members  of  the  profession.  In 
every  cause  there  are  two  branches,  eithpr  of  which  may  be 
most  important  in  some  particular  case.  The  first  relates  to  the 
facts  in  the  case,  and  the  second  relates  to  the,  rules  of  law  appli- 
caible  to  those  facts  when  settled.  In  some  cases  the  law  ,of  ijie 
case  is  conceded,  or  at  least  not  disputed,  but  the,  conclusion  as 
to  facts. is  d^ied;,in  such  a  case  the  questions  of  fact, become 
the  most  importiant  part  of  the. case.  In  other  cages  the  facts  pf 
t^e  pase  are  undisputed,  or  are  so  clearly  in  favor  of  one  side  that 
it  .bfip<apes  principgjly  iniport^nt  to  (d^itermine,  the  law  of  the 
case.  A  careful  practitio,njer,\y3ill,^n4e)ay,oi;,jfco  fijlly  understajod 
.b(^h,,of  these  branches  of  every  case  Wjhich  he^tiptps.  In  a  court 
of  record,  where  the  presiding  judge  invariably  charges  the  jury 
"Wait  11—77 


610  TRIAL  BY  JURY. 

as  to  the  law,  it  is  not  necessary  or  customary  to  argue  the  ques- 
tions of  law  to  the  jury,  since  they  are  bound  to  take  the  law 
from  the  court  as  delivered  to  them  in  the  charge.  So,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  has  a  right  to  charge  a  jury  as  to  the  law  ;  and,  in 
that  case,  the  jury  are  as  much  bound  to  follow  his  directions  as 
to  the  law,  as  a  jury  is  in  a  court  of  record'.  But,  in  ordinary 
cases,  the  justice  does  not  assume  to  exei^ise  his  rights  in  this 
respect,  and  the  cause  is  submitted  to  the  jury,  if  one  is  called, 
upon  all  the  questions  in  the  case,  whether  of  fact  or  of  law. 
When  either  party  has  the  just  side  of  the  case,  nothing  is  more 
important  to  him  than  a  proper  presentation  of  his  case  to  the 
jury,  or  to  the  justice  when  he  sits  in  their  stead.  A  clear, 
accurate,  and  comprehensive  statement  of  a  case  is  frequently 
sufficient  of  itself  to  determine  the  questions  of  fact.  And  this 
is  especially  true  when  the  evidence  is  not  complicated  or  contra- 
dictory, and  the  issues  are  few  and  simple.  But  sometimes  there 
are  cases  in  which  a  vast  amount  of  evidence  is  given;  the 
evidence  itself  is  conflicting  and  unsatisfactory ;  there  are  numer- 
ous issues  involved,  each  of  which  is  thus  embarrassed ;  and  in 
many  instances  the  evidence  upon  the  main  issues  is  so  nearly 
balanced  as  to  perplex  the  best  jurors.  In  such  cases,  an  able 
presentation  of  the  case  to  the  jury  isj^t  once  a  service  to  them, 
as  well  as  to  the  party  in  whose  behalf  it  is  done.  Neither 
general  rules  nor  particular  instructions  will  enable  all  persons 
to  discharge  this  duty  with  equal  ability.  It  is  a  natural  endow- 
ment which  somie  persons  possess,  and  in  which  they  excel  without 
study  and  without  especial  eifort.  But  this  does  not  prevent 
some  general  hints  from  being  of  service  to  others. 

And,  in  the  first  place,  a  jury  ought*  to  be  clearly  and  fully 
informed  as  to  all  the  issues  involved  in  .the  case.  When  they 
know  what  the  plaintiff  alleges,  and  what  portion  of  these  alle- 
gations is  denied,  they  can  see  what  evidence  is  relevant  to  such 
issues.  If  any  of  the  material  allegations  in  the  complaint  are 
admitted,  it  is  important  that  this  should  be  clearly  understood, 
and  that  no  proof  is  necessary  as  to  such  allegations.  So,  where 
the  entire  complaint  is  admitted,  and  an  aflirmative  defense  is 
relied  upon,  the  jury  should  be  informed  of  that  fact,  and  that  no 
proof  need  be  given  to  establish  the  truth  of  the  complaint. 

When  the  answer  puts  in  issue  the  entire  complaint,  the  plain- 
tiff will  be  required  to  prove  all  the  facts  upon  which  he  relies 
for  a  recovery.  And  the  evidence  ought  to  be  so  arranged  and 
presented  as  to  enable  the  jury  to  say  with  certainty  whether  the 
plaintiff  has  maintained  such  issues.  And  if,  besides  such  gene- 
ral denial,  affirmative  defenses  are  also  set  up,  the  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  the  defendant  to  establish  their  truth.  If  the  proof 
is  conflicting  or  doubtful,  care  ought  to  be  taken  in  explaining 
and  applying  the  evidence,  so  that  each  part  of  the  evidence 
shall  have  its  just  influence  upon  the  result. 

No  pleading  by  way  of  reply  is  permitted  in  a  justice's  court ; 
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but  any  evidence  which  either  controverts  the  defense  by  way  of 
denial,  or  by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance,  is  admissible. 

This  brief  view  of  the  matter  shows  that  either  of  several  issues 
may  be  the  turning  point  in  the  case.  If  the  complaint  is  admit- 
ted, either  by  not  denying  it,  or  by  an  express  admission,  the 
defendant  will  be  required  to  prove  the  truth  of  his  affirmative 
defense,  or  he  will  fail  in  the  action.  But  it  may  be  that  the 
answer  admits  the  truth  of  the  complaint,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
in  turn  admits  the  matter  set  up  as  an  affirmative  defense  in  the 
answer,  and  that  the  plaintiff  relies  upon  showing  that  there  is  a 
perfect  answer  to  the  defense,  by  way  of  new  matter  in  reply. 
In  that  case  the  real  burden  of  proof  would  be  upon  the  plaintiff, 
to  show  the  truth  of  the  matter  relied  upon  as  a  reply. 

After  the  issues  are  clearly  presented  to  the  jury,  the  evidence 
which  bears  upon  them  will  next  be  a  subject  of  discussion.  And 
the  most  essential  service  which  can  be  rendered  to  a  cause,  is  to 
point  out  fully  and  clearly  all  the  evidence  which  bears  upon  each 
of  the  material  issues  to  be  tried.  Eloquence  and  energy  and 
earnestness  are  valuable  qualities ;  but  the  logic  of  established 
and  indisputable  facts  will  weigh  conclusively  with  an  honest 
and  an  intelligent  jury. 

The  rules  by  which  the  value  of  evidence  is  determined  will  be 
noticed  under  the  title  Evidence.  When  there  are  questions  of 
law  involved  in  the  determination  of  the  case,  and  there  is  a 
dispute  as  to  the  law,  it  will  be  necessary  to  discuss  the  legal 
questions  before  the  jury.  And,  in  doing  this,  the  first  step  will 
be  to  show  how  the  legal  question  arises  and  to  what  issues  it  is 
applicable. 

There  can  be  no  question  of  law  until  the  facts  are  settled. 
And,  when  the  facts  are  in  dispute,  every  legal  question  must  of 
necessity  be  discussed  hypothetically.  In  discussing  legal  ques- 
tions, whether  before  the  court  or  before  a  jury,  each  party  is 
entitled  to  see  and  examine  the  authorities  cited  by  the  opposite 
party.  And,  in  summing  up,  the  party  who  holds  the  affirmative 
is  bound  to  furnish  his  authorities  to  the  other  party  before  be 
sums  up  on  his  side,  so  that  he  may  be  able  to  examine  and  dis- 
cuss their  relevancy  or  their  value  before  the  jury.  If  such 
authorities  are  not  furnished  at  the  proper  time,  the  party 
demanding  them  is  not  deprived  of  his  rights,  for  he  will  be 
entitled  to  discuss  the  authorities  cited  after  the  summing  up  of 
the  affirmative  side  of  the  case.  In  the  trial  of  the  cause  and 
during  the  summing  up,  the  same  course  of  practice  and  of  court- 
esy should  be  observed  that  would  characterize  the  conduct  of  a 
lawyer  at  the  circuit.  Eespect  for  the  court  and  jury,  and  gen- 
tleman,]y  deportment  of  counsel  towards  each  other,  is  of  the 
highest  importauce,  even  in  a  justice's  court.  This  court  has 
long  been  the  school  in  which  the  most  eminent  lawyers  have 
taken  their  first  lessons.  And,  since  the  extension  of  its  jurisdic- 
tion, it  is  becoming  one  of  the  most  useful  courts  in  the  state. 
He  who  adds  to  its  dignity  and  usefulness  is  a  public  benefactor. 
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But  each  person  has  a  personal  interest  in  this  matter ;  for  if 
there  were  no  other  reason  why  he  should  observe  the  proprieties 
of  professional  duty,  there  is  one  which  must  arrest  his  attention 
and  command  his  respect.  If  an  unfair,  technical,  frivolous,  dis- 
respectful and  uugentlemanly  course  is  pursued  in  these  courts, 
the  effects  of  such  practices  will  be  certain  to  exhibit  themselves 
at  the  circuit,  where  they  will  meet  with  a  ptoper  correction. 

These  remarks  are  not  made  because  the  profession  generally 
indulges  in  such  conduct,  but  because  it  is  intended  to  suggest 
what  kind  of  conduct  it  is  desirable  to  avoid,  so  that  the  profes- 
sion shall  nev§r  hold  a  lower  position  than  the  exalted  one  which 
it  now  maintains  in  the  estimation  of  society. 

Charging  the  jury.']  A  justice  may  charge  a  jury,  or  he  hiay 
decline  to  do  so ;  and  his  refusal  is  not  a  ground  of  appeal.  De- 
lancy  v.  Nagle,  16  Barb.,  96.  If  he  assumes  to  charge  them  as  to 
the  law,  and  he  errs  in  his  charge,  that  will  be  error.  Trustees  of 
Penn  Yan  v.  TJiorne,  6  Hill,  326 ;  Chapman  v.  Fuller,  7  Barb., 
70 ;  Stroud  v.  Butler,  18  Barb.,  327 ;  Pettit  v.  Ide,  12  Abb.,  44. 
When  he  charges  the  jury  at  all,  he  must  discharge  the  duty 
fully,  and  he  cannot  then  refuse  to  charge  any  proper  matter  at 
the  request  of  either  party.  For,  by  assuming  to  charge  at  all, 
he  undertakes  to  do  all  that  a  judge  of  a  court  of  record  could 
be  required  to  do  by  way  of  charge.  And,  therefore,  if  he  charges 
incorrectly,  or  if  he  refuses  to  charge  a  proper  matter  on  request, 
either  will  be  error. 

It  is  to  be  wished  that  every  justice  of  the  peace  was  qualified 
to  charge  juries  properly.  Much  injustice  would  be  thereby  pre- 
vented ;  and,  in  many  cases,  the  costs  of  expensive  appeals  would 
be  avoided.  In  charging  a  jury,  the  justice  should  aim  at  pre- 
senting all  of  the  issues  involved  in  the  case,  and  should  call  the 
attention  of  the  jury  to  all  the  important  portions  of  the  evidence 
which  has  been  given  on  the  trial.  By  taking  notes  (if  the  argu- 
ments of  counsel  in  summing  up,  the  justice  can  ascertain  what 
points  each  party  deems  material,  and  then,  by  adding  his  own 
views,  he  can  generally  present  the  whole  case  with  fairness  and 
correctness.  There  is  one  advantage  which  will  result  from  the 
practice  of  charging  a  jury.  Not  only  will  questions  of  fact  be 
quite  as  properly  settled,  but  on  all  questiobs  of  law  there  will 
be  a  full  and  fair  opportunity  to  reserve  alV  legal  joints  for  settle- 
ment upon  an  appeal.  If  the  charge  is  affirniative,  and  is 
erroneous,  an  exception  to  the  charge  will  clearly  present  the 
question  for  review.  So,  if  the  justice  refuses  to  charge  upon  a 
,point  on  which  he  ought  to  charge  as  requested,  an  fexce|ition  to 
his  refusal  will  save  the  rights  of  the  party  on  appeal.  When  the 
entire  questions,  both  of  fact  and  of  lawj  are  submitted  to  the  jiity, 
4t  is  frequently  impossible  to  determine  with  certainty  whether 
the  case  was  decided  upon  a  question  of  fact  or  upon  a  question 
of  law.  If  the  jury  disposed  of  the  case  upon  a  questioh  oflaw, 
their  decision  m^y  be  reviewed.  But  if  it  was  defeided'upon  a 
question  of  fact,  that  is  generally  coQclusive.    Add  since'it  isxtot 
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always  easy  to  as<?ertain  upon  whicli  ground  the  jury  proceeded, 
thertj  is  sometimes  a  failure  of  justice  in  consequeuce,  though 
this  matter  is  of  less  importance  since  the  amendment  of  the 
Code,  which  allows  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court. 

There  ajre  some  incidents  of  the  trial  which  have  not  been 
mentioned,  that  may  properly  be  noticed  in  this  place  : 

There  is  occasionally  a  defect  in  the  proofs  or  a  surprise  at 
some  unexpected  evidence,  which  operates  unfavorably  to  one  of 
the  parties.  In  such '  a  case,  a  juror  may  be  withdrawn  by 
consent,  or  the  entire'  jury  may  be  discharged  and  the  cause 
adjourned,  if  both  parties  agree.  But  the  party  who  has  the 
advantage  from  such  a  state  of  facts  does  not  usually  consent  to 
such  an  arrangement,  because  he  prefers  to  retain  the  advantage 
which  he  thus  possesses.  It  is  said  that  the  justice  may  with- 
draw a  juror  in  such  cases,  and  still  retain  the  cause  for  trial, 
whether  the  parties  consent  or  not.  2  Cow.  Treat.,  351,  3d  ed. 
There  are  cases  in  which  a  justice  may  suspend  or  delay  a  trial 
for  a  short  time.  Ante,  343.  But  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror  is 
equivalent  to  discharging  the  jury  before  the  cause  is  tried,  and' 
before  they  have  rendered  a  verdict.  This  is  a  right  which  is  not 
given  in  express  terms  by  any  statute  relating  to  justices'  courts. 
And  it  is  dtfiScult  to  see  upon  what  authority  such  an  act  could 
rest  for  its  support.  The  statute,  it  is  true,  confers  all  necessary 
powers  which  are  possessed  by  courts  of  record.  But  such  a 
power  can  scarcely  be  called  a  necessary  one.  It  might  be  a  con- 
venience to  one  of  the  parties,  but  that  is  not  sufficient.  A  second 
adjournment  would  frequently  be  of  great  convenience  to  a 
plaintiff,  but  it  will  not  be  contended  that  it  can  for  that  reason 
be  granted.  An  adjournment  cannot  be!  granted  after  the  trial 
has  commenced,  unless  by  the  consent  of  the  parties.  Pollock  v. 
Ehle,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  541 ;  Matthews  v.  Fiestel,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
90;  Montfort  v.  Hughes,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  591.  And  such  an 
adjournment  for  thirteen  days  was  held  ground  for  reversal  of  the 
judgment,-  and  the  reason  assigned  was  that  no  power  exists  to 
adjourn  a  cause  when  it  is  half  tried.  Aberhall  v.  Boach,  3  E.  D. 
Smith,  345;  8.  C,  11  How.,  95,  and  see  ante,  343,  344. 

The  discharge  of  a  jury  and  an  adjourument  of  a  cause  against 
the  consent  of  pne  of  the  parties,  after  the  cause  has  been  par- 
tially or  wholly  tried,  is  not  within  any  of  the  powers  conferred 
upon  a  justice.  The  utmost  that  the  courts  have  tolerated  in 
this  respect  is,  to  permit  a  justice  to  hold  open  his  court,  and 
suspend  the  trial  for  a  short  time,  to  enable  a  party  to  procure  an 
absent  witness.  But  even  in  that  case,  the  time  allowed  is  quite 
brief,  and  twenty  hours  was  held  to  be  an  unreasonable  time  to 
hold  open  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  a  party  to  get  a  witness 
who  was  twenty  miles  distant.  Ante,  343,  344. 

There  is  an  other  plass  of  cases  in  which  a  justice  has  a  discre- 
tion to  exercise.  The  parties  ocpasionally  omit,  by  accident,  to 
introduce  all  their  evidence  before  the  close  of  the  trial.  And 
they  sometimes  discover  the  existence  of  important  evidence 
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after  the  close  of  the  evidence,  but  before  the  cause  has  been 
finally  submitted  to  the  justice  or  the  jury.  In  such  a  case  the 
justice  may  permit  the  introduction  of  the  evidence,  even  after 
both  parties  have  declared  the  case  closed.  Burger  v.  White,  2 
Bosw.,  92  ;  Dunclde  v.  Kocker,  11  Barb.,  387.  And  the  rule  has 
been  extended  so  far  that  the  justice  may  receive  further  evi- 
dence on  an  adjourned  day  to  which  the  causfe  was  postponed  for 
summing  up,  when  the  trial  had  taken  place  on  a  former  day. 
Seidenheimer  v.  Wilson,  31  Barb.,  637.  The  court  held  that,  in 
such  a  case,  the  trial  was  not  closed  until  the  cause  was  summed 
up  and  submitted  for  final  Judgment ;  and  that,  until  that  time, 
it  was  discretionary  with  the  justice  whether  to  receive  further 
evidence.  To  open  a  case  for  further  evidence  after  it  has  once 
been^  declared  closed,  cannot  be  claimed  as  a  matter  of  right. 
The  justice  may  grant  or  refuse  the  application,  and  his  decision 
is  final.  And,  in  deciding  the  question,  the  justice  ought  to  be 
governed  by  the  principle  that  the  granting  or  the  refusing  of 
the  motion  is  to  be  for  the  furtherance  of  justice,  and  for  no 
other  purpose. 

If  the  witnesses  on  both  sides  are  all  still  present,  so  that  they 
may  any  of  them  be  recalled  if  necessary,  it  will  be  pretty  much 
a  matter  of  course  to  allow  the  evidence.  But  if  the  witnesses 
of  the  opposite  party  have  left  court  so  that  they  cannot  be 
recalled ;  or  if  the  evidence  offered  will  be  a  surprise  upon  the 
opposite  party,  so  that  he  cannot  meet  it  by  evidence  which  he 
may  have,  but  which  is  not  at  that  time  within  his  reach,  the 
justice  will  scarcely  feel  that  it  would  be  just  to  open  the  cause 
for  the  advantage  of  one  party,  when  it  would  operate  as  an 
injury  and  injustice  to  the  other.  The  decision  of  the  justice  will 
not  be  reviewed  unless  the  circumstances  show  a  gross  disregard 
of  the  rights  of  one  of  the  parties.  It  must  appear  that  the 
justice  acted  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  a  discretion,  and  that 
he  decided  accordingly.  For,  if  the  justice  should  refuse  to  receive 
evidence  in  a  case  upon  the  sole  ground  that  he  erroneously  sup- 
posed he  had  no  power  to  receive  it,  his  judgment  would  be 
reversed.  Eusselly.  Conn.,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  81 ;  Beach  v.  Chumber- 
lain,  3  Wend.,  366;  Packer  v.  French,  Hill  &  Denio,  103; 
McElwain  v.  Corning,  12  Abb.,  16 ;  Begina  v.  Pilkington,  2  Ell. 
&  Bla.,  546  ;  Mercer  v.  Sayre,  7  Johns.*  306. 

When  such  evidence  is  material,  and  its  admission  will  be  an 
advantage  to  the  party  offering  it,  the  justice  should  admit  it 
unless  its  reception  would  do  an  injustice  to  the  opposite  party 
by  way  of  surprise,  or  from  inability  to  meet  it  with  counter 
evidence  which  is  not  then  available.  After  a  jury  has  been 
empanneled  and  sworn  the  justice  has  no  right  to  permit  some 
of  the  jurors  to  be  withdrawn  and  others  substituted  in  their 
place,  unless  both  parties  consent.  Cook  v.  Bitter,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
253.  If  this  is  done,  and  no  objection  is  made  at  the  time,  the 
parties  will  be  presumed  to  have  assented  to  the  change.  II. 

It  has  been  seen,  mite,  581,  that  one  of  several  defendants  may 
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be  discharged  ia  an  action  for  a  tort,  when  there  is  no  evidence 
against  him.  But  this  rule  does  not  authorize  a  justice  to  strike 
out  the  name  of  one  of  the  defendants,  on  his  motion,  for  the 
allege!!  reason  that  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  defendants,  and  that 
a  joint  action  cannot  be  maintained  against  all  of  them.  Mont- 
fort  V.  Hughes,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  591.  So  a  justice  has  no  power 
to  compel  a  substitution  of  parties  in  an  action.  An  action 
against  the  trustees  of  a  school  district  does  not  abate  by  reason 
that  the  term  of  office  has  expired ;  but  if  it  did,  that  would  not 
authorize  the  justice  to  compel  a  substitution  of  the  new  trustees, 
though  this  might  be  done  by  consent  of  all  the  parties.  Cole- 
grove  V.  Breed,  2  Denio,  125 ;  and  see  Manchester  v.  Herrington ; 
6  Seld.,  164.  A  nonsuit  ought  not  to  be  granted  until  the  whole 
evidence  in  the  cause  is  properly  before  the  court,  where  the 
motion  is  not  made  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  A  plaintiff 
proved  a  prima  facie  case  and  then  rested  his  cause.  The  defend- 
ant then  proved  an  affirmative  defense,  and  immediately  at  the 
close  of  his  evidence  moved  for  a  nonsuit.  The  justice  refused 
to  grant  it  until  after  the  plaintiff  had  an  opportunity  to  intro- 
duce his  evidence  in  reply  to  the  defense,  and  this  was  held  to  be 
the  correct  practice.  Garland  v.  Day,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  251. 

In  courts  of  record,  the  court  may  strike  out  a  complaint,  an- 
swer, or  reply,  if  a  party  refuses  to  be  examined  as  a  witness. 
Vol.  I,  35 ;  Code,  §  394.  But  this  provision  does  not  apply  to  a 
justice's  court.  Vol.  I,  2 ;  Code,  §  8 ;  Id.  11,  §  64,  sub.  15.  And 
a  justice  has  no  power  to  strike  out  any  pleading  on  account  of 
the  refusal  of  a  party  to  be  examined  as  a  witness.  Mayor  of 
New  Tork  v.  Mason,  1  Abb.,  344.  So,  when  a  complaint  or 
answer  is  defective,  because  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action,  or  a  ground  of  defense,  and  it  is  not 
demurred  to,  but  the  cause  proceeds  to  trial,  the  justice  cannot 
dismiss  the  complaint,  nor  disregard  the  answer  for  that  reason. 
Wooster  V.  Ohamberlin,  28  Barb.,  602 ;  Hilliard  v.  Austin,  17 
Barb.,  141;  Turck  v.  Richmond,  13  Barb.,  533;  Smith  v.  Mitten, 
13  How.,  326.  If  no  demurrer  is  interposed  to  the  pleading,  and 
a  substantial  case  or  defense  is  established  by  the  evidence,  that 
will  be  sufficient  to  require  the  cause  to  be  disposed  of  on  its 
merits.  lb. 

When  a  witness  is  under  examination,  and  he  is  suddenly 
taken  ill,  the  justice  may  suspend  the  trial  a  reasonable  time,  to 
enable  him  to  recover  sufficiently  to  complete  his  examination. 
And  the  party  producing  him  as  a  witness,  must  see  that  he  is 
present  in  court,  so  that  he  may  be  cross-examined  by  the  oppo- 
site party,  or  his  evidence  will  be  struck  out.  Clements  v. 
Benjamin,  12  Johns.,  299.  But  if  a  witness  is  partially  exam- 
ined, and  the  cause  is  then  adjourned  by  consent  of  parties,  and 
the  witness  dies  before  the  adjourned  day,  his  evidence  cannot  be 
struck  out,  but  is  to  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  evidence  in 
the  cause,  even  though  the  right  of  cross-examination  should  be 
lost.  Forrest  v.  Kissam,  7  Hill,  463;  reversing  S.  C,  25  Wend.,  651. 
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If  irrelevant  evidence  is  offered,  the  justice  may  rdject  it  on  hi»' 
own  motion,  even  though  no  objection  b6  taken  to  it ;  Farmers^ 
and  Manufacturers'  Bank  v.  WhinfieU,  24  Wend.,  420;  JST^Zer  v. 
Belavan,  4  Barb.,  317.  And  irrelevant  evidence  ought  clearly  to 
be  rejected  when  an  objection  is  interposed  to  it  by  one  of  th^ 
parties.  But  if  irrelevant  evidence  is  rfeceiTed  under  objfei3^ 
tion,  the  opposite  party  is  entitled  to  explaiii,  contradict,  or 
answer  it  by  counter  evidence.  Ward  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co.,  6 
Bosw.,  229.  By  receiving  the  evidence  under  objection,  the  jus- 
tice decides  that  it  is  competent,  and  this  is  sufScient  to  author- 
ize the  opposite  party  to  rebut  it  by  evidence:  lb.  If  irrelevant 
evidence  is  offered  and  received  without  objection,  it  is  discre- 
tionary whether  to  receive  contradictory  or  explanatory  evidence 
in^answer  to  it.  Farmers'  and  Manufacturers'  Ban^  v.  WMnfl^ld,- 
24  Wend.,  420;  Keeler  v.  Belavan,  4  Barb.,  317. 

After  a  jury  has  been  emijanneled  and  sworn,  tTiey  ought  to' 
have  a  place  assigned  to  them  which  is  separate  and  distihct- 
from  all  other  persons.  And  during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  no 
persons  ought  to  be  allowed  to  talk  or  communicate  with  therft 
unless  by  the  pertnission  of  the  court.  And,  aibove  all  other  thingsy 
the  justice  ought  to  require  the  strictest  oMer  and  quiet  to  be 
observed;  the  proceedings  ought  to  be  so  conducted  that  the 
jurors  shall  have  an  opportunity  of  hearing  every  word  that  is 
given  as  evidence ;  not  only  that,  but  there  ought  to  be  such  rules 
adopted  as  shall  prevent  anything  from  disti^acting  the  attefltion 
of  the  jury  from  the  proceedings  at  the  trial. 

If  any  of  the  parties  or  their  friends  should  attempt  to  produce 
any  influence  upon  the  jury  by  improper  manifestations  of  satis- 
faction at  some  of  the  evidence  and  proceedings,  and  of  dissatis^ 
faction  with  other  proceedings,  the  justice  ought  promptly  and 
firmly  to  restrain  such  conduct.  And  if  a  proper  admonition 
should  fail  of  its  eifect,  a  commitment  foJr  a  contempt  of  court  will 
most  effectually  remove  the  Cause. 

Improper  conduct  6f  this  character  is  most  severely  censured 
by  the  courts.  Conrad  v.  Willidms,  Q  Hill,  444,  452.  At  the  lat- 
ter page  the  court  said,  "  It  is  not  to  be  tolerated  that  men  should 
go  into  such  a  place  and  manifest  their  feelings,  prejudices  or 
passions,  for  the  purpose  of  exerting  an  influence  upon  those 
■vvlio  sit  in  judgment  upon  the  rights  of  parties."  Where  a  party 
had  been  guilty  of  grossly  improper  cbnduct  towdtds  the  justice 
on  the  trial,  the  court  expressed  itself  thus :  ''  The  powers  of 
magistrates  are  ample  to  repress  and  punish  such  behavior  in  any 
stage  of  the  cause,  whether  proceeding  from  a  party,  his  counsel* 
or  a  bystander.  Yol.  I,  73,  %  199,  and  self  respect,  as  well  as  a 
due  regard  for  the  administration  of  justice,  imperiously  demand 
that  they  should  be  used,  and  order  enfotced  with  a  firm  and 
steady  hand.  Justices  may  at  all  times  rely  upon  the  couiite- 
nance  and  favOr  of  this  court,  in  the  due  commaiad  and  vigorous 
enforcement  of  good  order  while  conducting  their  proceedings ; 
and,  as  all  necessdry  powers  haVe  been  conferred  Upon  them  for 
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this  purpose,  they  should  know  and  feel  that  they  alone  are  justly 
responsible  for  its  observance.  We  cannot  commend  the  forbear* 
ance  of  the  magistrate  in  the  instance  before  us,  and  would  have 
been  better  satisfied  if  he  had  repressed  the  disorderly  behavior 
of  the  party  at  once,  when  admonition  failed,  by  fine,  or  com- 
iiiitment,  or  both."  Onderdonk  v.  EmiMt,  3  Hill,  323,  328,  329. 

The  justice  has  a  right  to  restrain  the  summing  up  of  the  cause 
within  its  proper  limits. 

If  evidence  has  been  offered  on  the  trial,  and  rejected  by  the 
justice  as  incompetent  or  illegal,  counsel  have  no  right  to  com-- 
ment  upon  such  evidence  as  though  it  were  in  the  case.  Mitehell 
V.  Borden,  8  Wend.,  570. 

There  ought  to  be  the  largest  latitude  allowed  to  counsel  in 
Summing  up  a  cause ;  but  there  is  no  reason  for  tolerating  them 
in  discussing  matters  entirely  foreign  to  the  cause.  "  The 
merits  of  a  cause  can  only  be  rightly  determined  by  a  feir  and 
unprejudiced  consideration  of  the  evidence,  uninfluenced  by  any 
extraneous  considerations  calculated  to  excite  the  passions  and 
warp  the  judgment.  As  it  is  a  rule  of  pleading  that  the  issue 
should  be  on  a  material  point,  so  it  is  an  essential  rule  of  evidence 
that  the  proof  should  be  material  and  relevant  to  the  issue.  It  is 
equally  indispensable  to  the  orderly  course  of  judicial  proceed- 
ings, and  an  impartial  administration  of  the  laws,  that  counsel 
on  either  sid»  should  not  be  allowed  to  lose  sight  of  the  evidence 
and  the  issues,  and  indulge  in  denunciations  of  a  party  based 
upon  facts  not  proved,  and  which  therefore  should  not  be  permit>- 
ted  to  disturb  that  calm  deliberation  which  it  is  the  duty  of 
jurors  to  bestow,  and  which  the  parties  have  a  right  to  expect  and 
demand."  Fry  v.  Bennett,  3  Bosw.,  202,  242.    Bosworth,  J. 

If  counsel  indulge  in  such  remarks  in  their  summing  up,  where 
the  evidence  does  not  authorize  it,  the  opposite  party  may  object 
to  the  remarks,  and  if  the  justice  refuses  to  restrain  them,  it  will 
be  error.  A  proper  enforcement  of  this  rule  is  sometimes  indis- 
pensable, since  it  occasionally  happens  that  an  unscrupulous 
person  attempts  to  supply  a  want  of  evidence  by  the  most  unjust 
denunciations  and  charges  or  insinuations  against  parties  and 
witnesses,  when  there  is  no  evidence  to  warrant  their 'course  of 
conduct. 

After  a  case  is  closed,  and  it  has  been  submitted  to  the  jury, 
they  may  render  a  verdict  immediately  without  retiring  from 
court,  if  they  are  already  unanimous  as  to  their  verdict.  But 
ordinarily  such  is  not  the  practice.  A  semblance  of  deliberation 
is  at  least  a  propriety,  and  it  is  only  in  the  plainest  cases,  or 
when  a  jury  is  acting  under  some  strong  impulse,  that  a  verdict 
is  rendered  without  retiring  for  deliberation.  A  trial  must  be 
closed  and  submitted  to  a  jury  on  a  week  day  and  not  on  Sunday. 
In  one  case  a  trial  was  commenced  on  Saturday  and  it  was  con- 
tinued until  two  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  Sunday,  when  it  was 
submitted  to  the  jury,  and  they  rendered  their  verdict  about  three 
o'clock  A.  M.  This  was  held  irregular,  and  the  judgment  reversed. 
Wait  H— 78 
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Pulling  V.  The  People,  8  Barb.,  384 ;  Butler  v.  Eelsey,  15  Johns., 
177.  lu  such  cases,  the  cause  ought  to  be  adjourned  over  to 
Monday,  when  the  trial  could  be  legally  completed.  When  a 
jury  retires  to  deliberate  upon  their  verdict,  a  constable  must  be 
sworn  to  attend  them.  Vol.  I,  53,  §  100.  If  this  is  omitted,  the 
judgment  will  be  reversed.  Douglass  v.  Blackman,  14  Barb.,  381. 
And  if  it  appears  that  the  jury  retired  from  court  for  deliberation, 
it  must  also  appear  affirmatively  that  a  constable  was  sworn  to 
attend  theta,  or  the  judgment  will  be  erroneous,  for  no  intend- 
ment will  be  indulged  that  a  constable  was  sworn.  Coughnet  v. 
Easteiibrook,  11  Johns.,  532.  It  must  expressly  appear,  however, 
that  the  jury  retired  from  the  court  before  it  is  necessary  to  show 
that  a  constable  was  sworn.  Hatch  v.  Mann,  9  Wend.,  262 ;  Finli 
V.  Hall,  8  Johns.,  437.  If  the  jury  are  left  alone  in  the  room  in 
which  the  trial  was  held,  a  constable  must  be  sworn  as  in  other 
cases.  Douglass  v.  Blackman,  14  Barb.,  381.  It  is  in  those  cases 
only  in  which  a  verdict  is  rendered  by  the  jury  without  leaving 
their  seats,  that  the  swearing  of  a  constable  can  be  dispensed 
with.  li.  If,  however,  the  parties  expressly  agree  that  the  jury 
may  retire  for  deliberation  without  any  constable  to  attend  them, 
this  waives  the  irregularity.  Tower  v.  Hewett,  11  Johns.,  134. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  following  oath  to  be  administered  to 
the  constable.  Vol.  I,  53,  %  100. 

Form  of  oath  to  constable. 

"You  swear,  in  the  presence  of  Almighty  God,  that  you  will,  to  the 
utmost  of  your  ability,  keep  the  persons  sworn  as  jurors  on  this  trial  to- 
gether in  some  private  and  convenient  place,  without  any  meat  or  drink 
except  such  as  shall  be  ordered  by  me  ;  that  you  will  not  suffer  any  com- 
munication, orally  or  otherwise,  to  be  made  to  them ;  that  you  will  not 
communicate  with  them  yourself,  orally  or  otherwise,  unless  by  my  order, 
or  to  ask  them  whether  they  have  agreed  on  their  verdict,  until  they  shall 
be  discharged  ;  and  that  you  will  not,  before  they  render  their  verdict,  com- 
municate to  any  person  the  state  of  their  deliberations  or  the  verdict  they 
have  agreed  on." 

A  mis-recital  of  the  oath  will  not  be  error,  if  accidental,  and 
if  no  objection  is  made  at  the  time  of  administering  the  oath. 
Brownell  v.  Slocum,  3  Johns.,  430.  So,  the  oath  may  be  waived 
if  the  parties  agree  to  it.  Tower  v.  Hewett,  11  Johns.,  134. 
And  the  waiver  need  not  be  express ;  it  is  sufficient  if  no  objec- 
tion is  made  at  the  time.  Howard  v.  Sexton,  1  Denio,  440.  The 
next  subject  for  consideration  is  the  conduct  of  the  jury  after 
being  placed  in  charge  of  the  constable.  Purity  in  the  aciminis- 
tration  of  the  law  is  one  of  its  chief  ornaments  and  advantages. 
But,  after  the  most  scrupulous  care  in  the  selection  of  jurors, 
and  in  the  precautions  observed  for  the  purpose  of  placing  jurors 
beyond  the  reach  of  improper  influences,  there  will  occasion- 
ally be  an  improper  person  upon  the  jury.  They  may  have 
those  qualifications  which  the  statute  requires ;  they  may  be  in- 
telligent ;  they  may  be  influential  and  earnest ;  they  may  have 
attended  carefully  to  the  evidence  as  it  was  given ;  but  if  they 
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lack  impartiality,  and  are  obstinate  in  the  pursuit,  of  their  own 
particular  views,  whether  right  or  wrong,  they  are  not  useful 
jurors. 

Firmness  in  an  opinion  honestly  entertained  is  commendable  ; 
but  it  is  important  that  the  mind  should  be  open  to  conviction  if 
it  can  be  shown  that  the  previous  opinion  is  erroneous. 

The  very  nature  of  a  jury  requires  a  most  careful  exercise  of 
the  judgment,  and  of  the  willingness  to  assent  to  any  correct 
view  of  the  case,  however  much  that  may  differ  from  any  pre- 
conceived view  of  the  matter. 

An  honest  discharge  of  this  duty  is  enforced  by  the  sanctions 
of  a  solemn  oath.  And  the  very  object  of  retiring  to  deliberate 
is  to  allow  the  influence  of  a  full  discussion  and  a  comparison  of 
different  views  to  have  a  proper  influence  in  arriving  at  the 
truth.  No  man  is  bound,  nor  ought  he,  to  surrender  his  views 
when  his  judgment  and  his  conscience  declare  that  he  is  right. 
But  it  win  be  well  to  be  certain  that  it  is  not  the  will,  instead  of 
the  judgment  and  conscience,  which  controls  the  juror's  action. 
A  juror's  duties  are  confined  to  his  acts  in  relation  to  himself, 
and  to  his  fellow  jurors,  and  to  the  evidence  and  the*  law  of  the 
case,  when  no  charge  is  given  by  the  justice.  Every  act  which 
can  influence  a  juror  in  his  conduct  ought  to  be  scrupulously 
avoided.  Hence,  it  would  be  exceedingly  improper  for  any  per- 
son to  sit  upon  a  jury  when  he  has  made  a  bet  as  to  the  result 
of  the  action.  In  such  a  case  his  interest  and  his  duty,  under  his 
oath,  would  be  in  direct  conflict,  which  would  destroy  his  impar- 
tiality as  a  juror. 

Reading  newspapers  in  the  jury  room  is  not  illegal,  though 
such  a  practice  would  tend  to  protract  a  trial  unnecessarily.  If 
the  newspaper,  however,  contains  comments  upon  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  particular  trial,  and  are  calculated  to  produce  an 
improper  result,  they  ought  not  to  be  read  by  the  jurors.  In 
justices'  courts  the  trials  are  usually  so  brief  that  newspapers  are 
seldom  found  in  the  jury  room ;  but  in  some  protracted  trials  at 
the  circuits,  and  even  in  justices'  courts,  the  jurors  make  a  news- 
paper supply  the  place  of  society. 

After  a  jury  have  retired  to  deliberate  upon  their  verdict,  they 
ought  to  continue  together  until  their  verdict  is  made,  and  until 
they  retifrn  into  court.  And  during  that  time  they  ought  not  to 
have  any  communication  with  strangers  in  relation  to  the  case, 
nor  upon  any  other  subject,  without  the  permission  of  the  court. 
A  separation  of  the  jury  will  sometimes  be  considered  a  sufiBcient 
ground  for  setting  aside  the  verdict;  though  this  is  not  done 
when  it  appears  that  no  improper  influence  has  resulted  from  it. 
Anthony  v.  Smith,  4  Bosw.,  503.  It  would  be  highly  censurable 
for  a  juror  to  attempt  to  inform  the  successful  party  what  verdict 
had  been  found,  before  it  was  openly  delivered  in  court ;  yet  a 
mere  attempt  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  sufficient  ground  for 
setting  aside  the  verdict.  Fash  v.  Byrnes,  14  Abb.,  12.  A  con- 
stable is  sworn  not  to  interfere  with  the  deliberations  of  a  jury, 
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and  he  violates  his  oath  if  he  does  so ;  but  the  fact  that  he  urg^dj 
the  jurors  to  give  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  successful  party  is  not, 
a  sufficient  ground  to  reverse  the  judgment,  especiallj'  when  the 
jurors  told  him  to  mind  his  own  business,  and  when  the  jurors 
all  swear  that  they  paid  no  attention  to  his  remarks.  Baker  v. 
Simmons,  29  Barb.,  198 ;  and  see  Taylor  v.  ^Everett,  2  How.,  23. 
But  the  least  interference  by  a  party  with  the  jury  will  be  good 
ground  for  setting  aside  a  verdict  rendered  in  his  favor.  Reynolds 
v.  Champlain  Transp.  Co.,  9  How.,  7 ;  Coster  v.'  Merest,  3  Brod.  &, 
Bing.,  272 ;  Oliver  v.  Trustees,  &c.,  of  Springfield,  5  Cow.,  283, 
In  the  case  last  cited  the  jurors  had  leave  to  bring  in  a  sealed 
verdict,  and  to  separate  whenever  the  verdict  had  been  agreed^ 
upon.    They  fraudulently  pretended  that  they  had  agreed  upon^ 
a  verdict,  and  thus  induced  the  constable  to  permit  them  to 
separate ;  when  they  went  into  a  public  bar-room,  where  the  case 
was  'much  talked  about.     They  then  returned  into  court,  and 
informed  the  court  that  they  had  not  agreed  upon  their  verdict; 
whereupon,  after  explainiug  certain  testimony  upon  which  the 
jury  had  disagreed,  the  judge  sent  them  out  again  for  further 
deliberation,  though  the  plaintiff  objected;  and  the  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  which  was  set  aside  as  irregular.    But, 
where  leave  was  given  to  bring  in  a  sealed  verdict,  and  the  jury 
actually  agreed  upon  their  verdict  and  separated  fo^  the  night, 
and  in  the  morning,  upon  polling  the  jury,  oue  of  them  dissented 
from  the  verdict,  when  the  jury  were  again  sent  out,  and  he 
then  assented  to  the  former  verdict,  this  was  held  to  be  regular. 
Douglass  v.  Tousey,  2  Wend.,  352.     A  jury  have  no  right  to  deter- 
mine a  verdict  by  lot,  and  where  ballots  were  placed  in  a  hat, 
and  some  of  the  ballots  were  marked  prise  and  others  blanks, 
and  it  was  agreed  that  if  more  prizes  than  blanks  were  drawn, 
then  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  verdict,  otherwise  it  ^as  to  be 
for  the  defendant,  the  drawing  resulted  in  favor  of  the  defendant, 
when  he  had  the  verdict,  which  was  set  aside  as  irregular.  Mit- 
chell V.  Wile,  10  Wend.,  595. 

So  it  would  be  irregular  to  deterruine  the  amount  of  a  verdict 
by  lot.  In  one  case  the  jury  fixed  the  amount  of  the  verdict,  b;^ 
requiring  that  each  juror  should  mark  the  amount  of  his  verdict, 
and  that  the  amount  fixed  by  each  should  be  added  together,  an4 
the  amount  thus  found  divided  by  six,  which  should  he  the 
amount  of  the  verdict  without  alteration.  This  was  held  to  be 
erroneous,  and  the  judgment  reversed.  Savvey  v.  Jiiclcett,  15 
Johns.,  87.  If  such  a  course  is  adopted  for  the  purpose  pf  com- 
paring views,  but  without  any  agreement  to  abide  by  the  amount 
found  as  the  verdict,  the  verdict  will  be  permitted  to  stand. 
Dana  v.  Tuolcer,  4  Johns.,  487.  But  it  would  be  error  to  charge 
a  jury,  on  a  question  of  values,  that  if  there  was  a  difference  of 
opinion  of  the  witnesses  on  that  subject,  and  the  witnesses  were 
of  equal  integrity  and  capacity  to  judge,  t^ey  inight  then  arrive 
at  the  average  of  their  estimates  by  adding  together  their  several 
estimates  and  dividing  the  aggregate  by  the  number  of  witnesses, 
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and  that  tliey  might  take  the  quotient  as  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty ;  that  they  were  under  no  obligation  to  do  so,  but  it  was 
legal  for  them  to  resort  to  this  method  in  arriving  at  the  value, 
If,  after  in  this  way  they  had  ascertained  an  amount,  they  were 
satisfied  it  was  the  value  of  the  property,  and  thought  proper  to 
adopt  it  as  such.  Thomas  v.  Dickinson,  2  Kern.,  364. 

Every  verdict  is  founded  upon  matter  of  fact  and  matter  of 
law.  If  the  justice  charges  the  jury  as  to  the  law,  they  will 
have  nothing  to  do  but  to  determine  the  questions  of  fact  and  to 
apply  the  law  as  it  is  laid  down  to  them  by  the  court.  But,  when 
no  charge  is  given  to  them,  they  must,  of  necessity,  determine 
first  what  the  facts  are,  and  th&a  declare  the  law  and  apply  it  to 
the  facts  found.  And  in  such  a  case  they  will  be  permitted 
to  judge  what  the  law  is  as  well  as  to  determine  the  questions  of 
fact.  McNeil  v.  ScoffieU,  3  Johns.,  436. 

It  is  novr  well  settled  that  the  justice  may  permit  a  jury,  on 
retiring  for  deliberation,  to  take  with  them  any  deposition  or 
written  instrument  which  has  been  properly  proved  and  intro- 
duced in  evidence.  Hoivlaiid  v.  Willetts,  5  Seld.,  171 ;  8.  C,  5 
Sandf.,  219.  But  they  are  not  permitted  to  take  out  with  them 
the  minutes  of  testimony  of  one  of  the  counsel  without  consent. 
And,  where  this  was  done,  and  the  verdict  was  in  favor  of  the 
party  whose  counsel's  minutes  wfere  taken,  the  judgment  was 
reversed.  Durfee  v.  JEveland,  8  Barb.,  46.  In  such  a  case  the  pre- 
sumption will  be  that  the  counsel  delivered  the  minutes  to  the 
jury.  lb. 

The  jury  have  no  right  to  examine  a  witness  by  themselves, 
even  though  he  had  been  sworn  and  examined  on  the  trial.  If 
they  are  in  doubt  as  to  what  the  evidence  is  upon  any  question, 
they  should  inform  the  court ;  and,  ib  that  case,  the  witness  will 
be  recalled,  or,  more  correctly,  the  justice  will  state  the  evidence 
to  them  as  he  has  taken  it  upon  his  minutes  of  the  trial.  Black- 
ley  V.  Sheldon,  7  Johns.,  32.  If  the  justice's  minutes  are  not  full 
and  accurate,  the  best  method  will  be  to  recall  the  witnesses  upon 
the  particular  questions  as  to  which  information  is  desired.  But 
both  parties  ought  to  be  notified,  and  have  an  opportunity  of 
being  present  at  such  a  re-examination ;  add,  if  they  have  the 
opportunity,  but  refuse  to  avail  themselves  of  it,  the  justice  may 
still  permit  the  examination,  even  if  it  takes  place  in  the  jury 
room.  Henlow  v.  Leonard,  7  Johns.,  200. 

A  justibe  has  no  right  to  send  his  minutes  of  the  evidence  to 
the  jury,  at  their  request,  unless  the  parties  consent;  and  the 
error  will  be  Sufficient  to  reverse  the  judgment  rendered. 
ifeiZ  V.  Abel,  24:  Wend.,  185.  'So,  after  a  jury  has  retired,  the 
.justice  has  no  right  to  go  into  the  juty  room  for  the  purpose  of 
informing  them  what  the  evidence  is  upon  any  point,  or  to.  give 
them  any  other  information  whatever,  unless  the  parties  consent 
in  fexpr^ss  terms.  Moody  v.  Pomeroy,  4  Denio,  115;  I^yiorv. 
'Betsford,  13  Johns.,  487 ;  Burin  v.  Grbul,  10  Johns.,  239  -,  Btmson 
'viCMi-k,  1  Cow.,  258.    If' the  parties  are  notified,  and  they  4o 
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not  go  into  the  jury  room,  but  the  justice  does  so  on  the  mis- 
taken supposition  that  the  parties  were  following  when  they 
were  not,  this  will  not  be  error  if  the  justice  refuses  to  say  any- 
thing to  the  jury,  and  he  immediately  leaves  the  room  because 
the  parties  were  not  present.  Keeler  v.  Loclcwood,  Hill  &  Denio, 
137.  And  it  has  been  held  that,  where  the  jury  sent  for  the 
justice,  and  the  defendant  consented  that  the  justice  might  go 
and  see  what  they  wanted,  such  consent  gives  the  justice  a  right 
to  read  hisminutes  in  explanation  of  the  evidence  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  jury.  Hancock  v.  Salmon,  8  Barb.,  564.  The  per- 
mission of  the  defendant  that  the  justice  should  enter  the  room,  is 
an  implied  consent  that  he  may  give  such  information  as  is  desired, 
or  would  have  been  proper  if  the  parties  had  been  present.  lb. 

In  courts  of  record  the  judge  will  not  permit  a  jury  to  see  a 
treatise  on  the  law,  even  if  the  parties  consent ;  because  the  jury 
can  state  the  point  upon  which  they  desire  information,  and 
it  will  be  furnished  by  the  court.  Burrows  v.  TJnwin,  3  Oarr.  & 
Payne,  310. 

But  where  the  justice  does  not  charge  the  jury,  nor  instruct 
them  as  to  the  law,  no  such  rule  exists.  And  every  facility 
ought  to  be  furnished  to  the  jury  which  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  will  permit.  If  authorities  have  been  cited  by 
counsel  on  the  argument,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  jury 
should  not  be  permitted  to  examine  them  if  they  wish  to  do  so. 
Certainly  they  will  not  be  much  more  likely  to  go  astray  with 
all  the  aids  they  can  get,  than  they  would  if  they  groped  their 
way  by  chance. 

While  the  jury  are  out  of  court,  or  are  deliberating  in  their 
room,  they  ought  not  to  hold  communications  with  any  third 
persons ;  nor  should  either  of  them  relate  facts  bearing  upon  the 
case,  unless  he  was  sworn  as  to  them  as  a  witness ;  for  in  the 
event  that  he  was  not  sworn,  his  statements  would  naturally 
have  some  influence  with  the  jury ;  and  this  would  deprive  one 
party  of  a  right  to  cross-examine  him,  to  rebut  it  by  other  evi- 
dence, or  to  have  his  statements  sanctioned  by  an  oath.  And  it 
is  equally  improper  for  jurors  to  listen  to  the  statement  of  stran- 
gers. In  one  case  the  court  said :  "  Jurors  seem  not  to  be  aware 
of  the  gross  impropriety  of  conversing  with  other  persons 
about  the  case  on  trial  before  them.  Hardly  any  act  can  be 
more  reprehensible.  Jurors  are  sworn  to  try  the  case  according 
to  the  law  and  the  evidence.  That  is  not  evidence  to  which  the 
juror  listens  out  of  court,  where  there  is  no  opportunity  to  meet 
it,  and  no  chance  for  cross-examination ;  and  yet  it  influences 
the  mind,  tends  to  the  grossest  wrong  and  injustice,  and  is  a 
violation  of  the  most  sacred  obligations  of  a  juror."  Nesmith  v. 
Clinton  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  8  Abb.,  141,  147. 

It  is  desirable  that  juries  should  agree  in  every  case  if  that  is 
possible,  since  it  saves  the  parties  much  trouble  and  expense. 
But  in  some  cases  the  character  of  the  evidence  is  such  that  the 
several  jurors  cannot  agree  in  their  views  in  relation  to  it.    And 
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in  such  a  case,  if  the  jury  cannot  agree  upon  a  verdict,  they 
ought  to  notify  the  justice  of  that  fact.  On  their  return  into 
court,  it  will  be  proper  to  state  to  the  justice  what  diflSculties  are 
in  the  way  of  agreeing  upon  a  verdict.  And  if  any  e?cplanation 
as  to  the  evidence  will  be  of  service,  the  justice  ought  to  give  it, 
and  then  send  the  jury  out  for  a  further  deliberation. 

So,  if  the  difficulty  arises  as  to  a  question  of  law,  the  justice 
ought  to  explain  it  to  them  as  well  as  -he  is  able,  allowing  either 
party  an  exception  as  to  his  instructions  if  they  desire  to  take 
one.  The  duties  of  a  court  towards  a  jury  are  well,  expressed  by 
a  learned  judge,  in  the  case  of  Green  v.  Telfair,  11  How.,  260, 
262 :  "  A  judge  may  also  keep  the  jury  together  as  long  as,  in 
his  judgment,  there  is  any^jeasonable  prospect  of  their  being 
able  to  agree ;  but  beyond  this,  I  do  not  think  he  is  at  liberty  to 
go.  An  attempt  to  influence  the  jury  by  referring  to  the  time 
they  are  to  be  kept  together,  or  the  inconvenience  to  which  they 
are  to  be  subjected,  in  case  they  shall  be  so  pertinacious  as  to 
adhere  to  their  individual  opinions,  and  thus  continue  to  disagree, 
cannot  be  justified.  A  judge  has  no  right  to  threaten  or  intimi- 
date a.jury  in  order  to  affect  their  deliberations.  I  think  he  has 
no  right  even  to  allude  to  his  own  purposes  as  to  the  length  of 
time  they  are  to  be  kept  together.  There  should  be  nothing  in 
his  intercourse  with  the  jury  having  the  least  appearance  of 
duress  or  coercion.  The  jury,  while  all  proper  motives  to  induce 
them  to  agree  upon  a  common  result  may  be  repeatedly  and 
earnestly  urged  upon  them,  should  be  left  to  feel  that  they  act 
with  entire  freedom  in  their  deliberations.  That,  should  they 
continue  to  disagree,  they  are  not  to  be  exposed  to  unreasonable 
inconvenience,  nor  to  receive  the  animadversion  of  the  court." 

The  foregoing  remarks  are  peculiarly  appropriate,  not  merely 
in  relation  to  courts  of  record,  but  are  still  more  carefully  to  be 
observed  in  a  justice's  court.  When  it  is  evident  that  further 
discussion  between  the  jurors  will  be  fruitless,  the  justice  ought  to 
discharge  them.  The  length  of  time  during  which  they  ought 
to  be  kept  out  for  the  purpose  of  deliberating  must  necessarily 
be  controlled  by  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case,  and 
the  law  has  confided  a  proper  discretion  to  the  justice  in  such  a 
case.  Vol.  I,  54,  §  102.  If  the  jury  is  discharged,  the  justice  is 
required  to  issue  a  new  venire,  returnable  within  forty-eight 
hours,  unless  the  parties  consent  to  submit  the  case  to  the  justict 
upon  the  evidence  already  given.  Vol.  I,  54,  §  102.  The  partiee 
may  agree  upon  a  different  time  for  the  return  of  the  venires 
And  if  the  justice  proposes  to  make  it  returnable  at  a  later  day. 
than  that  specified  by  the  statute,  and  neither  party  objects, 
when  both  are  present  and  hear  the  proposition,  their  consent  will 
be  presumed.  Fiero  v.  Reynolds,  20  Barb.,  275. 

The  verdict.]  A  verdict  is  the  opinion  which  is  declared  by;  a 
jury  as  to  the  truth  of  the  matters  of  fact  or  law  which  are 
submitted  to  them  for  trial  and  decision.  It  is  the  unanimous 
determination  of  the  jury,  after  hearing  the  case,  the  evidence, 
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the  arguments  of  counsel,  and  the! charge  of  the  court,  if  one  j^ 
given. 

A  general  verdict  is  one  by  which  the  jury  pronounce,  at.  the 
same  time,  on  thefactand  the  law,  either  in.  favor  of  the  plaiji  tiff 
or  of  the  defendant. 

Aspecial  verdict  is  one  by  which  the  jury  find  the  facts  of  the  case, 
and  the  law  arising  thereon  is  submittedto  the  court  for  decision. 

In  a  justice's  court,  the  verdict  must  be  a ;  general  one  jinaU 
cases,  for  the  law  does  not  authorize  the  finding  of  a  special  ver- 
dict in  these  courts;  aud  the  justice  would  iave  no  power rto 
render  a  judgment  upon  such  a  verdict  even  if  it  were  founj^. 
Wylie  y.  Hyde,  13  Johns.,  249.  When  the  complaint  claims 
double  or  treble  damages  under  s#ne  statute  the  verdict  ought 
to  be  general,  but  it  should  state  whether  it  is  found  for  single 
damages,  or  for  the  whole  amount  of  double' or  treble  damages, 
for,  in  the  absence  of  such  a  statement,  the  legal  intendment  will 
be  that  the  verdict  was  for  the  double  or  treble  damages.  JJiviti^- 
ston  V.  Plainer,  1  Oow.,  175.  Such  damages  must  be  claimed  in 
the  complaint,  or  the  jury  have  no  right  to  give  them.  Brmvnj. 
Bristol,  1  Oow.,  176.  If  the  jury  find  single  damages  in, express 
terms,  then  the  justice  may; add  to  their  verdict  such  sum  as  will 
make  double  or  treble  damages,  by  multiplying  the  verdict  by 
two  or  three,  as  the  case  may  require.  Sedg.  on  I)am.,  571,  marg. 
pag.,  and  cases  in  note,  3d  ed. 

In  actions  of  replevin  the  jury  must  find ;  a  general  verdict  for 
one  party  or  the  other  as  to  the  title  or  right  to  the  possession 
of  the  property,  and,  in  a  proper  ease,;  must  assess  the  damages 
at  some  specified-  sum.  A  verdict  must  be  delivered  in  open 
court  and  publicly.  Vol.  I,  54,  §  101.  On  the  return  of  a  jury 
into  court  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  their  verdict,  the  jv^stice 
ought  first  to  call  the  names  of.  all  the  jurors,  and  if  theyrall 
appear,  the  plaintiff  should  then  be.  called  to  hear  the  verdict. 
If  the  plaintiff  is  absent,;  and  no  one  appears  for  him,  the  verdict 
cannot  be  received  by  the  justice.  Yol.  I,  54,  §101. 

Before  receiving:  a  verdict,  a  justice  ought  to  be  carefiil  to  ascer- 
tain that  the  plaintiff,  or  someone  in  his  behalf, is  present.  Aud 
where  a  return  stated  that;  the  jjistiee called,  the  plaintiff,  and  thjit 
some  person  not  known  to  the  jaastiee  answered,  it  was  held  irregwter 
to  receive  the  verdict,  and- the  gudgment  was  reversed.  Shove  y. 
Bmfnor,  3  Denio,  77.  In  sucb  a  case  it  aprmatwij/t appears  that 
some  unknown  person  answers,-  when  it  ought  to  appear  thatt  liie 
plaintiff  or  some  person  in  his  behalf  appearsjand  answers. 

A  judgment  will  nob  be-  reversed  on  the>  ground  that  the  return 
is  silent  as  to  whether  the -plaintiff  was  called  or  not;  if  it  is 
desired  to  raise  that  question  the  retnrn  ought; to  .show  affirma- 
tively that  the  plaintiff  was  not  csAloA..  Warring  y.  Loomis,!  i 
Barb.,  485 ;  Baum  v.  Tarpmny,  3  Hill,  75. 

But  if  it  is  fairly  to  be  inferred  from  t  the  return  that  the  plain-  ' 
tiff  was  not  present,  although  iMs  is ;  not  stateddn  express  terms, 
thejudgmentwillbe  reY^sediiD«M5ifow«fy^.Bteto»anil4:Eas!b,,  381. 
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If  the  plaintiff  is  actually  present  at  the  time  of  receiving  the 
verdict,  the  mere  omission  to  call  his  name  will  not  be  an  error 
su£Scient  to  reverse  the  judgment.  McJEachron  v.  Bandies,  34 
Barb.,  301 ;  Oakley  v.  Van  Horn,  21  Wend.,  305. 

Before  such  an  objection  can  be  made  available,  it  must  appear 
from  the  return  that  the  plaintiff  was  aisent,  and  that  no  one 
appeared  or  answered  for  him.  lb. 

A  judgment  which  is  rendered  upon  a  verdict  which  was 
received  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff' is  not  absolutely  void,  and 
it  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally,  although  it  is  erroneous 
and  reversible  upon  an  appeal.  Eelyea  v.  Ramsay,  2  Wend.,  602. 
Lamoure  v.  Caryl,  4  Denio,  370,  373.  And  when  the  judgment  in 
such  a  case  is  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  an  appeal  must 
be  taken  if  the  plaintiff  would  avoid  the  effect  of  the  judgment, 
for  he  cannot  question  its  validity  in  a  collateral  way.  li.  When 
the  plaintiff  does  not  appear,  nor  any  one  for  him,  the  proper 
judgment  for  the  justice  to  render  is  a  judgment  of  discontinu- 
ance with  the  costs  of  the  action.  Vol.  I,  55,  §  110,  sub.  5. 

If  the  plaintiff  appears,  and  the  jurors  are  all  present,  the  jus- 
tice then  asks :  Gentlemen  of  the  jury,  luive  you  agreed  upon  your 
verdict?  To  which  the  foreman  of  the  jury  will  respond,  we  have, 
if  a  verdict  has  been  agreed  on.  The  justice  next  asks :  Whom 
do  you  find  for  ?  To  which  the  foreman  answers,  we  find  for  the 
plaintiff  {stating  the  sum),  ov  tve  find  for  the  defendant.  And  if 
a  set-off  has  been  proved,  which  the  jury  have  allowed,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  defendant  to  a  judgment  in  his  favor,  the  foreman  will 
state  the  amount.  In  replevin  actions,  the  foreman  will  state  that 
they  find  for  the  plaintiff,  or  the  defendant,  and  that  the  damages 
are  assessed  at  a  specified  sum,  which  must  be  stated. 

The  justice  will  immediately  note  the  verdict  in  his  minutes, 
and  after  this  is  done,  he  will  address  the  jury  thus:  Grentlemen 
of  the  jury,  listen  to  your  verdict  as  it  is  recorded  hy  the  court.  You 
say  you  find  (stating  the  verdict  as  it  was  rendered),  a)id  so  say 
you  all.  Unless  some  of  the  jury  then  dissent,  this  will  be  the 
verdict  in  the  action. 

The  mere  form  of  the  verdict  is  generally  unimportant  if  it  is 
substantially  a  verdict  in  favor  of  one  party  or  the  other.  A 
verdict  of  "  no  cause  of  action  "  is  very  commonly  rendered,  and 
it  is  substantially  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  the  justice 
should  so  enter  it  in  his  minutes  and  docket,  which  will  be 
entirely  regular.  Felter  v.  Mulliner,  2  Johns;,  181. 

The  justice  is  bound  to  render  a  proper  judgment  upon  such  a 
verdict,  and  it  will  bar  a  second  action  for  the  same  cause,  even 
though  no  judgment  is  rendered  upon  it.  Ih. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  the  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
the  defendant,  for  six  cents  damages,  and  six  cents  costs,  and  fhis 
was  held  to  be  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  generally,  rejecting  the 
damages.  Goodenow  v.  Travis,  3  Johns.,  427. 

A  verdict  in  favor  of  a  plaintiff,  for  a  sum  greater  than  he 
claimsi  or  is  willing  to  receive,  is  a  mere  formal  defect,  atid  the 
Wait  11—79 
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plaintiff  may  remit  the  entire  verdict  or  any  portion  of  it,  before 
judgment  is  rendered  upon  it  by  the  justice.  Clark  v.  Denure,  3 
Denio,  319 ;  Barher  v.  Rose,  5  Hill,  76 ;  Putnam  v.  Shelop,  12 
Johns.,  435;  Vol.1,  56, '^  116. 

So,  where  a  verdict  is  rendered  in  favor  of  a  defendant  for  a 
specified  sum,  when  he  is  not  entitled  by  law  to  recover  any  sum 
by  way  of  damages,  he  may  remit  the  amount  found  in  his  favor, 
and  take  a  general  verdict  in  his  favor.  Burger  v.  Kortright,  4 
Johns.,  414. 

A  verdict  may  be  rendered,  and  a  judgment  entered  in  favor 
of  a  defendant,  for  a  set-off  which  is  proved  on  the  trial,  although 
the  plaintiff  does  not  prove  any  claim  which  is  allowed  in  his 
favor.     Greenleaf  v.  Low,  4  Denio,  168. 

A  justice  has  no  power  to  open  a  judgment,  nor  to  alter  it, 
after  his  judgment  has  been  once  rendered,  and  entered  in  his 
docket.  People  v.  Delaware  Com,  Pleas,  18  Wend.,  558 ;  Ajppleby 
T.  Strang,  1  Abb.,  143 ;  Hardy  v.  Seelye,  3  Abb.,  103 ;  8.  C,  1  Hilt., 
90 ;  Sperry  v.  Major,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  361. 

But  when  a  judgment  is  taken  by  a  plaintiff  in  the  absence  of 
the  defendant,  on  the  return  day,  the  default  may  be  opened  by 
consent,  and  the  cause  tried.  Scranton  v.  Levy,  4  Abb.,  21 ;  8,  C,  1 
Hilt,  261. 

At  any  time  before  a  verdict  is  recorded,  the  jury  may  correct 
or  amend  it  either  in  form  or  substance.  This  may  be  done  upon 
their  own  motion,  or  at  the  suggestion  of  the  justice.  It  may  be 
done  in  open  court,  or  they  may  retire  to  their  room  for  that 
purpose. 

In  one  case,  the  jury  came  into  court  with  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  defendant ;  but  the  verdict  was  written  upon  a  piece  of 
paper,  which  was  handed  to  the  justice,  who  read  it,  but  did  not 
publish  it,  and  he  then  informed  the  jury  that,  in  his  opinion,  they 
had  mistaken  the  evidence,  and  he  requested  them  to  reconsider 
their  verdict.  The  jury  retired,  and  soon  after  requested  the  re- 
examination of  a  witness,  which  was  granted  in  the  presence  of 
both  parties,  without  objection  by  either;  and,  after  deliberation, 
the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  twenty- 
four  dollars  and  forty-two  cents,  which  was  held  valid.  BlacMey 
V.  Sheldon,  7  Johns.,  32. 

At  any  time  before  a  verdict  is  publicly  delivered  and  recorded, 
any  of  the  jurors  may  dissent  from  it,  for  until  that  is  done  it  is 
not  a  final  verdict.  lb. 

And  before  that  time,  any  juror  may  change  his  mind,  and 
refuse  his  assent  to  the  proposed  verdict,  even  when  it  is  a  sealed 
one,  which  he  himself  has  signed.  Moot  v.  Sherwood,  6  Johns.,  68. 
In  such  a  case,  the  justice  may  send  the  jury  out  again,  to  see 
wtfether  they  cannot  agree  upon  a  verdict,  and  if  they  do,  the 
verdict  will  be  regular.  Bunn  v.  Hoyt,  3  Johns.,  255. 

The  juroTs  must  be  unanimous,  or  there  is  no  verdict.  And,  to 
ascertain  whether  the  jurors  are  all  agreed,  either  patty  has  a 
right  to  poll  the  jury,  at  any  time  before  the  verdict  is  rec(»d«d. 
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Fox  V.  Smith,  3  Oow.,  23.  And  the  rule  is  the  same,  even  where 
the  verdict  is  a  sealed  one.  li.  To  poll  a  jury  is  to  examine 
each  juror  separately,  after  the  verdict  has  been  given,  as  to  his 
concurrence  in  the  verdict.  And  at  the  request  of  either  of  the 
parties,  the  justice  is  bound  to  poll  the  jury,  which  he  does  by 
calling  each  juror  by  his  name,  and  asking  him  "7s  this  your 
verdict  ?"  And  when  there  are  several  defendants  the  form  of 
question  is  the  same.  The  defendant  polling  the  jury,  cannot 
require  the  justice  to  put  the  question  in  this  form:  "Is  this 
your  verdict  against  each  and  both  the  defendants?"  Lobar  \. 
Koplin,  4  Oomst.,  547.  At  any  time  before  the  verdict  is  recorded 
either  party  has  an  absolute  right  to  poll  the  jury,  which  it  will 
be  error  to  refuse.  li.  If,  on  polling  the  jury,  they  are  unani- 
mous, the  verdict  is  recorded,  and  judgment  rendered  upon  it. 
If  any  of  them  dissent  from  the  verdict,  the  justice  will  either 
send  them  out  to  reconsider  the  case ;  or  he  will  discharge  them, 
if  that,  in  his  judgment,  is  the  best  course. 

Where  a  jury  retires  late  at  night,  and  it  is  probable  that  they 
will  be  out  some  time,  the  justice  may  direct  them  to  find  a 
sealed  verdict,  whether  the  parties  consent  or  not.  Cfreen  v.  Bliss, 
12  How.,  428.  In  such  a  case,  strict  practice  requires  that  all 
the  jurors  should  sign  the  verdict,  since  that  is  the  rule  in  relation 
to  sealed  verdicts.  li.  But  if  such  verdict  is  delivered  to  the 
court  in  the  presence  of  the  unsuccessful  party,  without  objection, 
it  will  be  valid.  li.  So,  on  polling  a  jury,  if  the  answer  of  any 
juror  is  unsatisfactory,  the  objection  must  be  taken  at  the  time, 
or  it  will  be  waived.  li. 

The  party  who  demands  a  venire  is  bound  to  pay  the  jurors 
their  fees  on  their  coming  into  court  with  a  verdict,  and  before  it 
is  declared  by  them,  or  recorded  by  the  justice. 

It  has  been,  seen,  ante,  617,  that  a  jury  cannot  be  sent  out  on 
Sunday,  for  the  purpose  of  deliberating  upon  their  verdict.  But 
if  the  jury  were  sent  out  on  Saturday  night,  and  they  do  not 
agree  upon  a  verdict  until  Sunday,  the  justice  may  receive  the 
verdict  even  upon  Sunday.  Hoghtaling  v.  Osiorn,  15  Johns.,  119. 
But  no  judgment  can  be  entered  upon  it  until  the  next  day, 
and  if  there  is,  it  will  be  reversed.  li. 

There  are  several  matters  which  are  incident  to  jury  trials, 
which  may  as  well  be  noticed  here  as  in  any  other  place. 

Questions  of  fctctfor  jury.']  Every  question  of  fact  which  arises 
in  the  case  upon  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings,  must  be 
determined  by  the  jury  upon  all  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial. 
And  whenever  there  is  any  evidence  given  which  raises  a  question 
as  to  the  existence  of  any  fact  or  facts,  the  jury  are  the  exclusive 
judges  of  the  question.  When  there  is  evidence  upon  both  sides 
of  the  question,  it  must  be  submitted  to  the  jury  for  their  deter- 
mination, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  preponderance  of  the 
evidence  is  decidedly  in  favor  of  one  of  the  parrties.  Garland  v. 
Day,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  251 ;  Eoibins  v.  I>iUaye,  33  Barb.,  78;  Ayrault 
V.  ^hmnierlain,  33  Barb.,  229 ;  Cook  v.  LitohfleU,  2  Bosw.,  138. 
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So,  where  there  is  a  general  denial  of  the  complaint,  and  there  is 
some  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiif  in  support  of  his  case,  the 
question  must  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  if  the  evidence  is  so  far 
sufficient  that  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff"  vcould  not  be 
reversed  because  it  was  contrary  to  the  evidence,  or  unsxipported 
by  it.  Gates  v.  Brower,  5  Seld.,  205 ;  Thompson  v.  Diclterson,  12 
Barb.,  108  ;  Russell  v.  Cronkhite,  32  Barb.,  282  ;  McGratli  v.  Hud- 
son Biver  R.  R.,  32  Barb.,  144;  Ernest  v.  Same,  32  Barb,  169; 
Borrodaile  v.  Leek,  9  Barb.,  611 ;  Kellogg  v.  WilMe,  23  How.,  233. 
And,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the  complaint  is  not  denied,  and 
an  affirmative  defense  is  set  up,  or  where  there  is  both  a  denial  and 
an  affirmative  defense,  if  there  is  any  evidence  given  by  the 
defendant  to  establish  the  truth  of  such  defense,  tlie  question 
must  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Thompson  v.  Dickerson,  12  Barb., 
108 ;  Gardner  v.  McJEwen,  5  B.  P.  Smith,  123;  Griswold  v.  Shel- 
don, 4  Oomst.,  582. 

The  cases  illustrative  of  these  general  principles  are  very 
numerous,  and  are  extremely  various  as  to  the  facts  involved  in 
the  decision. 

Where  the  law  prescribes  a  particular  measure  of  damages,  the 
jury  must  follow  it.  But  in  actions  for  torts,  aud  in  all  cases 
where  the  amount  of  damages  is  to  be  assessed  upon  all  the  evi- 
dence, the  jury  are  the  exclusive  judges  as  to  the  amount  of 
damages  which  shall  be  given,  unless  the  sum  should  be  so 
large  and  disproportionate  as  to  furnish  evidence  of  fraud,  par- 
tiality, or  some  other  improper  motive  in  the  conduct  of  the  jury. 
Tifft  V.  Culver,  3  Hill,  180  ;  Cropsey  v.  Murphy,  1  Hilt.,  126 ; 
Pierce  v.  Dart,  7  Oow.,  609.  Or  unless  the  sum  is  so  small  as  to 
show  gross  injustice  to  the  plaintiff",  upon  the  uncontradicted 
evidence  given  on  the  trial.  Rollins  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co., 
7  Bosw.,  1.    Stephens  v.  Wider,  5  Tiff.,  351. 

The  credibility  of  witnesses  is  always  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Merritt  v.  Lyon,  3  Barb.,  110 ;  Leach  v.  Kelsey,  7  Barb.,  466  ; 
Whiting  v.  Otis,  1  Bosw.,  420;  McLaughlin  v.  Barnard,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  372;  Conrad,  v.  Williams,  6  Hill,  444.  And  the  court 
below  cannot  take  the  question  from  them,  nor  can  a  court  above, 
on  an  appeal,  reverse  their  decision.  II. 

Fraud  is  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury,  where  there  is  any  evi- 
dence fairly  tending  to  establish  it,  but  whether  the  evidence 
tends  to  establish  fraud,  or  not,  is  always  a  question  of  law  for 
this  court ;  Erwin  v.  Voorhees,  26  Barb.,  130,  127  ;  Gage  v.  Par- 
ker, 25  Barb.,  141 ;  Vol.  I,  854. 

Whether  there  has  been  a  delivery  and  acceptance  of  goods  in 
ipursuance  of  a  contract  of  sale,  or  whether  the  delivery  was  a 
conditional,  or  an  absolute  one,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury. 
Smith  V.  Lynes,  1  Seld.,  41.  So,  a  question  whether  a  negotiable 
note  was  taken  before  or  after  due,  or  with  or  without  knowledge  of 
prior  equities.  CZarfcv.  Z)ear6orn,  6  Duer,  309;  and  so,  whether  a  bill 
or  note  was  taken  as  an  absolute  payment,  or  by  way  of  collateral 
security.  Atlantic  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boies,  6  Duer,  583..    So,  as  to 
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■whether  a  sale  was  made  with  an  iutent  to  hinder,  delay  or 
defraud  creditors  of  the  vendor.  Brown  v.  WUmerding,  5  Duer, 
220.  So,  whether  consent  was  given  to  an  act  which  would  be  a 
trespass  but  for  the  license.  Walter  v.  Post,  6  Duer,  3G3.  Where 
a  contract  was  made  on  the  8th  day  of  October,  for  the  sale  of  a 
quantity  of  oats  which  were  to  be  delivered  "ou  or  about  the  first 
of  November  next,"  and  the  oats  were  not  delivered,  it  was  held 
that  the  measure  of  damages  was  to  be  regulated  by  the  price  at 
the  time  when  the  oats  ought  to  have  been  delivered,  which 
must  be  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  first  of  November ; 
and  the  question  of  reasouable  time  is  oue  of  fact  for  the  jury. 
Eipp  V.  Wiles,  3  Saudf ,  585.  So,  when  it  is  shown  that  money 
is  delivered  by  one  person  to  an  other,  it  was  a  question  for  the 
jury,  whether  it  was  a  paymeut  or  a  loan  of  the  money.  Morse 
V.  Bogert,  4  Denio,  108 ;  S.  C,  1  Oomst.,  377.  When  there  is  a 
dispute  between  two  persons  as  to  the  amount  which  is  due  from 
one  of  them  to  the  other,  and  a  certain  sum  is  paid,  it  is  a  question 
for  the  jury  whether  that  sum  was  paid  in  part  or  in  full  payment. 
Pierce  v.  Pierce,  25  Barb.,  243.  So,  whether  the  payment  and 
acceptance  of  money  was  a  usurious  transaction  is  for  them  to 
decide.  Garland  v.  Bay,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  251 ;  Boblins  v.  Dillaye, 
33  Barb.,  78  ;  Ayrault  v.  Chaniberlain,  33  Barb.,  229. 

But,  where  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts,  it  is  a  question  of 
law  whether  a  transaction  is  usurious.  Thomas  v.  Murray,  34 
Barb.,  157 ;  Dunham  v.  Bey,  13  Johns.,  40.  Whether  services 
were  rendered  gratuitously,  or  with  an  expectation  of  conipensa- 
tiou  therefor,  is  for  the  jury.  Pendleton  v.  Empire  Stone  Co.,  5 
E.  P.  Smith,  13.  So,  whether  a  written  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods  was  delivered  conditionally  or  absolutely.  Scott  v.  Pentz, 
5  Sandf.,  572. 

So,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say  for  whose  benefit  an  accommodation 
note  was  indorsed.  Bridgeport  City  Banlc  v.  Empire  Stone  Co.,  30 
Barb.,  421 ;  S.  C,  19  How.,  51.  So,  where  a  principal  is  sought  to 
be  charged  with  the  acts  of  his  alleged  agent,  the  question  of 
authority  in  fact  is  for  the  jury.  Thurman  v.  Wells,  18  Barb.,  500. 

So,  as  to  whether  a  sealed  instrument  was  executed  and  deliv- 
ered at  the  time  it  bears  date,  if  there  is  any  evidence  to  rebut 
the  legal  presumption  that  it  was  so  executed.  Center  v.  Morri- 
son, 31  Barb.,  155;  Elsey  \ .  Metcalf,  1  Denio,  323.  So,  it  is  a 
question  of  fact  for  a  jury,  whether  material  alterations  in  a 
written  agreement  were  made  before  or  after  execution.  Pringle 
V.  Chambers,  1  Abb.,  58.  So,  when  an  instrument  has  no  date, 
the  time  of  making  it  is  a  question  of  fact.  Coons  v.  Chamlers, 
1  Abb.,  165. 

The  question  of  negligence,  when  the  facts  constituting  it  are 
alleged  to  exist,  either  ou  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  the  defend- 
ant, is  for  the  jury,  if,  on  the  evidence,  it  is.  contested  or  doubtful 
who  was  negligent.  Johnson  v.  Hudson  River  B.  B.,  6  E.  P. 
.Smith,  65;  S.  C.,  5  Duer,  21';  Vanderpool  v.  Husson,  28  Barb., 
196 ;  Brown  v.  New  York  Central  E.  B.,  31  Barb.,  385  ;  Bernhardt 
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V.  Rensselaer  &  Saratoga  B.  B.,  32  Barb.,  165 ;  S.  0.  affirmed,  23 
How.,  166;  Fero  v.  Buffalo  &  State  Line  B.  B.,  8  E.  P.  Smith, 
209 ;  Brown  v.  Same,  8  E.  P.  Smith,  191. 

Whether  a  specific  erection  or  building,  or  whether  particular 
acts  amount  to  a  nuisance,  is  a  matter  entirely  for  a  jury.  Morgan 
V.  King,  18  Barb.,  277 ;  St.  John  v.  Mayor  of  Netv  York,  6  Duer, 
315.  But  if  the  facts  are  undisputed,  it  is  then  a  question  of  law 
whether  such  facts  amount  to  a  nuisance.  Harlow  v.  Humiston,  6 
Cow.,  189;  Updilce  v.  Campbell,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  570;  Dygert  v. 
SchencTc,  23  Wend.,  446 ;  Congreve  v.  Smith,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  79. 

Questions  of  law  for  the  court.']  Whether  a  witness  is  com- 
petent to  be  sworn,  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court  in  all  cases, 
whether  the  question  is  one  relating  to  the  legal  capacity  of  the 
witness  to  be  sworn,  or  for  any  other  cause.  Prall  v.  Hinchman, 
6  Duer,  351.  There  are  numerous  cases  of  incapacity,  such  as 
idiocy,  insanity,  infancy,  where  the  witness  is  of  too  tender  years 
to  comprehend  the  nature  of  an  oath,  and  intoxication,  where  it 
is  so  gross  as  to  incapacitate  the  witness.  Some  of  these  defects 
are  temporary,  and  others  are  permanent. 

So,  too,  it  is  always  a  question  for  the  justice  to  decide,  whether 
evidence  which  is  offered  is  admissible ;  its  competency  or  admis- 
sibility is  for  the  court ;  its  credibility  or  value,  for  the  jury. 

Where  there  is  no  question  as  to  the  facts,  the  constriiction  of 
a  written  instrument  is  for  the  court,  as  for  instance,  the  sufficiency 
of  a  notice.  Cook  v.  Litchfiej^,  2  Bosw.,  138 ;  S.  C,  5  Seld.,  279. 
So,  where  a  chattel  mortgage  is  fraudulent  on  its  face,  the  justice 
must  so  hold  it  as  a  matter  of  law ;  and  in  that  case,  there  is  no 
question  of  fact  to  submit  to  a  jury.  Edgell  v.  Hart,  5  Seld.,  213 ; 
Williston  V.  Jones,  6  Duer,  504 ;  Spies  v.  Boyd,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
445.  Whether  a  party  has  committed  a  fraud  is  a  question  for 
the  jury  upon  such  evidence  as  is  introduced ;  but  whether  par- 
ticular evidence  which  is  offered  tends  to  prove  fraud  is  for  the 
justice  to  decide.  Gage  v.  Parker,  25  Barb.,  141 ;  Hrwin  v.  Voor- 
hees,  26  Barb.,  127. 

Those  cases  in  which  a  justice  is  called  on  to  decide  upon  the 
validity  of  written  instruments,  are,  first,  where  the  plaintiff  sues 
upon  some  instrument,  and  the  defendant  insists  that  upon  the 
face  of  the  paper  it  is  evident  that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  there  can- 
not be  a  recovery ;  and  this  objection  is  frequently,  if  not  usually 
taken  by  way  of  motion  for  nonsuit,  if  it  is  the  sole  cause  of 
action,  or  by  way  of  objection  to  its  introduction  in  evidence, 
when  it  is  offered ;  or,  secondly,  when  the  defendant  relies  upon 
some  similar  instrument,  by  way  of  defense,  as  a  set-off  or  other- 
wise, and  the  plaintiff  objects  to  its  introduction  in  evidence;  or, 
thirdly,  whenever  either  party  offers  in  evidence  a  paper  which, 
it  is  alleged,  is  not  admissible  because  its  invalidity  or  its  incom- 
petency appears  upon  its  face.  In  all  such  cases,  the  justice  is 
called  upon  to  decide  the  questions  as  they  arise.  But,  in  the 
great  majority  of  cases,  the  parties  leave  all  the  questions  of  fact 
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or  of  law  to  tbe  juvy,  nnless  it  is  in  the  three  ©lasses  of  cases 
which  have  been  just  mentioned. 

There  is  one  other  case  in  which  a  justice  is  called  upon  to 
decide  upon  the  law  relative  to  the  whole  case.  When  the 
defendant  insists  that  there  is  a  material  defect  in  the  plaintiff's 
proofs,  or  when  he  insists  that  upon  all  the  facts  proved,  even  if 
taken  as  true,  there  cannot  be  a  legal  recovery  because  the  law 
will  not  authorize  it,  the  defendant  may  insist  upon  a  decision  of 
this  question  by  way  of  motion  for  a  nonsuit.  And,  if  the  objec- 
tion is  well  taken,  the  motion  must  be  granted,  or  it  will  be  error. 
See  title  JTonsuit. 

After  the  evidence  is  all  in,  and  the  case  is  submitted  to  the 
jury,  they  will  be  authorized  to  decide  all  the  questions  involved 
upon  the  merits,  whether  of  law  or  of  fact,  unless  the  justice  shall 
elect  to  charge  them  as  to  the  law ;  and,  in  that  case,  they  are 
bound  to  follow  the  rules  of  law  as  laid  down  by  the  court  in  the 
charge  given.  But  all  questions  of  fact  are  exclusively  for  the 
jury,  and  the  court  has  no  right  to  instruct  them  how  to  find  upon 
any  question  of  fact.  The  law  has  made  them  sole  judges  of  the 
questions  of  fact,  upon-such  evidence  as  th^  court  shall  permit  to 
be  introduced  before  them  on  the  trial. 

If  the  jury  err  in  deciding  as  to  the  law,  when  the  whole  case 
is  submitted  to  them,  this  error  can  be  corrected  by  an  appeal- 
See  title  Appeal.  But  upon  questions  of  fact,  when  the  evidence 
is  contradictory,  or  when  the  case  turns  upon  the  credibility  of 
witnesses,  and  there  is  impeaching  evidence,  the  general  rule  is 
that  the  verdict  is  conclusive.  See  title  Appeal.  When  a  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed  because  it  is  contrary  to  evidence,  or  is 
unsupported  by  it,  see  Appeal. 

A  verdict  will  cure  every  irregularity  in  the  practice  which  is 
not  objected  to,  as  well  as  every  defect  in  the  pleadings,  if  a  sub- 
stantial cause  of  action  or  a  good  ground  of  defense  has  been 
established  by  the  evidence.  Brown  v.  Harmon,  21  Barb.,  508 ; 
Dias  V.  Sliort,  16  How.,  322. 

Objections,  exceptions,  &c.]  In  the  trial  of  every  action  it  is  very 
important  that  each  party  should  protect  his  rights,  and  secure 
an  opportunity  for  relief  on  an  appeal,  by  making  objections  to 
every  irregularity •  in  practice,  whether  it  relates  to  matters  of 
process,  pleadings,  or  evidence^''  If  an  objection  is  made  in  due 
time,  and  in  regular  and  suflicient  form,  it  will  enable  the  object- 
ing party  to  review  the  error  complained  of;  but  if  no  objection 
is  made,  or  if  it  is  not  made  in  due  time  or  manner,  most  import- 
ant interests  may  be  hazarded,  if  not  altogether  lost.  Tbe  first 
step  in  the  way  of  reserving  a  question  is  to  state,  orally,  to  the 
justice  the  precise  objection  which  is  urged,  and  if,  after  hearing 
the  matter,  the  objection  is  overruled,  then  an  exception  is  im- 
mediately taken,  by  stating  to  the  justice,  orally,  that  the  party 
excepts  to  the  ruling  or  decision  of  the  justice.  But,  though 
objections  are  made  orally,  they  are  not  to  be  left  to  the  keeping 
of  the  memory.    Every  objection  which  is  made  ought  to  be  one 
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in  which  the  party  has  some  confidence  of  its  propriety.  And 
the  objection  ought  to  be  taken  down  in  writing  in  the  minutes 
of  the  party,  so  that  the  precise  ground  of  objection  will  appear 
in  writing.  And  it  is  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  take  down  every 
objection  in  writing,  in  his  minutes,  and  precisely  as  it  is  made. 
If  it  is  very  lengthy,  the  substance  of  it  may  do;  but  the  prudent 
course  of  every  justice  will  be  to  note  the  objections  just  as  they 
are  made,  or  as  nearly  so  as  it  can  be  reasonably  done.  The 
object  of  making  an  objection,  where  it  is  done  in  good  faith,  is 
to  be  able  to  have  the  objection  returned  on  an  appeal,  and  the 
justice  cannot  do  this  properly  if  he  omits  to  take  a  correct  note 
of  the  point  made.  The  law  is  intended  to  guard  every  right  of 
a  party,  and  it  is  framed  on  the  supposition  that  fairness  will 
characterize  the  conduct  of  counsel  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  and, 
therefore,  counsel  are  permitted  to  raise  as  many  objections  as 
they  please  on  the  trial.  Williams  v.  EUridge,  1  Hill,  249,  253. 
But  this  right  cannot  be  abused  by  employing  it  as  a  means  of 
wasting  time,  or  of  trifling  with  the  court. 

A  justice  ought  always  to  regard  an  objection  as  made  in  good 
faith  until  he  can  clearly  see  that  such  is  not  the  case.  And  this 
same  rule  applies  to  a  cross-examination  of  a  witness.  A  learned 
judge  expressed  himself  as  follows:  "I  have  no  doubt  of  the 
power  of  the  court  to  restrain  an  abuse  of  the  right  of  cross-ex- 
amination, and  to  prevent  an  improper  or  vexatious  delay  in  the 
progress  of  a  trial ;  and  where  a  party  attempts,  by  frivolous  and 
impertinent  inquiries,  to  retard  the  course  of  justice,  and  need- 
lessly occupy  time,  the  court  may  correct  the  abuse  by  refusing 
to  permit  the  party  to  continue  the  examination.  Such  a  power 
is  indispensable  to  the  orderly  conduct  of  a  trial,  and  necessary 
to  enable  the  court  to  bring  the  cause  to  a  termination.  It  is, 
therefore,  the  duty  of  the  court  to  exercise  that  i>ower  whenever 
the  ends  of  justice  clearly  require  its  interposition.  Not  only  so, 
I  think  the  conduct  of  a  party,  or  his  counsel  conducting  such 
an  examination,  is  a  contempt  of  court,  and  might  properly  be 
punished  as  such.  No  doubt  that  if,  after  the  court  had  thus 
restrained  a  frivolous  and  impertinent  trifling  with  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice,  the  examining  party  should  desist  from  such 
a  course  of  inquiry,  and  propose  or  offer  to  propose  a  question 
or  questions,  clearly  pertinent  and  proper,  such  questions  should 
be  received  and  propounded  to  the  witness,  even  though  the 
witness  had  been  previously  directed  to  leave  the  stand.  But 
neither  a  party  nor  his  counsel  is  at  liberty  to  persist  in  a  course 
of  inquiry  vexatious  to  the  witness,  tending  to  delay  or  embarrass 
Ms  adversary ,*hindering  the  course  of  justice,  or  disrespectful  to 
the  court.  The  exercise  of  this  power  is  a  matter  of  some  deli- 
cacy, and  it  should  only  be  exercised  in  cases  which  dearly 
require  its  interposition,  and,  to  some  extent,  that  exercise  must 
be  regarded  as  resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court.  In 
order  to  enable  the  party  to  review  the  action  of  the  court  in 
such  cases,  he  should,  no  doubt,  be  suffered  to  go  far  enough 
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in  his  examinfition  to  enable  the  court  to  see  that  his  course  of 
examination  is  improper,  and  that  he  is  persisting  therein.  It 
could  not  be  said  that  a  single  impertinent  question  warranted 
such  an  interference.  And,  for  the  same  purpose  of  review,  the 
examining  party  would  be  warranted  in  having  a  distinct  ruling 
of  the  court  upon  a  reasonable  number  of  questions,  though 
deemed  by  the  court  to  be  irrelevant,  to  the  end  that  the  party 
may  enter  his  exceptions  to  the  ruling,  and  that  the  appellate 
court  may  have  an  opportunity  to  see  whether  the  exigency  was 
such  as  to  call  the  discretion  of  the  court  below  into  exercise. 
But  to  go  beyond  this,  and  hold  that  the  party  may  consume  the 
time  of  the  court  in  receiving  such  questions  and  ruling  upon 
their  propriety,  and  noting  exceptions  to  such  rulings,  would 
defeat  the  very  power  in  question,  and  in  its  results  be  as  oi)pres- 
sive,  improper,  disrespectful  to  the  court,  and  subversive  of  the 
ends  of  justice  as  to  suffer  the  questions  to  be  propounded  to 
the  witness."  Woodruff,  J.,  in  Peck  v.  Bichmond,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
381,  382  ;  and  see  OnderdonJc  v.  Banlett,  3  Hill,  323,  328,  329. 

One  of  the  most  frequent  objections  heard  in  a  justice's  court 
is,  that  certain  proposed  evidence  is  irrelevant,  immaterial,  incom- 
petent, illegal  or  improper.  And  it  certainly  is  of  the  first  im- 
portance to  interpose  a  prompt,  clear  and  sufficient  objection  to 
every  kind  of  illegal  or  improper  evidence.  An  omission  to  object 
is  equivalent  to  a  consent  that  it  may  be  introduced.  The  objec- 
tion must  be  made  in  an  appropriate  manner,  and  in  the  natural 
order  of  time.  If  a  question  is  improper  in  form,  the  question 
itself  ought  to  be  objected  to,  and  the  particular  objection  as  to 
its  form  pointed  out.  If  the  question  is  such  as  to  show  that  a 
responsive  answer  would  introduce  illegal,  incompetent  or  irrele- 
vant evidence,  then  the  question  ought  to  be  objected  to  on  that 
ground,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  such  answer,  if  given,  would 
be  illegal,  incompetent  or  irrelevant  evidence,  as  the  particular 
case  may  be. 

When  evidence  is  clearly  illegal,  and  it  bears  upon  a  material 
issue  in  the  case,  its  admission  under  a  proper  objection  to  it  is  an 
error  which  will  reverse  the  judgment  if  rendered  against  the 
objecting  party.  Williams  v.  Fitch,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  546 ;  Erben  v. 
Lorillard,  5  E.  P.  Smith,  299 ;  Worrall  v.  Parmelee,  1  Oomst.,  519 ; 
Wilmot  V.  Bichardson,  6  Duer,  339,  opinion  ;  Murray  v.  Smith, 
1  Duer,  413;  Whiting  v.  Otis,  1  Bosw.,  420,  424 ;  Ward  v.  Waslir- 
ington  Ins.  Co.,  6  Bosw.,  230;  Dresser  v.  Ainsworth,  9  Barb.,  619; 
Penfield  v.  Carpender,  13  Johns.,  350;  Tattle  v.  Hunt,  2  Cow.,  436. 

There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the 
admission  of  irrelevant  or  improper  evidence  would  not  be  a 
cause  of  reversal  of  the  judgment,  provided  there  was  abundant 
competent  evidence  in  the  case  to  warrant  the  judgment,  exclu- 
sive of  the  improper  evidence.  Port  v.  Smith,  5  Barb.,  283; 
Spencer  v.  Saratoga  &  Washington  B.  B.  Co.,  12  Barb.,  382 ;  PucJt 
V.  Waterlury,  13  Barb.,  116 ;  Andretvs  v.  Harrington,  19  Barb., 
343 ;  Moore  v.  Somerindyke,  1  Hilt.,  199. 
Wait  11—80 
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There  may  be  cases  in  which  it  is  entirely  clear  that  improper 
evidence  could  not  have  influenced  the  result  in  the  court  below } 
and  in  such  cases  the  decisions  just  referred  to  may  be  applicable. 
But  in  every  case  in  which  it  is  evident  that  the  improper  evi- 
dence may  have  influenced  the  result,  the  error  will  be  a  fatal  one 
to  the  judgment.  And  in  cases  of  doubt  whether  the  improper 
evidence  really  affected  the  result,  the  reception  of  the  evidence 
will  be  held  erroneous.    Post.,  905. 

When  an  irregularity  is  objected  to,  or  when  improper  evidence 
is  offered,  the  party  objecting  must  fully,  clearly  and  distinctly 
state  the  grounds  of  objection.  A  general  objection  may  be 
sufficient  in  some  cases,  as  for  instance,  where  the  objection  could 
not  have  been  obviated  had  it  been  specifically  pointed  out. 
Merritt  v.  Seaman,  2  Seld.,  168.  Where  an  objection  is  general, 
and  the  evidence  is  proper,  but  the  mode  of  proving  it  is 
improper,  the  court  will  presume  that  the  objection  is  not  made 
as  to  the  manner,  but  as  to  the  matter,  and  the  objection  will  be 
unavailing.  Bellows  v.  Sackett,  15  Barb.,  96.  Where  a  written 
instrument  is  offered  in  evidence,  and  the  objection  is  general,  it 
will  not  reach  a  defect  in  the  execution  or  acknowledgment  of 
it.  Mabbett  v.  Wliite,  2  Kern.,  442 ;  nor  as  to  the  want  of  the 
subscribing  witness.  Eanney  v.  Gwynne,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  59 ;  Crooke 
V.  Mali,  11  Barb.,  205. 

So,  where  evidence  is  offered  which  is  competent  as  to  one  of 
two  defendants,  but  not  as  to  the  other,  the  objection  by  the  latter 
must  limit  the  objection  to  himself;  for  if  it  is  general  as  to  both 
defendants,  it  will  Ije  too  broad,  and  will  not  be  available  as  to 
the  one  who  might  have  properly  objected.  Blade  v.  Foster,  28 
Barb.,  387 ;  Fox  v.  Jackson,  8  Barb.,  355.     But  where  there  is  a 
connected  offer  to  prove  several  facts,  some  of  which  are  admissi- 
ble and  some  inadmissible,  a  general  objection  to  the  whole  offer 
will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  its  exclusion  by  the  court.  Hosley  v. 
Black,  26  How.,  97.     The  time  of  making  an  objection  is  of  much 
importance,  and  especially  is  this  true  when  the  opposite  party 
could  have  obviated  the  objection  had  it  been  seasonably  taken. 
And  whenever  the  objection  relates  merely  to  matters  of  practice, 
either  as  to  process,  pleadings,  the  introduction  of  evidence,  or 
the  rulings  of  the  court,  the  objection  must  be  promptly  presented 
or  it  will  be  conclusively  waived.     The  court  does  not  favor  a 
deceptive,  secret,  or  unfair  mode  of  raising  an  objection ;  and, 
therefore,  such  objections  as  could  have  been  fairly  answered,  if 
they  had  been  seasonably  made,  will  be  disregarded  on  appeal 
if  not  specifically  made  below.  Coon  v.  Syracuse  &  Utica  E.  B., 
1  Seld.,  492;  Bayharsh  v.  Fnos,  Id.,  531;  Barnes  v.  Ferine,  2 
Kern.,  18;  Jencksy.  Smith,  1  Oomst.,  90;  Cowperthwaite  v.  Shef- 
field, 3  Id.,  243;  Bumstead  v.  Dividend  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Kern.,  81 ; 
Brmvn  v.  Cayuga  &  Susquehanna  B.  M.,  Id.,  486;  Hunter  v.  Oster- 
houdt,  11  Barb.,  33 ;  Crooke  v.  Mali,  Id.,  205 ;  Hubbard  v.  Bussell, 
24  Id.,  404 ;   Westbrook  v.  Douglass,  21  Id.,  602 ;  Fowler  v.  Clear- 
water, 35  Id.,  143 ;  Willwrd  v.  Bridge,  4  Id.,  361 ;  Peak  v.  Rich- 
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mond,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  381 ;  Fairbanks  v.  Corlies,  3  Id.,  583 ;  Avo- 
gadro  v.  Bull,  4  Id.,  384.  The  foregoing  are  but  a  few  of  the 
very  numerous  cases  upon  this  question. 

Where  the  objection,  however,  is  one  which  the  opposite  party 
could  not  have  answered  by  further  evidence,  or  by.  any  act  on 
his  part,  the  objecting  party  may  raise  it,  for  the  first  time,  on  an 
appeal.  Tifft  v.  Tifft,  4  Denio,  175 ;  Pepper  v.  Haight,  20  Barb., 
429 ;  NetvGovib  v.  Clarice,  1  Denio,  226. 

Where  there  is  no  appearance  by  the  defendant  in  the  court 
below,  he  does  not  waive  the  right  to  object  to  illegal  evidence 
which  was  introduced  at  the  trial,  and  he  may  raise  the  question, 
for  the  first  time,  on  an  appeal.  Perkins  v.  Stellins,  29  Barb., 
523 ;  NortJirup  v.  Jackson,  13  Wend.,  85 ;  Squier  v.  Gould,  14 
Wend.,  159 ;  Finch  v.  McDowalt,  7  Cow.,  537 ;  Stafford  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  Denio,  182, 184 ;  Warnick  v.  Crane,  Id.,  460 ;  Davidson 
V.  Hutchins,  1  Hilt.,  123 ;  McNutt  v.  Johnson,  7  Johns.,  18.  So, 
where  there  is  no  appearance  below  by  the  defendant,  he  may 
insist  that  there  is  a  material  defect  in  the  proofs.  li.  But,  in 
such  cases,  if  a  good  case  is  proved,  no  objection  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  pleadings  can  be  taken,  Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  182; 
nor  can  any  objection  to  a  juror  be  taken,  ClarkY.  Van  Yrancken, 
20  Barb.,  278 ;  and  in  one  case  it  was  held  that  the  admission  of 
illegal  evidence  was  not  a  fatal  error,  if  there  was  abundant  valid 
evidence  besides  to  sustain  the  judgment.  Buck  v.  Wateriury,  13 
Barb.,  116. 

Objections  which  go  to  the  jurisdiction  may  always  be  raised 
on  an  appeal,  even  when  there  is  no  appea,rance  below.  Tiffany  v. 
Gilbert,  4  Barb.,  320;  Robinson  v.  West,  11  Id.,  309;  Willins 
v.  Wheeler,  8  Abb.,  116 ;  S.  C,  28  Barb.,  669 ;  Cooper  v.  Ball,  14 
How.,  295.  And  where  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action,  or  where  he  is  related  to  one  of 
the  parties,  an  appearance  on  the  trial  and  a  litigation  of  the 
cause,  without  mentioning  the  objection,  will  not  prevent  the 
party  from  raising  the  question  upon  an  appeal,  because  express 
consent  would  not  confer  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case,  and,  of 
course,  an  implied  consent  by  waiver  would  not  be  any  better 
than  an  express  consent  for  that  purpose.  Post  v.  Black,  5  Denio, 
66 ;  Converse  v.  McArthur,  17  Barb.,  410 ;  Dudley  v.  Mayhew,  3 
Oomst.,  9 ;  Beach  v.  Nixon,  5  Seld.,  36  ;  and  see  ante,  16,  Juris- 
diction. An  erroneous  ruling  of  a  justice,  in  favor  of  admitting 
illegal  evidence  under  exception,  will  do  no  harm  if  no  illegal  evi- 
dence is  actually  introduced  under  such  ruling.  Howland  v.  Wil- 
letts,  5  Seld.,  170 ;  S.  C,  5  Sandf.,  219 ;  Vallance  v.  King„3  Barb.,  548 

When  a  ruling  or  decision  is  made  by  a  justice  upon  any  ques- 
tion raised  by  any  objection,  it  is  not  important  whether  the 
justice  assigns  a  correct  reason  for  his  decision ;  if  the  decision 
is  right  it  will  be  sustained,  however  erroneous  the  reason  assigned 
for  it  may  be.  G^illespie  v.  Torrance,  7  Abb.,  462 ;  Munro  v.  Pot' 
ter,  34  Barb.,  358 ;  Deland  v.  Bichardson,  4  Denio,  95. 

A  justice  has  power  to  strike  out  illegal  evidence  on  a  motion 
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for  that  purpose.  Heely  v.  Barnes,  4  Denio,  73.  But  wlieu  evi- 
dence is  received  under  an  objection,  it  must  be  acted  upon  as  a 
part  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  even  though  it  be  illegal.  Heely 
V.  Barnes,  4  Denio,  73 ;  Meyers  v.  Belts,  5  Id.,  81 ;  PenfieU  v. 
Carpender,  .13  Johns.,  350 ;  Allen  v.  Way,  7  Barb.,  585.  When 
evidence  is  offered  and  objected  to,  the  justice  must  admit  it 
absolutely,  or  not  at  all ;  he  cannot  admit  it  conditionally,  unless 
the  parties  consent.  Haswell  v.  Bussing,  10  Johns.,  128 ;  Allen 
V.  Way,  7  Barb.,  685.  But  the  parties  may,  by  express  consent, 
receive  the  evidence,  subject  to  a  future  decision  as  to  its  admis- 
sibility, and  the  evidence  may,  in  that  case,  be  taken  conditionally. 
And  express  consent  need  not  be  shown,  for  if  that  course  is 
proposed,  and  no  objection  is  made,  consent  will  be  implied. 
McKnight  v.  Dunlap,  1  Seld.,  537.  Whenever  any  fact  or  state 
of  facts  is  assumed  below  as  true,  such  assumption  will  be  held 
to  be  conclusive  when  the  case  is  removed  by  appeal  to  an 
appellate  court.  When  a  matter  is  treated  as  a  question  of  law 
in  the  court  below,  it  cannot  be  tirged  on  appeal  that  it  was  really 
a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury.  Barnes  v.  Ferine,  2  Kern.,  18.  So 
when  a  fact  is  assumed  as  proved  at  the  trial,  no  allegation  to 
the  contrary  can  be  heard  on  appeal.  Andrews  v.  Harrington, 
19  Barb.,  344.  So,  in  an  action  upon  a  chose  in  action,  if  no 
objection  is  made  that  the  plaiutiif  has  failed  to  show  title  to  it, 
that  will  be  conclusive  on  appeal.  Austin  v.  Bums,  16  Barb., 
643.  A  fact  assumed  to  be  conceded  in  the  pleadings  is  conclu- 
sive after  the  trial  below.  Munson  v.  Hegeman,  10  Barb.,  112. 
Where  the  defendant  assumed  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  corporation, 
this  was  held  conclusive  upon  appeal.  Kennedy  v.  Cotton,  28 
Barb.,  59.  So,  an  assumption  that  a  plaintiff  is  a  public  officer 
is  governed  by  the  same  rule.  Paige  v.  Fazackerly,  36  Barb., 
392.  Whenever  it  is  intended  to  raise  a  question  as  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  evidence  below,  the  objection  must  be  distinctly 
and  clearly  taken  before  the  justice,  or  it  will  be  assumed  that 
no  objection  is  made  on  that  account.  Westbroolc  v.  Douglass,  21 
Barb.,  602 ;  Austin  v.  Burns,  16  Id.,  643  ;  Jenclcs  v.  Smith,  1 
Comst.,  90 ;  Smith  v.  Hill,  22  Barb.,  656  ;  Merritt  v.  Seaman, 
6  Id.,  330 ;  Whitlock  v.  Bueno,  1  Hilt!,  72 ;  Cahre  v.  Sturges,  Id., 
160;  Lee  v.  Schmidt,  Id.,  537.  But  when  there  is  no  conflict 
in  the  evidence,  nor  any  question  as  to  its  sufficiency,  and  the 
whole  question  relates  to  the  right  to  recover,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
upon  all  the  evidence,  no  objection  need  be  taken  as  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  evidence.  Pratt  v.  Foote,  5  Seld.,  463. 

The  rejection  of  legal  and  competent  evidence  is  always  a 
fatal  objection  on  an  appeal.  Ealdn  v.  Brown,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  37  ; 
Kendall  v.  Grey,  2  Hilt.,  301 ;  Bissell  v.  Marshall,  6  Johns.,  100. 
As  we  have  already  seen,  ante,  631,  general  objections  are  usually 
unavailable.  But  great  care  is  necessary  in  taking  specific  objec- 
tions, for  the  reason  that,  when  a  specific  objection  is  taken,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  party  did  not  intend  to  raise  any  other 
questions  than  those  specified,  and  all  other  objections  which 
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might  have  been  taken,  but  were  not,  will  be  deemed  to  be 
waived.  Sheldon  v.  Wood,  2  Bosw.,  269;  Neivton  v.  Harris,  2 
Sold.,  345 ;  Potter  v.  Beyo,  19  Wend.,  361 ;  Dunham  v.  Simmons, 
3  Hill,  609 ;  Smith  v.  Hill,  22  Barb.,  656.  Objections  are  some- 
times taken  more  broadly  than  is  proper,  and  the  objection  thus 
fails  altogether,  when  a  proper  objection  would  have  been  avail- 
able, and  sustained  by  the  court.  Where  several  letters  or  papers 
are  offered  in  evidence,  a  general  objection  to  them  all  will  be 
useless,  if  any  of  the  letters  or  papers  are  admissible.  To  secure 
a  valid  objection,  it  should  be  confined  to  the  objectionable  paper 
or  letter.  Day  v.  Both,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  448 ;  and  see  McAllister 
V.  Beab,  4  Wend.,  484;  S.  C,  8  Id.,  109.  When  evidence  is 
offered  which  is  admissible  for  one  purpose,  but  not  for  an  other, 
or  when  it  is  admissible  as  to  one  of  the  parties,  but  not  as  to 
an  other,  the  objection  must  be  confined  to  that  purpose  or 
person  as  to  which  it  is  not  admissible,  or  the  objection  will  be 
unavailing.  Black  v.  Foster,  ,28  Barb.,  387 ;  Fox  v.  Jackson,  8 
Id.,  355 ;  Harris  v.  Panama  B.  B.,  5  Bosw.,  312 ;  Dunham  v. 
Simmons,  3  Hill,  609 ;  Bichardson  v.  Wilkins,  19  Barb.,  510. 

Offers  to  prove  certain  facts  are  sometimes  made,  and  objected 
to  by  the  opposite  party,  and  ruled  upon  by  the  justice.  When 
it  is'  supposed  that  the  offer  will  be  overruled,  it  is  generally 
made  quite  as  broadly  and  strongly  as  the  facts  will  warrant ; 
though  no  reputable  lawyer  will  make  an  offer  to  prove  facts 
which  he  knows  cannot  be  established  by  proof,  if  permitted  to 
make  the  attempt.  And  when  an  offer  is  made  in  good  faith, 
it  must  be  done  in  such  a  manner  as  to  show  clearly  what  is 
offered,  and  that  the  evidence  is  competent  and  relevant.  If  the 
offer  is  ambiguous,  or  if  it  does  not  show  that  the  evidence  is 
relevant  and  competent,  it  will  be  insufficient.  Daniels  v.  Patter- 
son, 3  Oomst.,  47,  51.  Objections  and  exceptions  which  are 
relied  on  must  be  specifically  taken ;  and  a  general  agreement 
that  all  the  evidence  shall  be  considered  as  objected  to,  will 
not  be  sufficient  to  raise  particular  objections  upon  an  appeal. 
Stephens  v.  BcynoldSi  2  Seld.,  454. 

An  objection  will  be  useless  where  the  decision  is  one  within 
the -discretion  of  the  justice;  Ford  v.  David,  1  Bosw.,  570;  Hol- 
irook  V.  Wilson,  4  Bosw.,  65 ;  Hunt  v.  Hudson  Biver  B.  B.,  2 
Duer,  482 ;  Both  v.  Schloss,  6  Barb.,  308 ;  Brown  v.  McCune,  5 
Sandf.,  224 ;  Watson  v.  Bailey,  2  Duer,  509 ;  Phincle  v.  Vaughan, 
12  Barb.,  215.  An  objection  may  be  waived,  although  it  may 
originally  have  been  a  valid  one.  If  a  nonsuit  is  moved  for 
upon  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  the  evidence,  when  there  really 
was  such  a  defect,  the  introduction  of  evidence  which  completes 
the  proof  by  either  party,  will  cure  the  error  of  refusing  to 
grant  the  motion  at  the  time  when  it  was  made.  Kent  v.  Har- 
court,  33  Barb.,  491 ;  Barrick  v.  Austin,  21  Id.,  241 ;  Breidert  v. 
Yincent,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  542;  Lambert  v.  Seely,  2  Hilt.,  429;  and 
see  ante,  579,  580,  Nonsuit. 

Of  the  justice's  discretion.']  There  are  many  matters  as  to 
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which  it  is  impossible  to  lay  down  any  general  rule  for  their  dis- 
position ;  and  at  the  same  time,  it  is  necessary  that  there 
should  be  some  decision  of  them.  In  such  cases  a  large  discre- 
tion is  conferred  upon  the  justice,  in  the  belief  that  he  vvill 
faithfully,  fairly  and  equitably  exercise  it.  The  right  to  open  and 
close  the  case  to  the  jury,  or  to  the  justice  in  their  stead,  is  not  a 
matter  of  discretion,  but  of  strict  right,  to  be  governed  by  legal 
rules.  Huntington  v.  Conlcey,  33  Barb.,  218 ;  AyrauU  v.  Chamber- 
lain, 33  Id.,  229  ;  ante,  4:U. 

•  But  whether  the  pleadings  shall  be  read  to  the  jury,  is  a  mere 
matter  of  discretion.  Willis  v.  Forrest,  2  Duer,  310.  If  a  portion 
of  them  is  read,  they  must  all  be  read  if  that  is  asked.  And 
where  a  plaintiff  read  a  portion  of  the  answer,  it  was  held  that 
the  defendant  had  a  right  to  have  the  entire  answer  read.  Gil- 
dersleeve  v.  Mahony,  5  Duer,  383.  In  a  justice's  court,  either 
party  should  be  permitted  to  read  the  pleadings  to  the  jury ;  for 
it  is  important  that  those  who  are  ^worn  to  try  the  issues  should 
know  what  those  issues  are.  All  relevant  and  competent  evi- 
dence must  be  received  if  offered.  But  the  order  in  which  the 
proof  shall  be  introduced  is  entirely  within  the  justice's  discre- 
tion. Bedell  v.  Powell,  13  Barb.,  183.  And  after  a  plaintiflF  has 
given  some  evidence  and  rested  his  cause,  and  the  defendant  has 
introduced  his  evidence,  the  justice  may,  in  his  discretion,  permit 
the  plaintiff  to  go  into  evidence  in  relation  to  an  entirely  new 
cause  of  action,  as  to  which  no  proof  had  been  previously  given, 
if  it  is  a  matter  which  is  embraced  within  the  pleadings.  Peckham 
v.  Leary,  6  Duer,  495.  But  the  defendent  will  be  entitled  to 
rebut  such  proof  by  evidence,  and  to  make  any  defense  which  he 
may  have  to  it.  So,  after  either  or  both  parties  have  rested,  the 
justice  may  permit  new  witnesses  to  be  recalled  upon  points  as 
to  which  evidence  has  already  been  given  by  both  parties. 
Anthony  v.  Smith,  4  Bosw.,  503. 

A  justice  may  grant,  or  he  may  refuse  a  suspension  of  the 
examination  of  a  witness  to  enable  him  to  look  for  a  paper  which 
is  important,  and  which  he  had  not  been  notified  to  produce  at  the 
trial.  Fairhanlcs  v.  Corlies,  1  Abb.,  150;  8.  C,  3  B.  D.  Smith,  582. 

If  one  party  introduces  irrelevant  evidence,  the  justice  may 
permit  a  cross-examination  as  to  the  same  matters.  Eeeler  v.  Del- 
avan,  4  Barb.,  317.  Still  the  justice  is  not  bound  to  hear  irrel- 
evant evidence  in  answer  to  irrelevant  evidence  given  on  the  other 
side  without  objection.  Farmers'  andManuf.  Bank  v.  Whinfield,  24 
Wend.,  420.  But,  if  irrelevant  evidence  is  decided  to  be  compe- 
tent, and  it  is  admitted  in  favor  of  one  of  the  parties  under 
objection,  the  justice  will  be  bound  to  permit  the  opposite  party 
to  prove  the  contrary,  or  to  answer  such  evidence  by  evidence  in 
answer  or  reply.  Ward  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co.,  6  Bosw.,  229. 

Where  both  parties  have  given  parol  proof  of  the  contents  of  a 
written  instrument  without  objection,  the  justice  may  permit  either 
of  them  to  pursue  the  inquiry  as  to  its  contents,  by  parol.  Morss  v. 
Stone,  5  Barb.,  516. 
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Upon  questions  relating  to  the  characters  of  witnesses,  the  jus- 
tice may  limit  the  number  of  impeaching  witnesses  to  be  sworn 
on  either  side.  S^ear  v.  Myers,  6  Barb.,  445 ;  Nolton  v.  Moses,  3 
Id.,  31 ;  Green  v.  Brown,  3  Id.,  120.  But  the  rule  ought  to 
be  laid  down  at  the  commencement  of  the  examination  upon  such 
questions ;.  and  it  ought  to  be  equal  as  to  the  parties.  So,  too,  the 
number  of  witnesses  may  be  limited,  when  they  speak  of  mere 
matters  of  opinion.  Sizer  v.  Burt,  4  Denio,  426.  But  this  rule 
does  not  apply  when  the  witnesses  are  called  to  prove  facts  in 
relation  to  material  points  upon  the  merits.  Ante,  607. 

When  evidence  is  offered  which,  standing  alone,  does  not  seem 
relevant,  the  justice  may  require  the  party  offering  it  to  state 
how  it  is  to  be  made  material.  Adsit  v.  Wilson,  7  How.,  64 ;  Beal 
V.  Finch,  1  Kern.,  135.  So,  a  party  may  object  to  evidence  which 
is  apparently  irrelevant,  and  require  a  statement  of  facts  showing 
its  relevancy.  Ih. 

Irrelevant  evidence  may  be  excluded  by  the  justice  on  his  own 
motion ;  he  need  not  wait  for  an  objection  from  the  opposite 
party.  Cooper  v.  Barber,  24  Wend.,  105 ;  Corning  v.  Corning,  2 
Seld.,  97.  Ante,  616. 

Whether  leading  questions  shall  be  put  to  a  witness  is  entirely 
discretionary  with  the  justice.  Cheeney  v.  Arnold,  18  Barb.,  435 ; 
Budlong  v.  Van  Nostrand,  24  Barb.,  25 ;  Seymour  v.  Bradfield,  35 
Barb.,  49.  And  this  discretion  will  not  be  interfered  with  unless  it 
is  evident  that  it  has  been  grossly  abused.  li.  Whether  a  wit- 
ness shall  be  recalled  after  he  has  left  the  stand,  is  entirely  a 
matter  of  discretion.  Sheldon  v.  Wood,  2  Bosw.,  269  ;  Treadwell  v. 
Stebhins,  6  Id.,  538 ;  Me,aJcim  v.  Anderson,  11  Barb.,  216.  And 
so  of  recalling  a  witness  after  the  case  has  been  declared  closed 
as  to  the  evidence.  Anthony  y.  Smith,  4  Bosw.,  503 ;  Chancel  v. 
Barclmj,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  384;  Heidenheimer  v.  Wilson,  31  Barb., 
637  ;  DuncMe  v.  Koclcer,  11  Id.,  387 ;  Burger  v.  White,  2  Bosw., 
92  ;  Silverman  v.  Foreman,  3  B.  D.  Smith,  322  ;  Harpell  v.  Curtis, 
1  B.  D.  Smith,  78 ;  Stacy  v.  Graliam,  3  Duer,  445. 

After  a  plaintiff  has  rested  his  cause,  the  justice  may  refiise  to 
receive  any  further  evidence  on  his  side,  except  by  way  of  reply. 
Shepard  v.  Potter,  4  Hill,  202.  This  rule,  however,  is  scarcely 
ever  enforced  in  a  justice's  court;  and  to  refuse  evidence  to 
supply  a  mere  formal  defect  in  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  even 
after  he  had  rested  his  cause,  will  be  sufficient  ground  to  reverse 
the  judgment.  Lewis  v.  Ryder,  13  Abb.,  1. 

A  witness  will  not  be  permitted  to  return  to  the  stand  merely 
to  reiterate  his  statements,  though  the  jjustice  may  allow  it  if  he 
sees  fit.  Hughes  v.  Mulvey,  1  Sandf.,  92,  95.  This  may  sometimes 
be  proper,  as  where  there  is  a  disagreement  as  to  what  the 
witness  testified,  or  if  it  has  not  been  taken  down  in  the  minutes ; 
and  see  ante,  488.  A  witness  may  be  recalled  after  the  summing 
np  of  the  cause  has  commenced,  if  the  case  is  a  proper  one  to 
Eequire  it,  an4  the  justice  thinks  it  best  to  permit  it.  Bunckle  v. 
Mocker,  11  Barb.,  389.    In  the  last  case  cited  the  witness  was 
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recalled  to  state  how  he  had  testified  upon  a  particular  point ; 
and  see  Law  v.  Merrills,  6  Wend.,  268 ;  and  see  ante,  488.  After 
a  cause  has  been  submitted,  and  partially  or  wholly  summed  up, 
it  ought  to  be  a  strong  case  which  would  induce  a  justice  to 
permit  a  witness  to  be  recalled,  especially  when  a  corrupt  wit- 
ness would  see  precisely  how  to  shape  his  answers,  after  hearing 
the  entire  cause  argued  by  counsel. 

It  is  for  the  justice  to  determine  how  long  he  will  hold  open 
his  court  for  the  appearance  of  a  witness  who  is  absent;  though 
the  exercise  of  this  discretion  will  be  corrected  when  it  has 
evidently  been  abused. 

SECTION  IL 

PROCEEDINGS   AGAINST   A   JUROR    FOR    NON-ATTENDANCE. 

The  statute  provides  that  a  fine  may  be  imposed  upon  a  juror 
who  has  been  duly  summoned,  and  who  refuses  or  neglects  to 
appear  or  to  serve  as  such  without  a  reasonable  excuse  therefor. 
Vol.  I,  54,  §  103.  When  a  juror  has  been  duly  summoned,  and 
he  refuses  to  attend  or  to  serve  as  the  law  requires,  the  justice 
ought  to  proceed  with  the  trial  without  him ;  and  after  the  com- 
pletion of  the  trialj  a  summons  should  be  issued  by  the  justice 
requiring  the  juror  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  fined. 
A  two  days'  summons  will  be  proper.  Bobhins  v.  Gorham,  26 
Barb.,  586;  S.  C,  11  E.  P.  Smith,  588.  If  this  summons  is 
returned,  personally  served,  and  the  juror  does  not  appear  on 
the  return  day,  at  the  proper  time  and  place,  the  justice  should 
then  issue  an  attachment  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  such  delin- 
quent juror  before  him.  li.  The  attachment  may  be  made 
returnable  forthwith,  or  at  some  short  period,  say  two  days; 
and  it  should  be  served  in  the  same  manner  as  an  attachment 
against  a  defaulting  witness.  A  non-appearance  by  a  juror,  or 
a  refusal  to  serve  as  such  in  a  proper  case,  is  a  contempt  of  court. 
lb.  And  before  proceeding  to  fine  him,  a  summons  may  be 
issued  and  served  on  him  for  the  purpose  of  giving  him  an  oppor- 
tunity to  excuse  his  default.  If  he  refuses  to  appear  in  obedience 
to  the  summons,  the  law  gives  a  compulsory  process  by  attach- 
ment, to  compel  his  attendance.  Bobbins  v.  Gorham,  26  Barb., 
586 ;  S.  C,  11 E.  P.  Smith,  588.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  for 
the  justice  to  issue  a  summons  for  the  purpose  of  notifying  the 
juror  to  attend,  lb.  The  justice  may  issue  a  warrant  in  the  first 
instance,  and  the  process,  though  it  should  be  in  the  form  of  an 
attachment,  is  in  substance  and  legal  effect  a  warrant.  lb.  The 
validity  of  a  conviction  under  this  statute  is  not  affected  by  the 
omission  of  a  justice  to  enter  in  his  docket  the  minute  thereof 
made  by  him.  Ih.  If  a  summons  is  issued  in  the  first  instanoBj 
and  the  juror  attends,  in  pursuance  of  its  commands,  and  appears 
in  the  action,  the  justice  may  dispose  of  the  matter  of  the  fine 
upon  the  return  of  the  summons.  lb.  But  if  he  does  not  appear, 
no  action  can  be  taken  until  the  juror  is  actually  present  before 
the  justice.  lb.    There  is  no  plaintiff  in  such  a  proceeding,  for 
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it  is  not  an  action,  but  a  summary  proceeding ;  and  the  defaulting 
juror  is  allowed  to  excuse  himself  upon  his  own  oath,  or  by  other 
legal  evidence.  lb.  The  statute  does  not,  in  terms,  give  a  war- 
rant or  attachment,  but  it  gives  the  power  to  impose  a  tine ;  and 
the  power  to  punish,  of  necessity,  gives  the  power  to  bring  the 
delinquent  before  the  court  for  punishment.  li.  The  return 
of  the  constable  that  he  had  summoned  the  juror  is  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  proper  service,  and  if  not  traversed  is  c(Aiclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  fact.  li.  On  the  return  of  the  attachment,  if  the 
juror  does  not  show  a  suflicient  excuse  for  his  non-attendance, 
the  justice  should  proceed  to  impose  a  fine  upon  him,  which 
cannot  exceed  ten  dollars,  nor  be  less  than  sixty-two  cents, 
together  with  the  costs.  Vol.  I,  50,  §  ,75 ;  Id.,  54,  §  103.  The 
fine  is  collectible  by  execution  against  the  property  of  the  juror, 
if  he  has  any  liable  to  execution,  and  in  default  thereof  he  may 
be  imprisoned.  Vol.  I,  50,  54,  §§  75,  76,  77,  78,  103 ;  EobUns  v. 
Gorham,  26  Barb.,  586 ;  S.  C,  11  E.  P.  Smith,  588.  In  the  case 
last  cited  the  court  commended  the  conduct  of  a  justice  in 
enforcing  the  attendance  of  a  juror  by  attaching  and  fining  him 
for  his  non-attendance.  The  justice  ought  to  draw  up  and  sign 
the  record  of  conviction,  and  copy  it  into  his  docket ;  but  the 
omission  to  enter  it  into  his  docket  will  not  affect  its  validity,  as 
the  statute  is  merely  directory  upon  that  point.  lb. 

Summons  against  a  defaulting  juror. 

Albany  County,  ss  :  The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  con- 
Btable  of  said  county,  greeting  :  We  command  you  to  summon  Richard 
Smith  to  appeal"  before  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town 
of  Bethlehem,  in  said  county,  at  his  office  in  the  said  town  and  county,  on 
the  4th  day  of  June,  1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  to  show  cause 
why  he  should  not  be  fined,  according  to  law,  for  his  non-attendance  as  a 
juror  before  the  said  justice,  at  his  said  office  in  the  said  town,  on  the  1st 
day  of  June,  1865,  in  a  certain  cause  there  depending  before  the  said  jus- 
tice, in  which  A.  B.  was  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.  was  defendant ;  and  have  y6u 
then  there  this  precept.     Given  under  my  hand  this  2d  day  of  June,  1865. 

J.  WOOD,  Justice. 

Oonstalle^s  return  to  summons. 

On  the  2d  day  of  June,  1865, 1  did,  at  the  town  of  Bethlehem,  in  the 
county  of  Albany,  serve  the  within  summons,  personally,  on  Richard  Smith, 
the  juror  named  therein.  Dated,  Bethlehem,  June  2d,  1865.  Constable's 
fees,  $  .  TIMOTHY  SHERROD,   Oonstabk. 

Attachment  to  compel  attendance  of  juror. 

Albany  County,  ss:  The  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any 
Constable  of  said  county,  greeting  :  Whereas,  it  has  been  made  to  appear 
to  the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Bethlehem,  in 
the  county  of  Albany,  by  due  and  legal  proof  made  before  me,  that  Richard 
Smith  was,  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  1865,  duly  summoned  as  a  juror,  to 
appear  before  the  undersigned,  at  his  office  in  said  town,  at  ten  o'clock 
in  thjB  forenoon,  to  make  one  of  a  jury,  to  try  a  cause  then  depending 
before  me,  in  which  A.  B.'  w'a&  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.  was  defendantj  and 
'  whCTeas  said  Richard  Smith  niade  default,  and  refused  to  appea^  or  attend 
Wait  11—81 
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as  such  juror  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid ;  and  whereas,  on  the 
second  day  of  June,  1863,  a  summons  in  due  form  of  law,  was  duly 
served  upon  the  said  Richard  Smith,  requiring  him  to  appear  before  me 
at  my  office  at  the  town  aforesaid,  on  the  fourth  day  of  June,  1865,  at 
ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  to  show  cause  why  a  fine  should  _  not  be 
imposed  upon  him  for  such  non-attendance  as  a  juror  as  aforesaid ;  and 
whereas,  the  said  Richard  Smith  has  neglected  to  appear  and  show 
cause  why  he  should  not  be  fined  according  to  law,  after  due  service  of  such 
summons^  and  due  proof  of  the  service  thereof  having  been  made  before  me, 
we  command  you  to  attach  and  take  the  body  of  the  said  Richard  Smith 
and  bring  him  forthwith  (or  on  some  specified  day)  before  the  said 
justice,  at  his  office  in  the  town  aforesaid,  to  answer  all  such  matters  as 
shall  then  and  there  be  objected  against  him,  for  having  neglected  to  attend 
the  trial  of  said  action  as  a  juror.  And  have  you  then  and  there  this  pre- 
cept.    Given  under  my  hand  this  fourth  day  of  June,  1865. 

J.  WOOD,  Justice. 

See  also  the  form  in  Bdbiins  v.  Gorham,  11  E.  P.  Smith,  589, 
590,  which  was  sustained  by  the  court  of  appeals. 

Minute  of  conviction  of  a  defaulting  juror. 

Albany  Cotjntt,  ss:  Be  it  remembered,  that  on  this  sixth  day  of  June, 
1865,  Richard  Smith  is  convicted  before  me,  and  fined  the  sum  of  ten  dol- 
lars, besides  two  dollars  costs  for  non-attendance  as  a  juror  before  me  at  my 
office,  in  the  town  of  Bethlehem,  in  the  county  of  Albany,  on  the  first  day 
of  June,  1865,  in  a  certain  cause  then  and  there  depending  before  me,  in 
which  A.  B.  was  plaintifi",  and  C.  D.  defendent. 

J.  WOOD,  Justice. 

Execution  against  juror  for  fine  and  costs. 

Albany  County,  ss:  The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any 
constable  of  said  county,  greeting  :  Whereas,  Richard  Smith  was,  on  the 
6th  day  of  June,  1865,  convicted  and  fined  by  the  undersigned,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Bethlehem,  in  the  county  of  Albany,  the  sum 
of  ten  dollars,  besides  two  dollars  costs,  for  non-attendance  as  a  juror  before 
the  said  justice,  at  his  office  in  the  town  of  Bethlehem,  in  the  county  of 
Albany,  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  1865,  in  a  ceitain  cause  then  and  there 
depending  before  me,  the  said  justice,  in  which  A.  B.  was  plaintiff,  and  C. 
D.  was  defendant,  a  record  of  which  conviction,  and  of  the  cause  thereof, 
has  been  duly  made  and  entered  in  the  docket  of  the  undersigned  justice. 
And  whereas  the  said  Richard  Smith  has  neglected  to  pay  the  said  fine 
and  costs,  you  are  hereby  commanded  to  levy  the  said  fine  and  costs  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Richard  Smith  ;  and  for  want  thereof,  to 
take  and  convey  the  said  Richard  Smith  to  the  jail  of  said  county,  there  to 
remain  until  he  shall  pay  such  fine  and  costs.  And  the  keeper  of  said  jail  is 
required  to  keep  the  said  Richard '  Smith  in  close  custody  in  said  jail, 
until  the  fine  and  costs  aforesaid  be  paid,  or  until  thirty  days  after  the 
commencement  of  this  imprisonment.  Given  under  my  hand,  at  Bethlehem, 
this  6th  day  of  June  1865. 

J.  WOOD,  Justice. 
SECTION  III. 

CONTEMPTS   OF   COURT. 

There  is  no  doubt  about  the  common  law  right  to  punish  a 
contempt  of  court  in  certain  cases ;  but,  in  this  state,  the  statute 
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has  expressly  given  authority  in  certain  cases,  and  as  expressly 
excluded  it  in  all  others.  Vol.  I,  73,  ■§  199.  Under  this  statute 
the  only  question  will  be,  whether  the  act  done  or  omitted  is  a 
violation  of  the  statute.  The  punishment  is  also  prescribed  by 
statute.  *'  Vol.  I,  73,  '^  200.  No  person  can  be  punished  for  a 
contempt  until  he  has  had  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  his 
defense.  When  the  contempt  is  committed  in  the  immediate 
presence  of  the  justice,  he  may  at  once  call  upon  the  offender 
for  his  defense,  without  issuing  any  process  for  that  purpose.  If 
such  person  leaves  the  court  before  he  can  be  called  upon  to 
make  his  defense,  the  justice  may  issue  a  warrant  for  his  arrest. 
Vol.  I,  73,  '^  201. 

Warrant  to  arrest  for  a  contempt. 

ALBANY  COUNTY,  )      . 
Town  op  Bethlehem,  j 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  constable  of  the  county  of 
Albany,  greeting  :  We  command  you  to  apprehend  Richard  Peters,  and 
bring  "him  before  J.  Wood,  Esq.,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  the 
town  of  Bethlehem,  in  the  county  of  Albany,  at  his  oiBce  in  said  town,  to 
show  cause  why  he,  the  said  Richard  Peters,  should  not  be  convicted  of  a 
criminal  contempt,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  the  2d  day  of  June, 
1865,  before  the  said  justice,  while  engaged,  as  a  justiccof  the  peace,  in 
judicial  proceedings.  Given  under  my  hand,  at  Bethlehem  aforesaid,  this 
2d  day  of  June,  1865.  J.  WOOD,  Justice. 

This  warrant  should  be  delivered  to  any  constable  of  the 
county  for  service ;  and  the  officer  will  proceed  to  execute  it 
in  the  same  manner  that  a  civil  warrant  is  executed.  After  the 
arrest  of  the  person  who  committed  such  contempt,  and  his 
appearance  before  the  justice,  the  latter  should  state  distinctly 
to  such  offender  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  offense  with 
which  he  is  charged ;  and  he  should  be  called  upon  for  his 
defense.  The  justice  may  reduce  such  statement  to  writing, 
which  will  be  the  more  prudent  course,  since  it  will  then  be  easy 
to  show  precisely  what  was  alleged  as  the  contempt.  If  the 
offender  can  show  any  facts  which  will  excuse  his  acts  from  being 
considered  as  a  contempt,  the  justice  may  discharge  him ;  but 
if  the  excuse  is  unsatisfactory,  or  if  he  refuses  to  make  any 
excuse,  the  justice  will  proceed  to  convict  him  of  the  contempt. 
No  evidence  is  necessary  in  such  a  case,  since  the  justice  proceeds 
entirely  upon  such  matters  as  occurred  in  his  immediate  presence. 
The  object  of  punishing  a  contempt  is  to  secure  that  invariable 
respect  for  the  laws  and  for  courts  which  must  exist  if  the  laws 
or  if  justice  is  to  be  properly  administered  by  the  courts.  When 
a  proper  apology  is  offered,  the  justice  may  accept  it,  and  omit 
to  enforce  the  further  proceedings.  But  when  there  is  a  refusal 
to  apologize,  and  a  persistence  in' contumacious  conduct,  the 
justice  ought  to  enforce  the  law  with  a  firm  hand  ;  and,  if  justice 
requires  it,  the  punishment  should  extend  to  the  full  limits  of  the 
law.  Vol.  I,  73,  ■§  200.  In  every  case  of  a  conviction  for  a 
contempt  the  justice  must  immediately  make  up  a  record  of  con- 
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viction,  in  which  must  be  stated  the  particular  circumstances  cff 
the  offense,  and  the  judgment  rendered  thereon,  which  must  fee 
subscribed  by  the  justice,  and  filed  in  the  county  clerk's  office 
within  ten  d^-ys  after  its  date.  Vol.  I,  73,  ^^  202,  203. 

Record  of  conviction  for  a  contempt. 
Albany  Cotjntt,  ss:  Whereas,  on  this  second  day  of  June,  1865,  while 
the  undersigned,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Bethlehem,  in  said 
county,  was  engaged  in  the  trial  of  an  action  (or  other  judicial  act),  in 
which  A.  B.  was  plaintiff,  and  C.  D.  was  defendant,  at  his  office  in  said 
town,  in  accordance  with  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
Richard  Perry  did,  willfully  and  contemptuously,  interrupt  me  while 
engaged  in  the  trial  of  said  case,  and  did  then  and  there  conduct  himself 
80  disorderly  and  insolently  towards  the  said  justice,  and,  by  making  a 
loud  noise  and  a  great  disturbance,  did  interrupt  such  proceedings,  apd 
impair  the  respect  due  to  the  authority  of  such  justice;  and,  on  being 
ordered  by  me,  the  said  justice,  to  cease  making  such  noise  and  disturbance, 
he,  the  said  Richard  Perry,  refused  so  to  do,  but,  on  the  contrary,  he 
declared  publicly  and  with  a  loud  voice  that  I  was  a  partial  justice,  and 
that  no  defendant  ever  received  justice  in  a  caiise  tried  before  me  (or  what- 
ever the  offensive  words  may  be) ;  and  whereas,  the  said  Richard  Perry 
was  immediately  called  upon  by  the  said  justice  to  answer  for  the  said 
contempt,  and  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  convicted  thereof,  and 
he,  not  showing  any  cause  nor  making  any  defense  to  said  charge,  nor 
excusing  himself  therefrom,*  be  it  therefore  remembered,  that  the  said 
Richard  Perry  is  adjudged  to  be  guilty,  and  is  convicted  of  the  contempt 
aforesaid,  before  the  said  justice,  and  adjudged  by  the  said  justice  to  pay 
a  fine  of  ten  dollars,  and  be  imprisoned  in  the  county  jail  of  said  county 
for  the  term  of  five  days,  and  until  he  pays  such  fine,  or  he  is  duly  dis- 
charged from  imprisonment  according  to  law.  Given  under  my  hand  this 
2dday  of  June,  1865.  J.  WOOD,  Justice. 

In  every  instance  the  statement  of  the  offense  should  be  made 
with  particularity  and  minuteness,  so  as  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute.  Vol.  I,  73,  §  202. 

A  precedent  is  useful  merely  as  a  guide  iq  the  matter,  for  the 
circumstances  of  each  case  will  differ  from  any  precedent,  and 
from  almost  any  other  case.  Two  things  should  be  constantly 
observed  in  drawing  a  record  of  conviction ;  one  is,  that  the 
offense  is  clearly  one  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  statute, 
and  the  other  is  that  the  offense  should  be  stated  as  nearly  in  the 
language  of  the  statute  as  may  be,  with  a  circumstantial  detail 
of  the  acts  constituting  the  offense.  If  a  warrant  was  issued 
for  the  arrest  of  the  offender,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  him 
before  the  justice,  the  record  of  conviction  should  recite  that 
fact.  After  stating  the  facts  showing  the  contempt,  the  recital  in 
the  record  of  conviction  may  show  the  arrest  as  follows :  "And 
whereas,  the  said  Eichard  Perry  was  brought  before  me  upon  a 
warrant  duly  issued  by  me  for  that  purpose,  iand  required  to 
answer  for  the  said  contempt,  and  show  cause  why  he  should  not 
be  convicted  thereof."  Then,  following  this,  continue  the  state- 
ment that  no  cause  was  shown,  &c.,  as  follows:  "And  whereas  the 
said  Eichard  Perry  was  thereupon  required  to  answer  for  the  said 
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contempt,  and  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  convicted  thereof; 
and  whereas  the  said  Eichard  Perry  did  not  show  any  cause,  nor 
make  any  defense  against  the  said  charge ;  Be  it  therefore  remem- 
bered," &c.,  as  in  the  precedent. 

Warrant  of  commitment  for  a  contempt. 
COUNTY  OF  ALBANY, ) 

Town  of  Bethlehem,      j"  ** ' 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  constable  of  said  county, 
and  to  the  keeper  of  the  common  jail  of  said  county,  gebeting  :  Whereas, 
&c.,  (recite  the  record  of  conviction  so  as  to  show  the  entire  charge 
therein  contained,  omitting  the  conclusion  of  the  record,  which  states  the 
conviction  in  the  following  words:  "Be  it  therefore  remembered,"  &c., 
and  then  proceed  as  follows) :  And  whereas,  the  said  Richard  Perry  was 
thereupon  adjudged  to  be  guilty,  and  was  convicted  by  me,  the  said'justice, 
of  the  criminal  contempt  aforesaid,  and  was  adjudged  to  pay  a  fine  of  ten 
dollars  and  be  imprisoned  in  the  county  jail  of  said  county  for  the  term  of 
five  days,  and  until  such  fine  is  paid  or  he  is  discharged  from  imprisonment 
according  to  law. 

Therefore  you,  the  said  constable,  are  hereby  commanded  to  take,  con- 
vey and  deliver  the  said  Richard  Perry  into  the  custody  of  the  said  keeper 
of  the  said  jail ;  and  you,  the  said  keeper,  are  hereby  required  to  receive 
the  said  Richard  Perry  into  your  custody  in  the  said  jail,  and  him  there 
safely  keep  during  the  said  term  of  five  days,  and  until  he  pays  the  said 
fine,  or  is  duly  discharged  according  to  law ;  hereof  fail  not.  Dated  this 
2d  day  of  June,  1865.  J.  WOOD,  Justice. 

The  justice  acts  judicially  in  convicting  any  person  of  a  con- 
tempt, and  therefore  no  civil  action  can  be  maintained  against 
him  for  making  any  such  conviction.  Bobbins  v.  Gorham,  26 
Barb.,  586 ;  5.  C,  11  E.  P.  Smith,  588.  And  if  the  fine  is  col- 
lected or  the  offender  is  imprisoned,  no  action  lies  against  the 
justice,  because  his  proceedings  cannot  be  overhauled  in  such  a 
collateral  way.  Ih. 

The  proceedings  must,  however,  be  regular  on  their  face,  and 
show  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  li. 
Though  the  statute  is  merely  directory  as  to  entering  the  convic- 
tion of  a  defaulting  juror  into  the  docket.  Ih.  If  the  record  of 
conviction  shows  jurisdiction,  the  statements  contained  in  it  are 
not  traversable,  and .  are  conclusive  in  any  action  which  may  be 
brought  against  the  justice.  Mather  v.  Hood,  8  Johns.,  44 ;  Boi- 
iins  V.  Gorham,  26  Barb.,  586  j  S.  C,  11  B.  P.  Smith,  588. 

If  the  conviction  is  erroneous  for  the  reason  that  the  acts  done 
or  omitted  do  not  legally  amount  to  a  contempt,  the  conviction 
may  be  reversed  if  the  proper'  steps  are  taken  for  that  i)urpose. 
Mallory  v.  Benjamin,  9  How.,  419.  The  counsel  of  either  of  the 
parties  cannot  be  compelled  to  produce  in  evidence  a  paper  which 
came  into  his  hands  as  counsel,  by  the  delivery  of  his  client ;  and 
a  conviction  for  a  contempt  for  such  refusal  will  be  erroneous. 
Ih.  In  such  a  case  a  refusal  to  produce  the  paper  is  not  a  resistr 
ance  to  a  lawful  order  made  by  the  justice,  within  the  meaning 
of  sub.  3  of  §  199,  Vol.  I,  73. 
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PROCEEDINGS  AOAINST  A  WITNESS  FOR  REFTJSINa  TO  BE  SWORN. 

The  statute  upon  this  subject  will  be  found,  Vol.  I,  73,  §§  204, 
205,  206.  The  proceedings  for  compelling  the  attendance  of  a 
witness  have  been  already  given.  Ante,  555.  The  present  pro- 
ceedings relate  exclusively  to  the  case  of  a  witness  who  is  present 
in  court  and  refuses  to  be  sworn  at  all,  or,  if  sworn,  to  answer 
any  proper  question  which  is  put  to  him.  Before  a  person  can 
be  punished  for  refusing  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness,  it  must  be 
shown  that  he  has  been  legally  subpoenaed.  Though  if  he  is 
present  in  court,  and  his  fees  are  paid  or  tendered  to  him  there, 
that  will  be  sufficient.  The  proper  practice,  however,  is  to  sub- 
poena the  person  regularly  as  a  witness,  and  especially  is  this  so 
where  it  is  intended  to  pursue  the  proceedings  by  way  of  punish- 
ment for  a  contempt  in  refusing  to  be  sworn.  Due  proof  of  the 
service  must  always  be  made  before  the  justice  is  authorized  to 
act  in  the  matter.  This  proof  may  be  made  by  the  return  of  a 
constable  upon  the  subpoena,  or  by  the  affidavit  of  any  other  per- 
son who  served  the  subpoena.  And  it  is  best  to  require  such 
proof  in  every  case  in  which  proceedings  of  this  nature  are  taken. 
An  express  admission  of  the  due  service  of  the  subpoena,  if  made 
by  the  witness  himself,  is  sufficient.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  merely 
prove  that  a  witness  has  been  duly  subpoenaed,  and  that  he 
refuses  to  be  sworn ;  it  must  also  be  shown  that  he  is  a  material 
witness.  Vol.  I,  73,  §  204,  or  he  cannot  be  committed  for  such 
refusal.  The  materiality  of  the  witness  must  be  shown,  on 
oath,  by  the  party  at  whose  instance  he  was  subpoenaed.  Vol. 
I,  73,  §  204. 

Oath  of  materiality  of  witness. 
You  do  swear  that  you  will  truly  answer  all  such  questions  as  may  be 
put  to  you  in  relation  to  the  materiality  of  the  testimony  of  Charles  Jones, 
a  witness  in  the  action  now  on  trial  before  me,  in  which  A.  B.  is  plaintiff, 
and  C.  D.,  defendant. 

If  the  party  then  states,  under  his  oath,  that  the  witness  is  a 
material  one,  and  that  he  cannot  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of 
the  cause  without  his  testimony,  the  justice  must  require  the  wit- 
ness to  be  sworn,  or  to  answer  the  question  proposed,  if  already 
sworn.  If  the  witness  refuses  to  comply  with  the  requirement  of 
the  justice,  he  must  be  committed  to  the  county  jail,  where  he 
shall  remain  until  he  submits  to  be  sworn,  or  to  answer,  or  until 
he  is  dead  or  insane.  Vol.  I,  73,  <^§  205,  206. 

Commitment  of  a  witness  for  refusing  to  he  sworn,  Sec. 
ALBANY  COUNTY,  ) 
Town  of  Bethlehem,  j  **  "* 

J.  Wood,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Bethlehem,  in  the  county 
of  Albany,  to  any  constable  of  said  county,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  county 
jail  of  said  county,  greeting:  Whereas,  on  the  trial  of  a  civil  action 
before  me,  the  said  justice,  this  day,  in  which  A.  B.  was  plaintiff,  and  C. 
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C,  defendant,  Charles  Jones,  being  called  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  (or  defendant),  and  being  present,  and  it  being  proved  by  the 
return  of  Arthur  White,  one  of  the  constables  of  said  county,  that  the  said 
Charles  Jones  had  been  duly  subpcenaed,  &c.,  refused  to  be  sworn,  as  such 
witness,  in  any  form  prescribed  by  law.  And  the  said  A.  B.  having  made 
oath,  before  me,  that  the  testimony  of  the  said  Charles  Jones  was  so  far 
material  that  without  it  he  could  not  safely  proceed  with  the  trial  of  the 
said  action,  now,  therefore,  you,  .the  said  constable,  are  hereby  commanded, 
forthwith,  to  convey  and  deliver  the  said  Charles  Jones  into  the  custody 
of  the  said  keeper  of  said  jail,  and  you,  the  said  keeper,  are  hereby  required 
to  receive  the  said  Charles  Jones  into  your  custody  in  the  said  jail,  and 
him  there  safely  keep  until  he  shall  submit  to  be  sworn  as  such  witness  as 
aforesaid,  and  shall  be  discharged  by  due  course  of  law ;  hereof  fail  not. 
Given  under  my  hand  this  3d  day  of  June,  1865. 

J.  WOOD,  Justice. 

The  foregoing  form  is  applicable  to  a  case  in  which  the  witness 
refnses  to  be  sworn  at  all  as  a  witness.  But  a  witness  is  fre- 
quently sworn,  and  answers  most  of  the  questions  put  to  him, 
though  he  may  refuse  to  answer  some  of  the  questions  propounded 
to  him.  In  that  case,  the  commitment  ought  to  be  similar  in 
form  to  the  one  just  given,  with  such  a  difference  in  the  state- 
ment as  will  conform  to  the  facts  of  the  case.  Instead  of  reciting 
that  the  witness  refused  to  be  sworn,  the  commitment  ought  to 
state  that  the  witness  was  duly  sworn,  and  that  he  refused 
to  answer  some  specified  question  or  questions,  which  statement 
may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

"  The  said  Charles  Jones  was  called  and  duly  sworn  by  me  as  a  witness, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  (or  defendant),  and  on  his  examination  (or 
cross-examination)  the  said  Charles  Jones  was  asked,  by  the  said  plaintiff 
(or  defendant),  the  pertinent  and  proper  question,  '  Whether  he  had  seen 
C.  D.,  the  defendant  in  the  action,  write  ?'  to  which  question  the  said 
Charles  Jones  refused  to  make  any  answer." 

The  commitment  must  state  the  question  precisely  as  it  was 
put  to  the  witness,  which  may  readily  be  done  by  reducing  the 
question  to  writing. 

A  witness  cannot  be  committed  to  jail,  under  this  statute,  for 
refusing  to  answer  where  he  obtained  liquor,  or  as  to  the  cause 
of  his  intoxication,  when  the  proceeding  is  one  instituted  under 
the  Excise  Laws  of  1857,  ch.  628.  People  v.  Webster,  14  How.,  242. 
And  if  so  committed,  he  will  be  relieved  on  Imbeas  corpiis,  and 
discharged  from  imprisonment.  lb.  In  such  a  case,  the  question 
is  a  jurisdictional  one.  On  a  habeas  corpus,  issued  in  a  case  of  a 
commitment  for  a  contempt  of  court,  two  questions  only  are 
examined  One  is,  whether  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  commitment,  and  the  other,  whether  the  commitment  is 
regular  and  sufficient  on  its  face.  People  v.  Sheriff  of  New  York, 
29  Barb.,  622 ;  S.  C,  7  Abb.,  96 ;  People  v.  Kelly,  21  How.,  54 ; 
S.  C,  12  Abb.,  150.  A  justice  should  never  require  an  answer 
to  a  question  which  might  tend  to  criminate  a  witness,  or  subject 
him  to  an  action  for  a  penalty,  if  he  claims  his  exemption.  Byass 
V.  Sullivan,  21  How.,  50;  3  E.  S.,  690,  ^  102,  5th  ed. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

nAMAGES. 

SECTION  I. 

DAMAGES   IN   ACTIONS   ON  CONTRACTS. 

General  view  of  the  siihject.]  The  compensation,  recompense, 
or  satisfaction  which  the  law  gives  to  the  party  injured  against 
the  party  causing  or  producing  the  injury,  is  tCjrmed  damages. 
As  a  general  rule,  the  damages  ought  to  be  precisely  commensu- 
rate with  the  injury.  But  the  cases  hereafter  cited  will  show 
how  far  the  rule  is  enforced  in  actual  practice,  and  how  far  it  is 
modified  or  disregarded.  In  every  case,  the  damages  must  be 
the  result  of  the  injury  complained  of;  whether  it  consists  of  the 
withholding  of  a  legal  right,  or  the  breach  of  a  duty  legally  due 
to  the  plaiutiif.  General  damages  are  such  as  necessarily  result 
from  the  injury,  and  they  may  be  proved  under  a  general  allega- 
tion of  damages  in  the  complaint.  Ante,  310. 

The  law  always  presumes  some  damage  to  follow  from  the  viola- 
tion of  any  right  or  duty  implied  by  law,  and  therefore  nominal 
damages  will  be  awarded,  if  none  greater  are  proved.  But  where 
the  damages,  though  the  natural  consequences  of  the  act  com- 
plained of,  are  not  the  necessary  result  of  it,  they  are  termed 
special  damages,  which  the  law  does  not  imply,  and,  therefore,  in 
order  to  prevent  a  surprise  upon  the  defendant,  they  must  be 
particularly  specified  in  the  complaint,  or  the  plaintiff  will  be 
precluded  from  giving  evidence  of  them  on  the  trial.  Ante,  310. 

There  are  few  instances  in  which  the  right  to  recover  damages 
to  some  amount  will  be  disputed  if  it  is  conceded  that  the  plaintiff 
has  established  a  cause  of  action.  And  yet  there  are  a  few  cases 
in  which  it  is  said  that  no  damages  are  recoverable,  because 
the  injury  itself  was  so  insignificant  as  to  be  beneath  the  notice 
of  the  law.  See  Vol.  I,  728,  734,  735,  793,  795,  796. 

But,  notwithstanding  some  exceptional  cases,  the  law  generally 
gives  a  remedy  by  way  of  damages  to  the  injured  party.  "  Wher- 
ever the  common  law  gives  a  right,  or  prohibits  an  injury,  it  also 
gives  a  remedy  by  action."  3  Bla.  Com.,  123,  and  see  Vol.  I,  729. 
"If  a  statute  gives  a  right,  the  common  law  will  give  a  remedy  to 
maintain  that  right ;  a  fortiori,  where  the  common  law  gives  a 
right,  it  gives  a  remedy  to  assert  it.  This  is  an  injury,  and  every 
injury  imports  a  damage."  Lord  Holt  in  Ashby  v.  White,  1  Salk., 
19.  "  It  is  the  pride  of  the  common  law,  that  wherever  it 
recognizes  or  creates  a  private  right,  it  also  gives  a  remedy  for  a 
willful  violation  of  it."  Yates  v.  Joyce,  11  Johns.,  140,  opinion. 
"It  is  a  general  and  very  sound  rule  of  law,  that  where  an  injury 
has  been  sustained,  for  which  the  law  gives  a  remedy,  that 
remedy  shall  be  commensurate  to  the  injury  sustained."  Sedg- 
wick, J.,  in  Boclcwood  v.  Allen,  7  Mass.,  254.  It  is  a  natural  and 
legal  principle  that  the  compensation  should  be  equivalent  to  the 
injury.  Shipped,  Oh.,  J.,  Bussey  v.  Donaldson,  4  Dallas,  206. 


DAMAGES.  649 

"  The  general  rule  of  law  is  this  :  Whoever  does  an  injury  to 
an  other  is  liable  in  damages  to  the  extent  of  that  injury.  It 
matters  not  whether  the  injury  is  to  the  property  or  the  person, 
or  the  rights  or  the  reputation  of  an  other."  Stoky,  J.,  Dexter  v. 
Spear,  4  Mason,  115.  But  it  is  not  to  be  assumed,  from  this 
general  language,  that  the  law  will  give  a  remedy  for  every  loss 
which  one  individ^ial  may  sustain  from  the  acts  of  an  other.  If 
the  damages  result  from  fraud,  deceit,  or  malice,  there  are  many 
cases  which  are  actionable.  Vol.  I,  727  to  737,  853  to  862.  But 
there  are  some  few  instances  in  which  one  person  may  suflfer 
injury  from  the  acts  of  an  other,  and  yet  the  law  gives  no  redress 
by  way  of  damages.  See  Vol.  I,  728,  734,  735,  736,  793,  795. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  measure  of  damages  is  a  matter, of  law 
to  be  determined  by  the  court.  "  In  cases  where  a  rnle  can  be 
discovered,  the  jury  are  bound  to  adopt  it.  That  rule  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  recover  so  much  as  will  repair  the  injury  sustained 
by  the  misconduct  of  the  defendant."  Washington,  J.,  in  Walker 
v.  Smith,  1  Wash.  0.  0.  E.,  152.  Again,  in  reference  to  the  rate 
of  damages  on  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange,  the  court  said :  "  In 
this,  as  in  other  cases  of  contract,  the  rule  by  which  the  amount 
or  extent  of  redress  should  be  ascertained  is  a  question  of  law." 
Graves  v.  Dash,  12  Johns.,  17,  23. 

Although  the  law  aims  at  furnishing  a  compensation  to  the 
injured  party,  it  will  be  found  that  there  are  few  instances  in 
which  such  a  result  is  actually  attained.  Where  the  injury  which 
results  from  the  acts  or  omissions  of  an  other  is  from  fraud,  malice, 
or  willful  wrong,  there  are  several  considerations  which  bear 
upon  the  measure  of  damages.  If  the  action  is  founded  upon  an 
unpaid  bill  or  note,  or  for  the  price  of  goods  sold,  or  for  the  value 
of  property  paid  for,  but  not  delivered,  compensation  will  be 
measured  by  the  actual  pecuniary  loss  directly  sustained.  In 
such  a  case  no  indirect  loss  is  taken  into  the  account,  such  as  a  loss 
of  profits  that  might  have  been  made  had  the  contract  been  per- 
formed; nor  is  any  notice  taken  of  the  loss  sustained  by  the 
derangement  or  disturbance  of  business  produced  by  the  failure 
to  perform  the  contract,  such  as  loss  of  credit,  or  of  business,  or 
even  the  insolvency  of  the  injured  party.  Neither  is  any  allow- 
ance made  in  such  a  case  for  mental  anxiety  and  suffering ;  nor 
is  any  account  taken  of  the  time  and.  money  expended  in  pur- 
suing a  legal  remedy,  except  such  costs,  fees,  and  charges  as  the 
law  allows  against  the  unsuccessful  litigant.  So,  too,  the  law, 
as  a  general  rule,  does  not  change  the  rule  of  damages  by  reason 
of  the  motives  of  the  party  who  fails  to  perform  his  engagement 
or  contract ;  and  for  that  reason  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
same,  whether  the  contract  was  broken  through  honest  inability 
or  fraudulent  design.  There  are  some  cases,  however,  in  which 
the  motives  of  a  party  may  have  an  influence  upon  the  question 
of  damages,  and  these  will  be  noticed  in  a  subsequent  place. 

Nominal  damages,']  The  law  recognizes  a  distinction  between 
noiainal  and  substantial  damages.  In  an  action  for  the  recov- 
Wait  il— 82 
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ery  of  substantial  damages  the  object  generally  is  to  attempt  to 
obtain  a  remuneration  for  the  loss  actually  sustained,  or  as  near 
that  as  the  law  will  permit.  But  there  are  cases  in  which  the 
injury  is  not  such  as  to  entitle  the  complaining  party  to  substan- 
tial damages,  and  yet  the  law  will  permit  him  to  recover  nominal 
damages.  Where  there  is  an  invasion  of  a  legal  right  the  law  infers 
some  damage  as  resulting  therefrom,  and  in  the  absence  of  proof 
of  any  particular  damage,  the  law  will  award  nominal  damages 
if  no  other.  Vol  I,  794,  796,  797.  By  nominal  damages  is  to  be 
understood  that  a  small  sum  is  given,  as  a  penny  or  a  sixpence,  &c. 
In  some  cases  the  amount  of  damages  recoverable  is  not  import- 
ant to  the  plaintiff,  except  in  so  far  as  it  affects  the  right  of 
recovery.  When  the  object  of  the  action  is  to  establish  a  right  or 
title,  the  recovery  of  a  small  sum  is  as  effectual  as  a  verdict  or 
judgment  for  a  large  sum.  In  an  action  for  a  trespass  upon  lands, 
or  for  injuries  to  a  watercourse,  or  other  cases  of  a  similar  nature, 
the  amount  of  damages  is  frequently  quite  small.  Vol.  I,  766, 
767,  791  to  800.  But  the  judgment  in  relation  to  the  rights  of 
the  parties  is  as  conclusive  as  though  the  largest  damages  were 
awarded. 

Where  a  right  of  action  is  given  by  statute,  and  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled,  on  the  evidence,  to  maintain  an  action,  the  court  ought 
not  to  grant  a  nonsuit,  even  though  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff  are  merely  nominal.  Quin  v.  Moore,  1  E.  P.  Smith, 
432,  434.  And  the  same  rule  is  applicable  in  those  cases  in 
which  the  common  law  clearly  gives  a  right  of  action  for  the 
recovery  of  some  damages  for  violating  a  clear  legal  right.  Where 
the  action  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of  determining  a  right  as  in 
an  action  of  trespass  to  real  estate,  or  the  like,  and  the  plaintiff 
establishes  a  right  of  recovery,  then  the  defendant  ought  to  pay 
the  expenses  resulting  from  the  litigation  of  the  question.  There 
are  cases,  however,  in  which  the  action  is  prosecuted  from 
motives  of  malice  or  revenge,  and  in  which  no  important  ques- 
tion is  involved ;  and  it  is  sometimes  a  question  what  ought  to 
be  the  decision  in  such  a  case.  That  such  litigation  ought  not 
to  be  encouraged  is  a  point  upon  which  there  will  be  a  general 
agreement ;  but  it  is  not  always  easy  to  apply  a  proper  corrective 
by  way  of  a  legal  disposition  of  the  case.  If,  upon  undisputed 
evidence,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  some  damages, 
no  court  or  jury  have  a  right  to  disregard  the  law  by  determin- 
ing the  case  against  the  plaintiff";  and,  in  such  cases,  the  only 
legal  mode  of  disposing  of  the  case  is  to  render  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  nominal  damages.  Such  cases  as  these, 
however,  are  not  usual,  for  there  is  seldom  a  trial  in  which  there 
is  not  a  fair  issue  made  upon  a  question  of  fact,  upon  which  there 
is  a  conflict  of  evidence ;  and  when,  in  a  case  of  that  character, 
a  court  or  jury  can  clearly  see  that  malice  alone  is  the  motive  for 
bringing  the  action,  they  can  apply  the  proper  corrective  by 
finding  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  This  course  will 
give  full  effect  to  the  principle  of  law  which  declares  against 
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useless  or  vindictive  litigation.  If,  however,  the  plaintiff  makes 
out  a  clear  case  according  to  law,  it  is  the  duty  of  a  jury  to  be 
very  careful  that  they  do  not  disregard  their  own  duties  and 
their  oaths  by  finding  a  verdict  against  law  and  evidence,  merely 
because  they  suppose  that  the  plaintiff  was  actuated  by  an 
Improper  motive  in  bringing  his  action. 

Remote  and  consequential  damages.']  As  a  general  rule  the  law 
does  not  take  into  consideration  any  damages  which  are  the 
remote  results  of  the  act  or  injury  complained  of.  And  where 
such  damages  exist,  they  are  usually  termed  remote  or  conse- 
quential damages,  hj  way  of  distinguishing  them  from  such 
damages  as  are  a  positive  and  direct  result  of  the  alleged  act  or 
injury.  The  principle  here  enunciated  may  seem  to  be  easy  of 
application,  and  in  many  cases  it  is  so;  but  there  are  other 
instances  in  which  there  is  no  little  difficulty  in  deciding  whether  a 
given  case  falls  within  the  rule  which  excludes  the  damages  as 
too  remote.  A  few  of  the  numerous  cases  will  be  noticed  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  the  application  of  the  rule  in  actions  of 
contract  and  also  those  of  tort.  If  a  dealer  in  drugs  and  medicines 
carelessly  labels  a  deadly  poison  as  a  harmless  medicine,  and 
sends  it  so  labeled  into  the  market,  he  is  liable  in  damages  to 
any  person  who,  without  any  fault  on  his  part,  is  injured  by  using 
it  as  a  medicine,  in  consequence  of  the  false  label.  Vol.  I,  731, 
834. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  a  steamboat,  the  defense 
was  that  a  portion  of  the  machinery  was  unsound ;  that  in  conse- 
quence of  such  imperfections  considerable  delay  was  caused  in  the 
use  of  the  vessel,  and  the  defendant  claimed  to  deduct  not  only 
the  amount  necessary  to  remedy  the  actual  defects,  but  also  for 
the  loss  of  profits  upon  the  trips  which  might  have  been  run 
during  the  time  the  vessel  was  delayed  for  the  purpose  of  repairs ; 
but  the  court  disallowed  the  claim  as  to  the  profits  as  too  remote. 
Blanchard  v.  Ely,  21  Wend.,  342. 

So,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  price  of  a  steam  engine,  boilers, 
and  other  apparatus,  the  defendant  cannot  recoup  the  gains  and 
profits  which  would  have  arisen  from  the  use  of  the  engine  if  it 
had  been  delivered  at  the  time  agreed ;  such  damages  are  too 
remote.  Freeman  v.  Olute,  3  Barb.,  424;  Griffin  v.  Colver,  22 
Barb.,  587.  The  latter  of  the  cases  ci^ed  was  affirmed  by  the 
court  of  appeals,  and  the  rule  laid  down  by  that  court  was  that 
where  there  is  a  breach  of  a  contract  which  stipulates  for  the 
delivery,  at  a  certain  day,  of  a  steam  engine,  built  and  purchased 
for  the  purpose  of  driving  a  planing  mill,  and  other  definite 
machinery,  the  ordinary  rent  or  hire  which  could  have  been 
obtained  for  the  use  of  the  machinery  whose  operation  was 
suspended  for  the  want  of  the  steam  engine  may  be  recovered  as 
damages.  Griffin  v.  Colver,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  489.  The  general  rule 
is  that  the  party  injured  by  a  breach  of  contract  is  entitled  to 
recover  all  his  damages,  including  gains  prevented  as  well  as 
losses  sustained,  provided  they  are  certain,  and  such  as  might 
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naturally  be  expected  to  follow  the  breach.  It  is  only  uncertain 
and  contingent  profits,  therefore,  which  the  law  excludes;  not 
such  as,  being  the  immediate  and  necessary  result  of  the  breach 
of  the  contract,  may  be  fairly  supposed  to  have  entered  into  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  when  they  made  it,  and  are  capable 
of  being  definitely  ascertained  by  reference  to  established  market 
rates.  11.;  see  Sadley  v.  Baxendale,  9  Exch.,  341;  Fletcher  v. 
Tayleur,  17  0.  B.,  21 ;  Davis  v.  Talcott,  14  Barb.,  611. 

So,  again,  where,  in  a  lease  of  a  dairy  for  five  years,  the  lessor 
agreed  to  put  the  barns  on  the  premises  in  a  good  state  of 
rbpair,  but  neglected  to  do  so,  it  was  held  that  the  lessee  could 
hot  recover  the  damages  sustained  by  injuries  to  the  cows  and 
young  cattle,  or  the  increase  of  food  and  the  decrease  of  produce 
resulting  from  the  state  of  the  barns,  because  these  damages' 
were  altogether  tdo  remote  and  contingent.  Dorwin  v.  Potter,  5 
Denio,  306,  Vol.  I,  961. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  implied  warranty  of  title,  on 
the  sale  of  a  horse,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  price  paid  by 
the  purchaser,  with  the  interest  thereon,  and  the  costs  recovered 
against  the  purchaser  in  an  action  by  the  then  owner ;  but  the 
dosts  incurred  in  the  defense  of  the  action  by  the  purchaser  are 
too  remote,  and  cannot  be  recovered.  Armstrong  v.  Percy,  5 
Wend.,  535 ;  Burt  v.  Bewey,  31  Barb.,  540. 

A  brief  notice  will  now  be  taken  of  actions  for  a  tort.  In 
cases  of  deliberate  or  malicious  wrong,  the  law  generally  gives 
very  liberal  relief;  and  in  cases  of  reckless  or  mischievous  acts 
which  are  injurious  to  others,  and  even  where  exemplary  dam- 
ages are  not  claimed,  the  party  in  the  wrong  is  frequently  made 
answerable  for  consequences  very  remote  from  the  original  act. 
In  one  old  case  the  defendant  threw  a  squib  into  the  market- 
house,  which  fell  on  the  stall  of  a  gingerbread  seller ;  he,  to  save 
himself,  threw  it  on  an  other  stall ;  the  proprietor  of  the  second 
stall  also  threw  it  off,  and,  in  so  doing,  it  struck  the  plaintiff  and 
put  out  his  eye ;  here  it  was  held  that  the  injury  was  the  direct 
and  immediate  act  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he  was  liable  for 
the  damages.  Scott  v.  Shepherd,  2  W.  Bla.,  892.  So,  where  the 
defendant  went  up  in  a  balloon,  which  descended  in  the  plain- 
tiff's garden,  a  short  distance  from  the  place  of  ascent,  and 
the  defendant,  being  entangled  and  in  a  perilous  situation, 
called  for  help,  and  a  crowd  of  people  broke  through  the  fences 
into  the  plaintiff's  garden,  and  beat  and  trod  down  his  vege- 
tables and  flowers,  it  was  held  tha,t,  though  ascending  in  a  bal- 
loon was  not  an  unlawful  act,  yet,  as  the  defendant's  descent, 
under  the  circumstances,  would  ordinarily  and  naturally  draw 
the  crowd  into  the  garden,  either  from  a  desire  to  assist  him  or 
to  gratify  a  curiosity  which  he  had  excited,  he  was  answerable 
for  all  the  damage  done  to  the  garden  of  the  plaintiff,  including 
that  done  by  the  crowd.  Guille  v.  Swan,  19  Johns.,  381.  So, 
Where  the  defendant,  having  quarreled  with  a  boy,  pursued  him 
with  a  pickax,  and  followed  him  into  the  plaintiff's  store,  where, 
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in  his  effort  at  flight,  he  committed  unintentional  damage,  the 
defendant  was  held  responsible  for  the  damage  done.  Vanden- 
lurgh  V.  Truax,  4  Denio,  464;  see  S.  C,  Vol.  I,  810.  And  for  a 
further  illustration  of  these  principles  see  Vol.  I,  727  to  737. 

Actions  for  ireach  of  contracts^]  The  law  in  relation  to  con- 
tracts in  general,  and  as  to  the  right  of  action  which  may  arise  from 
the  breach  of  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  has  been  sufficiently 
noticed  in  volume  one.  The  cases  which  will  be  here  noticed 
relate  to  the  measure  of  damages  recoverable  in  actions  founded 
upon  a  breach  of  contract.  Where  nominal  damages  will  be 
awarded  has  been  already  seen,  ante,  649.  And  it  now  remains 
to  ascertain  and  determine  what  rule  is  applicable  where  the 
damages  claimed  are  substantial.  And,  in  the  first  place,  it  will 
be  observed  that  there  are  two  principles  which  are  prominently 
kept  in  view  in  all  such  discussions.  One  of  these  principles  is, 
that  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  he  has  sustained  damage,  and 
the  law  will  not  give  actual  compensation  unless  in  those  cases 
in  which  there  has  been  actual  loss.  The  other  principle  is, 
that  the  contract  itself  furnishes  the  measure  of  damages.  The 
exceptions  to  these  rules  will  be  noticed  while  examining  the 
cases  cited  hereafter.  And,  since  they  are  so  intimately  related 
and  connected,  the  most  convenient  method  will  be  to  discuss 
them  together.  There  are  numerous  cases  in  which  the  parties 
may  legally  fix  the  amount  of  damages  by  a  special  agreement 
for  that  purpose ;  and  when  this  is  done  in  a  case  in  which  the  law 
permits  the  agreement,  the  contract  of  the  parties  will  furnish 
the  measure  of  damages,  or,  in  other  words,  they  establish  a  rule 
for  themselves,  which  will  be  the  law  of  the  case.  The  general 
rule  is  that  in  all  actions  for  the  mere  breach  of  a  contract,  the 
damages  are  to  be  limited  to  the  consequence  of  the  breach  alone, 
without  any  regard  to  the  motives  which  induced  the  violation 
of  the  contract.  To  this  general  rule  there  are  two  exceptions, 
one  of  them  relates  to  a  sale  of  real  estate,  and  the  other  to  a 
breach  of  marriage  promise.  This  subject  will  be  further  noticed 
hereafter. 

The  principle  that  the  contract  furnishes  the  measure  of 
damages  is  not,  in  all  cases,  to  be  so  construed  as  to  enable  a 
party  who  performs  his  part  of  a  contract  to  recover  from  the 
defaulting  party  the  entire  sum  named  in  the  agreement;  for 
there  are  many  instances  in  which  it  has  been  held  that,  in 
actions  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  not  the  price  stipulated  to  be  paid  on  full  performance,  but  the 
actual  injury  sustained  by  the  defendant's  default.  The  reason 
for  such  a  decision  is,  that  although  the  contract  furnishes  the 
measure  of  damages,  it  is  still  subject  to  the  qualification  of 
the  other  rule  that  compensation  is  given  for  the  actual  loss. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contract,  in  not  furnishing 
freight  for  transportation  as  the  defendant  agreed,  the  plaintiff 
claimed  to  recover  the  entire  price  agreed  upon  for  the  transport- 
ation of  a  number  of  horses  upon,  a  canal  boat.    It  was  shown 
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that  the  plaintiff  tendered  performance  on  his  part,  and  that 
there  was  a  neglect  or  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  defendant ;  yet 
the  court  held  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  not  the  sum  or 
price  agreed  to  be  paid  on  performance,  but  that  it  was  limited 
to  the  actual  loss  and  injury  sustained  by  the  defendant's  non- 
performance. Shannon  v.  Comstock,  21  Wend.,  457.  So,  where 
the  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  do  certain  work, 
and  he  commenced  and  partially  performed  the  job,  but  the 
defendant  then  countermanded  the  order,  though  the  plaintiff 
went  on  and  completed  the  job,  and  then  sued  to  recover  the 
stipulated  price;  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  recover  that 
sum,  and  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  a  compensation  for 
the  work  done  before  the  countermand,  including  the  materials 
furnished,  and  also  such  damages  as  resulted  from  the  defend- 
ant's breach  of  the  contract.  Clark  v.  Marsiglia,  1  Denio,  317 ; 
see  this  case  and  others  similar,  stated  in  Vol.  1,  180,  181,  182. 

In  an  old  case  the  action  was  founded  upon  an  agreement  by 
the  defendant  to  purchase  a  horse,  and  the  agreed  price  was  to 
be  settled  thus :  The  defendant  was  to  pay  one  barleycorn  for 
the  first  nail  in  the  horse's  shoes,  and  then  to  give  two  for  the 
second,  and  afterwards  doubling  the  number  for  each  nail  in  the 
shoes.  It  appeared  that  there  were  thirty-two  nails  in  the  shoes, 
and  that  the  quantity  of  barley,  at  the  agreed  rate,  would  amount 
to  five  hundred  quarters.  The  judge  who  tried  the  case  directed 
the  jury  to  disregard  the  contract,  and  to  give  the  value  of  the 
horse  as  damages,  which  was  £S,  Avhich  was  done.  James  v.  Mor- 
gan, 1  Levinz,  111 ;  and  see  Thornboroiv  v.  Whiteacre,  2  Ld. 
Raym.,  1164.  Such  extreme  cases,  however,  are  rare,  and  when 
they  do  occur,  the  decision  is  put  upon  the  ground  that  the 
contract  is  unconscionable,  and  the  court  gives  judgment  for 
such  sum  as  is  reasonable  and  just,  without  regarding  the  terms 
of  the  contract. 

In  an  action  by  an  assignee,  of  a  right  of  action  for  a  breach 
of  warranty,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  same  as  though 
the  action  had  been  brought  by  the  assignor.  Sweet  v.  ^Bradley, 
24  Barb.,  549 ;  see,  also.  Vol.  I,  91  to  94.  In  such  a  case  the 
assignee  is  entitled  to  recover  the  full  amount  of  the  claim  or 
demand  without  any  reference  to  the  sum  which  he  may  have 
pai^i  for  it.  Ih.  But  there  are  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  may 
have  a  sufficient  title  or  interest  in  a  claim  or  demand,  or  in 
property,  to  entitle  him  to  maintain  an  action,  although  he  may 
not  be  entitled  to  recover  the  entire  or  full  value.  And  in  an 
action  between  the  general  owner  of  property  and  one  having 
only  a  lien  upon  it,  or  a  special  interest  in  it,  when  the  latter 
prevails,  his  damages  are  limited  to  the  amount  of  his  lien  or 
special  interest.  Seaman  v.  Luce,  23  Barb.,  240 ;  Bhoads  v.  Woods, 
41  Id.,  471.  Where  there  is  neither  fraud  nor  an  express  agree- 
ment to  pay  damages,  the  general  rule  is  that  no  damages  are 
recoverable  for  anything  which  occurs  antecedent  to  the  closing 
of  the  contract ;  and,  therefore,  no  damages  can  be  allowed  for 
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the  time  spent  in  making  a  contract  which  is  subsequently- 
broken.  Burlcee  v.  Mott,  8  Barb.,  423,  427.  And  in  an  action  for 
the  breach  of  a  contract,  the  defendant  may  show,  if  he  can, 
that  the  fulfillment  of  the  contract  would  have  cost  the  plaintiff 
more  than  he  was  to  receive  from  the  defendant  for  such  perform- 
ance. IJ). 

If  one  contracts  for  board  and  lodgings,  for  a  specified  time 
at  an  agreed  price,  and  he  subsequently  leaves  before  the  expir- 
ation of  the  time,  without  just  cause,  the  other  party  will  not 
be  entitled  to  recover  the  stipulated  price  as  damages,  but 
merely  the  actual  damages  sustained  by  the  breach  of  the  con- 
tract. Wilson  V.  Martin,  1  Denio,  602  ;  Spencer  v.  Halstead,  Id., 
606.  And  so  where  a  contract  is  made  for  the  use  of  lodging 
rooms  for  a  specified  period,  and  the  defendant  occupies  them  a 
small  portion  of  the  time,  and  then  leaves  them  without  legal 
cause,  the  plaintiff  will  be  limited  to  the  damages  actually 
sustained  by  the  breach.  Q-reene  v.  Waggoner,  2  Hilt.,  297.  But 
if  the  defendant  claims  that  anything  has  been  received,  or  might 
have  been  received,  for  the  use  of  the  rooms  by  way  of  mitiga- 
tion of  damages,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  him,  for  the  plaintiff  is 
not  bound  to  show  affirmatively  that  he  could  not  have  rented 
the  rooms.  Ih. ;  and  see  Gostigan  v.  Mohawk  &  Hudson  B.  B. 
Co.,  2  Denio,  609,  and  Vol.  I,  180,  181,  182. 

In  an  action  by  one  partner  against  the  other,  for  dissolving 
the  partnership  in  violation  of  a  i^rovision  fixing  its  continuance 
for  a  certain  term,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  probable  profits  for 
the  time  intermediate  the  dissolution  and  the  end  of  the  term 
contracted  for.  Bagley  v.  Smith,  6  Seld.,  489.  And  evidence  as 
to  the  amount  of  the  past  profits  is  admissible  as  a  means  of  esti- 
mating the  damages  sustained.  lb. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  a  continuing  covenant  to  keep  in 
repair  a  gate  upon  the  plaintiff's  lands,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  not  such  a  sum  as  will  enable  the  plaintiff  to  repair  or  rebuild 
the  gate,  but  nominal  damages  for  the  breach,  and  such  addi- 
tional actual  damages  as  may  have  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  by  the 
entry  of  cattle  upon  his  lands,  or  otherwise,  in  consequence  of  the 
defendant's  neglect.  Beach  v.  Grain,  2  Oomst.,  86 ;  S.  C,  2  Barb., 
120.  In  such  a  case  the  covenant  is  a  continuing  one,  and  a  re- 
covery in  one  action  does  not  bar  an  other  action  for  damages  sub- 
sequently accruing  from  a  neglect  to  make  such  repairs.  lb.  But 
a  bond  conditioned  to  furnish  the  obligee  and  his  wife  with  all 
necessary  meat,  drink,  lodging,  washing,  clothes,  &c.,  during  both 
and  each  of  their  natural  lives,  is  an  entire  contract,  and  a  fail- 
ure by  the  obligor  to  provide  for  the  obligee  and  his  wife  accord- 
ing to  the  substance  and  spirit  of  the  covenant,  amounts  to  a 
total  breach ;  and  full  and  final  damages  may  be  recovered,  for 
the  future  as  well  as  the  past.  Shaffer  v.  Lee,  8  Barb.,  412. 

In  an  action  on  an  instrument  which  purports  to  assign  a  judg- 
ment, when  there  was,  in  fact,  no  such  judgment,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  value  of  the  property  owned  by  the  alleged  judg- 
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ment  debtor,  and  which  might  have  been  taken  on  an  execution 
at  the  time  of  the  pretended  assignment,  not  exceeding  the 
amount  of  the  alleged  judgment.  Jansen  v.  Ball,  6  Cow.,  628. 

Since  the  decision  of  the  case  just  cited,  the  law  has  been 
altered  so  that  property  may  be  obtained  by  supplementary  pro- 
cedings  when  an  execution  has  failed  to  reach  it.  And  since  the 
object  of  the  law  was  to  give  such  damages  as  would  be  equal  to 
the  remedy  attainable  against  the  alleged  judgment  debtor,  it 
may  be  that  the  true  rule  would  be  to  fix  the  measure  of  dama- 
ges at  such  sum  as  is  equal  to  that  collectible  of  the  defendant 
upon  a  valid  judgment,  by  any  legal  means,  not  exceeding  the 
amount  of  the  judgment. 

A  telegraph  company  received  from  the  plaintiff  a  message 
informing  the  person  to  whom  it  was  addressed  where  he  could 
get  a  certain  sum  of  money,  which  message  was,  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  company,  delayed  until  it  was  too  late  for  the  money 
to  be  used  as  the  plaintiff  intended,  in  consequence  of  which 
neglect  he  lost  a  valuable  contract,  and  was  also  compelled,  by 
the  terms  of  his  contract,  to  pay  a  large  sum  in  damages.  But  the 
company  was  not  informed  that  the  money  was  intended  for  any 
particular  use,  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
of  the  company  anything  more  than  the  amount  paid  for  the 
message,  and  the  amount  of  interest  which  accrued  on  the  sum 
specified  in  the  message  during  the  time  it  was  delayed.  Lands- 
herger  v.  Magnetic  Telegraph  Co.,  32  Barb.,  530. 

The  well  settled  rule  in  such  cases  is  that  the  damages  must 
be  such  as  may  fairly  be  supposed  to  have  entered  into  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  when  they  made  the  contract;  that  is, 
they  must  be  such  as  might  naturally  be  expected  to  follow  its 
violation.  li.;  Griffin  y.  Colver,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  489;  Hadleyy. 
Bazendale,  9  Exch.,  341. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  delay  in  fulfilling  a  contract  to 
repair  a  vessel,  by  reason  of  which  the  other  party  lost  the  use 
of  it  in  the  meantime,  is  the  rent  or  price  which  would  be  paid 
for  the  charter  of  the  vessel  during  the  period  of  delay,  and  not 
the  probable  profits.  Rogers  v.  Beard,  36  Barb.,  31. 

Where  there  is  an  executory  contract  for  the  performance  of 
work,  and  it  is  provided  that  payments  shall  be  made  as  the 
work  progresses,  but  the  contract  is  rescinded  by  the  employer 
by  a  refusal  to  fulfill  it,  and  the  other  party  consequently  aban- 
dons the  work,  the  covenants  for  the  payment  of  installments 
subsequent  to  the  time  at  which  the  work  was  abandoned,  though 
independent  covenants,  become  mere  penalties,  and  the  measure 
of  damages  is  merely  the  actual  losses  and  expenditures  of  the 
party  employed.  Skinner  v.  White,  17  Johns.,  357;  and  see  Skin- 
ner V.  Dayton,  19  Id.,  513;  Masterton  v.  Mayor  of  Brooklyn,  7 
Hill,  61;  Story  v.  N.  Y.  &  Harlem  B.  B.,  2  Seld.,  85. 

Where  work  is  done  under  a  special  contract,  at  estimated 
,prices,-and  there  is  a  deviation  from  the  original  plan,  by  consent, 
the  estimates  are  to  be  the  rule  of  payment  so  far  as  the  special 
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contract  can  be  traced,  and  for  the  extra  labor  the  party  is 
entitled  to  recover  upon  a  quantum  meruit,  with  the  addition  of 
such  sums  as  may  be  requisite  to  compensate  for  the  extra 
expense  caused  by  the  defendant's  interruption  of  the  work. 
Diibois  V.  Delaware  &  Hudson  Canal  Co.,  4  Wend.,  285;  S.  C,  12 
Id..  334;  15  Id.,  87. 

So,  where  work  is  to  be  done  according  to  a  certain  plan,  and 
for  a  specified  sum,  and  the  parties  abandon  the  plan  by  consent 
so  that  it  is  impossible  to  trace  the  contract  in  the  work  done, 
the  measure  of  compensation  is  the  value  of  the  work,  which  may 
be  recovered  as  though  no  contract  had  been  entered  into.  Hol- 
linsead  v.  Mactier,  13  Wend.,  276.  But  where  there  is  a  special 
contract  to  do  specified  work  at  stipulated  prices,  and  the  em- 
ployer is  to  furnish  the  materials,  which  he  does  for  a  part  of  the 
work,  and  then  neglects  to  furnish  the  rest  of  the  materials  in 
season,  in  consequence  of  which  the  laborer  abandons  the  job, 
the  measure  of  damages  is  not  the  value  of  the  work  done  by 
estirhating  its  value  as  though  no  contract  had  been  made,  but 
the  recovery  must  be  governed  by  the  contract  price,  unless  the 
plaintiff  shows  affirmatively  that  the  defendant's  neglect  rendered 
the  work  more  expensive,  or  that  it  had  to  be  done  at  a  less 
favorable  season  of  the  year,  at  an  additional  expense.  Koon  v. 
Greenman,  1  Wend.,  121. 

As  to  the  rule  where  an  employee  is  improperly  discharged, 
see  Vol.  1, 180, 181.  Where  an  employee  improperly  abandons  his 
employer's  service,  in  a  case  where  he  had  hired  out  to  serve 
for  a  specified  time,  the  legal  measure  of  damages  is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  wages  agreed  to  be  paid  to  the  defendant  and 
the  price  which  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  pay  for  labor  to 
supply  his  place.  Peters  v.  Whitney,  23  Barb.,  24.  Injuries  which 
may  occur  to  the  plaintiff's  crops  by  reason  of  the  defendant's 
leaving  the  service  cannot  be  considered,  and  evidence  of  such 
damages  is  inadmissible.  Ih. 

There  are  cases  in  which  a  party  is  excused  from  the  full 
perforinance  of  a  special  contract,  in  the  event  of  sickness  or 
death.  Vol.  I,  119.  In  such  cases  the  laborer  may  recover  the 
actual  value  of  the  services  rendered.  Wolfe  v.  Howes,  6  E.  P. 
Smith,  197.  But  the  recovery  must  be  for  What  the  services  are 
reasonably  worth ;  and  if  they  have  not  been  worth  anything, 
there  can  be  no  recovery.  OlarTt  v.  Gilbert,  32  Barb.,  577.  The 
contract  price  which  was  to  bfe  paid  for  the  completed  service  is 
not  the  measure  of  compensation  fi)r  the  partial  and  interrupted 
service.  Ih.  In  an  action  foi*  the  recovery  of  the  value, of  ser- 
tices  rendered  under  a  contract  which  was  void  by  the  statute  of 
frauds,  because  the  contract  was  not  to  be  performed  within  a 
year,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  according  to  the  contract  pricBj 
if  there  is  no  other  evidence  of  value  given  by  either  party. 
Nones  v.  Homer,  2  Hilt.,  116.  But  where  the  agreement  provides 
that  setvices  are  to  be  paid  for  in  land,  or  by  a  petmanent  lease 
0f  land,  the  contract  is  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  the 
Wait  11—83 
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measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  services  rendered,  not 
the  vahie  of  the  land  or  of  the  lease.  Erben  v.  LorilJard,  5  E.  P. 
Smith,  299.  And  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  land  or  of  the 
lease  is  not  admissible  evidence  if  objected  to.  lb.;  King  v. 
Brown,  2  Hill,  485,  and  Burlingame  v.  Burlingame,  7  Oow.,  92, 
are  overruled  on  these  points. 

Actions  upon  Mils  or  notes^  In  an  action  upon  a  bill  of  exchange 
or  a  promissory  note,  where  there  is  no  question  made  as  to  the 
currency  or  rate  of  exchange,  the  rule  is  established  by  law,  and  is 
fixed  and  arbitrary.  The  plaintiff  will  recover  precisely  the  legal 
rate  of  interest,  neither  more  nor  less.  The  actual  damages  may 
be,  and  they  frequently  are,  much  greater.  The  non-payment  of 
the  money  at  the  time  when  it  was  due  may  have  been  a  cause 
of  great  inconvenience  to  the  creditor,  or  it  may  have  caused  him 
serious  and  positive  loss,  even  to  the  extent  of  causing  him  to 
fail  in  business.  And  yet,  the  law  does  not  take  into  account 
these  remote  results,  nor  allow  any  damages  for  them.  But 
while  it  is  true  that  the  creditor  cannot  recover  anything  but  the 
legal  rate  of  interest,  he  is  also  relieved  from  proving  any 
damages  whatever.  And  if  the  money  is  not  paid  or  tendered 
when  it  Is  due  or  before  action  is  brought,  the  plaintiff  will 
recover  legal  interest,  even  though  he  could  not  have  loaned  out 
the  money  for  interest  if  it  had  been  duly  paid. 

Notes  are  frequently  given  which  are  payable  in  specific  arti- 
cles. They  usually  specify  the  amount  intended  to  be  paid,  and 
contain  a  promise  to  pay  the  amount  in  chattels  of  a  particular 
character.  Sometimes  the  number  or  quantity  of  articles  is 
mentioned,  and  at  other  times  the  promise  is  general  to  pay  a 
given  sum  in  a  kind  of  chattels  mentioned.  The  time  when,  and 
the  place  where,  such  notes  are  payable  is  discussed  in  Vol.  I, 
415  to  417.  But  it  is  sometimes  a  question  whether  such  notes 
are  to  be  considered  as  contracts  for  the  payment  of  money,  or 
agreements  for  the  delivery  of  goods.  In  this  state  such  con- 
tracts are  held  to  be  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  goods,  provided 
the  promisor  comphes  strictly  with  the  terms  of  his  contract  by 
delivering  the  chattels  in  due  time  and  manner.  But  if  the 
promisor  neglects  to  avail  himself  of  the  option  or  privilege 
allowed  to  him  of  paying  in  chattels,  then  the  contract  is 
regarded  as  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  in  money,  with  interest 
from  the  time  of  the  default.  Fletcher  v.  Derrickson,  3  Bosw., 
181,  189.  An  action  was  brought  upon  a  chattel  note  in  this 
form:  "For  value  received,  I  promise  to  pay  A.  B.  $79.50,  on, 
&c.,  in  salt,  at  fourteen  shillings  per  barrel,"  and  it  was  held  that 
the  measure  of  damages  was  the  sum  specified  in  the  note,  and 
not  the  value  of  the  salt,  on  the  day  specified  for  payment.  Fin- 
ney V.  Gleason,,  5  Wend.,  393  ;  reversing  S.  C,  5  Cow.,  152 ;  and 
see  Broohs  v.  HuUard,  3  Gonn.,  58  ;  Ftfrry  v.  Smith,  22  Verm., 
301,  and  Clmli  v.  Finney,  7  Cow.,  681. 

It  does  not  make  any  difference  in  the  rule  of  damages  whether 
the  price  of  the  chattels  has  increased  or  depreciated  in  value. 
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nor  whether  the  value  of  the  chattels  at  the  time  fixed  for  pay- 
ment is  greater  or  less  than  the  sum  specified  in  the  note,  because 
the  amount  of  the  debt,  with  interest  from  the  time  when 
payment  should  have  been  made,  is  the  measure  of  damages  in 
any  event.  li.;  Fletcher  v.  Derrickson,  3  Bosw.,  181,  189. 

There  are  other  contracts  which  provide  for  the  payment  of 
chattels,  although  the  promise  is  not  in  the  usual  form  of  a  chat- 
tel note,  yet,  in  legal  effect,  it  is  treated  as  a  chattel  note.  Where 
an  agreement  is  made  between  a  debtor  and  his  creditor,  that 
the  former  will  make  and  deliver  to  the  latter  a  specified  sum  of 
money  in  merchandise,  of  a  specified  description,  at  a  certain 
sum  per  pound,  "  to  be  paid  on  specified  days,"  and  that  the 
latter  will  apply  it  on  debts,  for  which  he  also  has  security,  such 
agreement  or  contract  is,  in  legal  effect,  a  promissory  note, 
payable  in  chattels,  and  the  measure  of  damages,  where  there  is 
a  breach  of  the  agreement,  is  the  amount  so  agreed  to  be  paid, 
whether  the  action  is  brought  against  the  principal  debtor  or 
against  his  sureties.  Fletcher  v.  Berriclcson,  3  Bosw.,  181.  In 
such  a  case  it  is  of  no  consequence  whether  the  market  price  of 
the  article  is  greater  or  less  than  the  price  at  which  it  was  to  be 
received.  li. 

Interest  as  damages  in  actions  on  contract.']  The  subject  of 
interest  has  already  been  fully  discussed.  Vol.  I,  548  to  559. 
And  whenever  interest  is  payable  by  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
or  by  operation  of  law,  then  interest  may  be  allowed  by  way  of 
damages.  'And  whenever  the  law  gives  interest  as  a  matter 
of  right,  it  is  not  discretionary  with  a  court  or  jury  whether  to 
allow  or  refuse  it.  If  not  allowed  in  those  cases  in  which  it  is 
clearly  allowable  by  law,  the  disallowance  will  be  suflicient  to 
render  the  judgment  erroneous. 

In  an  action  upon  a  judgment,  interest  is  recoverable  whether 
the  original  demand  drew  interest  or  not.  And  even  when  the 
action  is  for  a  tort,  interest  is  recoverable  in  an  action  founded 
upon  a  judgment  rendered  for  such  tort.  Klock  v.  Robinson,  22 
Wend.,  157;  Lord  v.  Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  3  Hill,  426.  But  interest 
is  recoverable  from  the  date  of  the  judgment  only,  and  not  from 
the  rendition  of  the  verdict.  Ih.  "Every  judgment  shall  bear 
interest  from  the  time  of  perfecting  the  same."  3  E.  S.,  637,  %  1, 
5th  ed. ;  Laws  1844,  ch.  324,  %  1.  Interest  is  also  taxable  as  costs 
on  a  verdict  or  report  of  a  referee.  J6.,  %  2. 

Sales  of  personal  property.']  In  actions  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages for  the  breach  of  contracts  relative  to  the  sale  of  personal 
property,  there  may  be  several  distinct  classes  of  cases.  The 
vendor  may  neglect  or  refuse  to  deliver  the  goods  sold,  whether 
the  purchase  price  has  been  paid  or  not ;  the  vendee  may  refuse 
to  accept  or  pay  for  the  articles  purchased ;  there  may  be  a  breach 
of  warranty  in  relation  to  the  quality  or  quantity  of  such  article, 
or  there  may  be  a  failure  of  title  to  it.  In  all  such  cases  the 
injured  party  is  entitled  to  relief  by  way  of  damages.  Before 
noticing  these  several  classes  of  cases,  it  may  be  proper  to  refer 
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to  those  cases  in  which  goods  or  chattels  are  sold  and  delivered 
without  any  express  agreement  as  to  the  price.  In  all  such  cases 
the  vendor  is  entitled  to  recover  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
articles  delivered,  which  will  constitute  the  measure  of  damages. 
If  there  is  a  running  account,  interest  is  not  generally  recover- 
able, though  there  are  some  exceptional  instances.  See  Vol.  I, 
653,  554.  And  now  as  to  those  cases  in  which  the  vendor 
neglects  or  refuses  to  perform  his  contract.  In  an  action  by  a 
vendee  against  a  vendor  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  non- 
delivery of  goods,  merchandise,  or  chattels,  pursuant  to  the  con- 
tract of  sale,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between 
the  market  value  of  the  article  contracted  for  on  the  day  when  it 
ought  to  have  been  delivered,  and  the  price  which,  by  the  terms 
of  the  agreement,  was  to  have  been  paid  for  it.  Dwna  v.  Fiedler, 
2  Kern.,  41 ;  McKniglit  v.  Dunlop,  1  Seld.,  537 ;  Billings  v.  Yander- 
heclc,  23  Barb.,  546.  The  reason  for  this  rule  is,  that  such  sum 
would  enable  the  purchaser  to  go  into  the  market  and  supply 
himself  with  the  same  or  a  similar  article  from  an  other  vendor. 
It  would  follow  from  this  rule,  that,  if  at  the  time  fixed  for  the 
delivery,  the  article  has  not  risen  in  price,  or  has  fallen,  the 
vendee  has  lost  nothing,  and  he  can,  therefore,  recover  nothing. 
Where  no  precise  day  is  fixed  for  the  delivery,  but  the  articles 
are  to  be  delivered  "on  or  about"  a  specified  day,  the  vendee 
will  not  be  limited  to  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
and  the  market  value  on  the  precise  day  named,  but  he  may 
recover  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the  market 
value  within  a  reasonable  time  after  that  day.  Kipp  v.  Wiles,  3 
Sandf.,  585. 

The  cases  already  referred  to  were  cases  in  which  the  purchase 
price  was  not  paid  in  advance.  But  where  such  price  is  paid  in 
advance,  a  different  case  is  presented,  and  a  different  rule  applied 
and  enforced.  And,  in  the  case  of  contracts  for  the  purposes  of 
trade  and  commerce,  when  the  purchase  price  is  paid  in  advance, 
and  the  vendor  neglects  or  refuses  to  deliver  the  goods  according 
to  the  contract,  the  purchaser  is  not  confined,  in  measuring  his 
damages,  to  the  value  of  the  goods  on  the  day  when  they  should 
have  been  delivered;  and  if  he,  without  unreasonable  delay, 
commences  and  prosecutes  his  action,  he  is  entitled  to  the 
highest  price  between  the  day  fixed  for  delivery  and  the  day  of 
the  trial.  Clarh  v.  Pinney,  7  Cow.,  681 ;  Dey  v.  Box,  9  Wend., 
129 ;  Bawdon  v.  Barton,  4  Tex.,  289 ;  Calvit  V.  McFadden,  13  Id., 
324 ;  West  v.  Wentworth,  3  Cow.,  82. 

Where  the  vendee  has  not  paid  the  purchase  price  in  advance, 
and  the  vendor  neglects  or  refuses  to  deliver  the  property  sold, 
the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the  contract 
;price  and  the  market  value  on  the  day  fixed  for  the  delivery, 
with  interest  from  the  time  of  the  default.  Clarh  v.  Dales,  20 
Barb.,  42 ;  Belden  v.  Nioolay,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  14 ;  Davis  v.  Shielda, 
24  Wend.,  322  ;  Ha/vemeyer  v.  Cunningham,  35  Barb.,  515. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  an  executory  contract  to  sell 
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and  deliver  goods,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  and  the  market  value  of  such  goods 
at  the  time  and  place  specified  for  delivery,  with  interest  thereon. 
The  interest  must  be  allowed  as  a  part  of  the  damages,  and  is 
not  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  jury.  In  ascertaining  the 
market  value,  the  evidence  must  be  confined  to  the  actual  market 
value,  and  the  defendant  cannot  inquire  into  the  probable  effect 
of  throwing  upon  the  market  the  quantity  which  he  was  to 
deliver.  The  inquiry  is,  at  what  price  the  vendee  could  have 
purchased  the  commodity  in  market,  not  what  he  could  have  sold 
it  for  if  it  had  been  delivered.  Dana  v.  Fiedler,  2  Kern.,  40 ;  S.  C, 
1  E.  D.  Smith,  463.  In  such  a  case,  the  defendant  cannot  be 
permitted  to  give  evidence  as  to  its  market  value  in  quantities 
equal  to  that  named  in  the  contract,  unless  it  is  first  shown  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  that  there  is  a  market  price  for  it  in  such 
quantities,  nor  can  he  go  into  a  speculative  inquiry  as  to  the  usual 
difference  between  prices  on  large  and  small  lots,  unless  it 
appears  that  it  was,  or  could  be,  purchased  at  the  time  and  place 
for  delivery,  in  the  quantity  specified  in  the  contract.  Ih. 

Where  there  is  a  market  price  at  the  place  fixed  for  the  delivery 
of  goods  under  a  special  contract  of  sale,  evidence  of  the  market 
price  at  other  places  is  not  admissible.  Gregory  y.  McDowel,  8 
"Wend.,  435.  If  there  is  an  agreement  to  deliver  a  specified 
quantity  of  property,  and  the  vendor  partially  performs  the 
contract  by  delivering  a  portion  of  it,  but  he  neglects  or  refuses 
to  deliver  the  residue,  the  only  damages  recoverable  are  such  as 
result  from  the  non-delivery  of  such  residue.  McKnight  v.  Dun- 
lop,  1  Seld.,  537.  But  where  the  vendor,  in  an  executory  contract 
for  the  sale  of  an  entire  parcel  of  goods,  has,  by  disposing  of  a 
part  thereof,  put  it  out  of  his  power  to  render  a  full  performance, 
the  proper  measure  of  damages,  in  an  action  brought  against 
him  by  the  buyer,  is  not  merely  the  difference  between  the  price 
and  the  value  of  the  portion  which  the  vendor  was  unable  to 
deliver,  but  such  difference  upon  the  whole  parcel.  Grist  v, 
Armour,  34  Barb.,  378.  If,  however,  the  contract  is  for  delivery 
of  all  the  grain  raised  upon  specified  lands,  and  it  is  to  be  deliv- 
ered in  merchantable  order,  an  offer  to  deliver  all  that  grew  upon 
the  land,  when  three-fourths  of  it  was  unmerchantable,  is  not  an 
offer  of  performance,  and  it  leaves  the  buyer  at  liberty  to  treat 
the  contract  as  broken ;  and,  in  that  case,  his  measure  of  damages 
would  be  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the 
market  price  of  the  merchantable  part  of  the  grain,  together  with 
the  sum  he  had  advanced  on  the  contract,  and  interest  thereon. 
Hamilton  v.  Ganyard,  34  Barb.,  204. 

In  an  action  by  the  purchaser  of  goods  against  the  vendor  for 
damage  done  to  them  between  the  sale  and  delivery,  the  measure 
of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the  actual  value  of  the 
goods  in  their  damaged  and  in  their  undamaged  state.  Gerard  v, 
Fronty,  34  Barb.,  454.    The  price  paid  by  the  purchaser  is  not 
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a  criterion  of  the  actual  value  of  the  goods  in  their  undamaged 
state.  lb.;  see,  also,  Vol.  I,  676  to  678. 

Having  thus  briefly  considered  the  measure  of  damages  as 
against  the  vendor,  when  he  fails  to  deliver  the  article  contracted 
for,  a  few  cases  will  be  noticed  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
rule  of  damages  in  case  the  purchaser  refuses  to  accept  the  article 
or  to  make  payment.  In  some  cases  the  contract  fixes  the  price ; 
in  others  it  does  not.  If  the  goods  have  been  delivered,  and  the 
price  is  fixed  by  the  agreement,  the  measure  of  damages  will  be 
the  contract  price.  If  the  actual  possession  of  the  goods  has  not 
been  changed  by  a  delivery  of  them  to  the  purchaser,  by  reason 
of  his  refusal  to  receive  them,  the  vendor  may  resell  the  goods 
and  recover  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  that 
realized  at  the  sale.  Vol.  I,  675,  676. 

Where  a  contract  is  made  with  a  mechanic  for  the  manufacture 
of  an  article  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  and  he  makes  the  article 
and  tenders  it  to  the  person  who  ordered  it,  but  who  refuses  to 
accept  and  pay  for  it,  the  mechanic  may  deposit  the  article  with 
a  third  person,  and  give  notice  thereof  to  the  purchaser,  and  then 
maintain  action  upon  the  contract,  and  recover  the  price  agreed 
on  as  the  measure  of  damages.  Bement  v.  Smith,  15  Wend.,  493 ; 
and  see  Vol.  I„  510,  675,  676. 

Where  a  contract  is  made  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  a  specified 
quantity  of  articles  at  a  specified  price,  and  the  vendor  delivers  a 
part  of  the  articles,  and  is  willing  and  offers  to  deliver  the  residue, 
but  the  vendee,  without  legal  excuse,  refuses  to  receive  them,  the 
vendor  may  sue  for  the  value  of  the  portion  so  delivered,  and 
may  recover  their  full  market  value  without  reference  to  the  price 
fixed  in  the  contract.  Terwilliger  v.  Knapp,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  86. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  in  which  the  purchaser 
agreed  to  receive  and  pay  for  specified  goods,  at  a  fixed  price,  at 
an  agreed  time  and  place,  the  vendor  may  recover  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  and  the  market  price;  but  if  no 
evidence  is  given  as  to  the  value  of  the  property,  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  recover  more  than  nominal  damages.  Billings  v. 
Yanderleck,  23  Barb.,  546. 

Where  there  is  a  sale  of  goods  which  are  to  be  paid  for  by  a 
bill  or  note,  payable  at  a  future  day,  and  there  is  a  neglect  or 
refusal  to  deliver  such  bill  or  note  as  agreed,  the  vendor  may 
sue  immediately  for  the  breach  of  the  special  agreement,  and 
recover  as  damages  the  whole  value  of  the  goods,  allowing  a 
rebate  of  interest  during  the  stipulated  credit.  Samia  v.  Mills, 
21  Wend.,  90 ;  Einehart  v.  Olwine,  5  Watts  &  Serg.,  157. 

Where  there  has  been  a  sale  of  goods  or  chattels  at  a  certain 
price,  to  be  delivered  at  a  specified  future  time,  and  before  that 
time  arrives  the  purchaser  notifies  the  vendor  that  he  will  not 
accept  the  goods,  the  measure  of  damages  for  a  breach  of  the 
contract  is  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the  market 
price  on  the  day  fixed  for  delivery,  and  not  on  the  day  when 
notice  was  given  that  the  goods  would  not  be  received.  Leigh  v. 
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Paterson,  8  Taunt.,  540 ;  Phillpott  v.  Evans,  5  Mees.  &  Wels., 
475  ;  Stewart  v*.  Cauty,  8  Mees.  &  Wels.,  160  ;  Boorman  v.  Nash, 
9  Barn.  &  Oress.,  145. 

If  a  contract  provides  for  a  performance  by  both  parties  at  tlie 
same  time  and  place,  and  either  party,  before  that  time  arrives, 
notifies  the  other  that  he  will  not  perform  the  contract,  and  he 
does  not,  before  the  time  of  performance,  recall  the  notice ;  or  if 
he  puts  it  out  of  his  power  to  perform  the  contract  on  his  part, 
this  will  relieve  the  other  party  from  averring  or  proving  either 
performance  or  an  offer  to  perform.  Crist  v.  Armour,  34  Barb., 
378.  And  if  the  contract  is  for  the  sale  of  a  specified  quantity 
of  articles,  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery,  and  the  vendor  sells  and 
delivers  a  portion  of  them  to  a  third  person,  this  will  be  sufficient 
to  sustain  an  action  by  the  vendee  against  the  vendor  without 
any  averment  of  performance.  Ih.  In  such  an  action  the  vendee 
may  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  entire  contract,  and 
he  is  not  limited  to  the  damages  sustained  by  selling  a  part  of 
them  to  such  third  person.  Ih.;  see  Skinner  v.  Tinker,  34  Barb., 
334,  as  to  notice  that  contract  will  not  be  performed.  As  to  the 
rule  of  damages  in  cases  of  contract  of  sale  or  return,  see  Vol. 
I,  479,  480  ;  and  King  v.  Paddock,  18  Johns.,  141,  144. 

Warranties  as  to  quality  or  quantity.]  There  may  be  a  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  by  the  vendor  so  far  as  it  relates  to  a  deliv- 
ery of  the  articles  sold,  and  yet  he  may  be  liable  to  an  action^for 
a  breach  of  a  part  of  the  contract  of  sale.  The  general  rule  is 
that  there  is  no  implied  warranty  of  the  quality  of  the  articles 
sold,  though  there  are  some  exceptions  to  the  rule.  See  Vol.  I, 
517  to  534.  In  those  cases  in  which  there  is  an  implied  warranty, 
or  if  there  was  an  express  warranty  given  on  the  sale  of  goods  or 
chattels,  and  there  is  a  breach  of  the  warranty,  the  purchaser  will 
be  entitled  to  damages  for  such  breach.  There  are  some  cases  in 
which  the  vendee  may  return  the  goods  and  rescind  the  sale,  pro- 
vided the  goods  do  not  answer  the  warranty.  See  Vol.  I,  512, 
516.  But  where  there  is  neither  fraud,  nor  an  express  agreement 
giving  a  right  to  return  the  goods,  that  cannot  be  done  even 
though  the  warranty  be  broken.  Vol.  I,  511,  512. 

The  law,  however,  gives  an  ample  remedy,  for  the  vendee  may 
retain  the  goods  and  still  maintain  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
such  damages  as  may  have  resulted  from  the  breach  of  the  war- 
ranty. Vol.  I,  516,  517.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty 
on  a  sale,  where  there  is  no  fraud  in  the  transaction,  the  measure 
of  damages  is,  as  a  general  rule,  the  difference  between  the  value 
of  such  an  article  as  it  was  warranted  to  be,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  and  the  value  of  the  inferior  article  sold.  Voorhees  v.  Uarl, 
2  Hill,  288 ;  Multer  v.  Eno,  4  Kern.,  597,  600. 

In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  soundness  in  the  sale 
of  a  horse,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  his 
value  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  considering  him  as  sound,  and 
his  value  with  the  defects  alleged  and  proved.  Fales  v.  McKeon, 
2  Hilt.,  53 ;  Comstock  v.  Hutchinson^  10  Barb.,  211 ;  Gary  v.  Gru- 
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man,  4  Hill,  625 ;  Sharon  v.  Mosher,  17  Barb.,  518.  So,  in  all 
actions  founded  on  a  breach  of  warranty  as  to 'the  quality  of 
goods  which  have  been  sold,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  value  of  the  goods,  had  they  been  as  they  were 
represented,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  to  be,  and  their  actual  value 
with  the  defects  complained  of.  Ih.;  Mutter  v.  Eno,  4  Kern., 
597 ;  reversing  8.  C,  3  Duer,  421 ;  Lattin  v.  Davis,  Hill  &  Denio, 
9.  Where  the  vendors  of  a  quantity  of  wool  knew  that  it  was 
purchased  by  the  plaintiflFs  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing  it 
into  hats,  and  that  if  there  were  any  cotton  in  it,  it  would  be 
unfit  for  that  purpose,  but  they  did  not  warrant  that  it  was  fit 
for  that  purpose,  but  only  that  the  flocks  sold  contained  no  cot- 
ton ;  it  was  held  that  the  only  damages  which  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  recover  upon  a  breach  of  this  warranty,  was  the  dif- 
ference between  the  market  value  of  the  wool  in  its  actual  state, 
and  what  it  would  have  been  worth  had  it  contained  no  cotton, 
with  interest  on  that  difference ;  and  that  they  could  not  recover 
their  losses  which  were  caused  by  manufacturing  hats  which 
proved  to  be  of  less  value  on  account  of  the  intermixture  of  cot- 
ton. Prentice  v.  I>ike,  6  Duer,  220.  So,  in  an  action  for  a  breach 
of  warranty,  on  the  sale  of  a  quantity  of  coal  dust,  that  it  had  no 
dust  of  soft  or  bituminous  coal  mixed  with  it,  the  legal  measure 
of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  article  as 
it  actually  was  and  its  value  had  it  been  as  represented;  and  the 
fact  that  the  purchaser  stated  the  purpose  for  which  he  bought 
it  will  not  change  the  rule  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  recover  damages 
for  the  injuries  which  resulted  from  using  it.  Milium  v.  Belloni, 
34  Barb.,  607  ;  ^S*.  C,  12  Abb.,  451 ;  and  22  How.,  18  ;  Sargous  v. 
AUon,  5  Hill,  472 ;  S.  C,  3  Denio,  406,  and  see  Vol.  I,  523,  524. 

As  to  what  constitutes  a  warranty  on  a  sale  by  sample,  see 
Vol.  I,  527,  528.  And  where  goods  were  sold  by  sample  upon  a 
warranty  or  representation  that  they  were  of  a  specified  quality, 
which  they  were  not,  and  the  plaintiff  recovered  as  damages  the 
difference  between  the  price  obtained  on  a  resale  and  that  which 
would  have  been  obtained  had  the  goods  been  of  the  quality 
represented,  this  recovery  was  sustained  by  the  court.  Moberts 
V.  Carter,  28  Barb.,  462 ;  S.  C,  17  How.,  524.  The  price  realized 
on  a  second  sale  is  admissible  as  one  mode  of  determining  the 
value.  Beggio  v.  Braggiotti,  7  Cush.,  166 ;  Foster  v.  Badgers,  27 
Ala.,  602.  And  proof  of  the  amount  for  which  goods  were  sold 
at  auction  is  admissible  as  a  circumstance  to  be  considered  on 
the  question  of  value  ;  but  it  is  neither  conclusive,  nor,  in  gene- 
ral, sufiicient,  without  other  proof.  Benaud  v.  Feck,  2  Hilt.,  137. 
There  is  sometimes  a  warranty  of  quantity,  either  expressed  or 
implied  ;  and  in  that  case  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  have  the 
article  made  equal  in  quantity  to  what  the  warranty  declared  it 
to  be  ;  but  he  is  not  legally  entitled  to  claim  damages  by  way  of 
remuneration  for  injuries  remotely  sustained  in  consequence  of  the 
deficiency.  Vol.  I,  531. 

Warranty  of  title.\  A  warranty  as  to  the  title  of  property  sold 
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may  be  express  or  implied ;  and,  when  the  warranty  is  estab- 
lished, the  measure  of  damages  is  the  same  in  both  cases.  As  to 
implied  warranties  of  title,  see  Vol.  I,  630. 

In  an  action  brought  for  a  breach  of  an  implied  warranty  of 
title  in  the  sale  of  a  horse,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  price 
paid,  the  interest  thereon,  and  the  costs  recovered  against  the 
purchaser  or  his  vendee,  in  case  of  a  suit  by  the  true  owner  and  a 
recovery  by  him,  provided  due  notice  of  such  action  was  given 
to  the  vendor ;  but  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  defendant  in 
making  his  defense  are  not  recoverable.  Armstrong  v.  Percy,  5 
Wend.,  535  ;  Blasdale  v.  Bdbcoolc,  1  Johns.,  517 ;  Beggio  v.  Brag- 
giotti,  7  Oush.,  166 ;  Jeter  v.  Glenn,  9  Eich. ;  S.  C,  Law,  374.  If 
no  notice  of  the  action  is  given  to  the  vendor,  the  measure 
of  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  implied  warranty  of  title  is  the 
amount  of  the  purchase  price,  with  interest  thereon.  Burt  v. 
Dewey,  31  Barb.,  540,  543 ;  and  see  Vol.  I,  532. 

A  pawnbroker  who  sells  a  chattel  as  a  forfeited  pledge,  merely 
undertakes  that  the  subject  of  the  sale  is  a  pledge,  and  irredeem- 
able, and  that  he  is  not  cognizant  of  any  defect  of  title  to  it.  He 
is  not  liable  to  his  vendee  upon  an  implied  warranty  of  title, 
even  though  the  pledgor  had  no  title  to  the  property,  and  the 
true  owner  subsequently  reclaims  his  property.  Morley  v.  Atten- 
torougJi,  3  Exch.,  500.  So,  on  sales  by  officers  of  the  law,  there 
is  no  implied  warranty  of  title.  li.,  514,  note  and  cases  cited. 

When  a  vendor  is  liable  for  a  breach  of  an  express  warranty, 
he  may  also  be  liable  for  the  expenses  of  a  litigation  which  has 
resulted  from  acting  upon  his  warranty.  If  the  vendor  of  a 
horse  sells  him  with  a  warranty  of  soundness,  and  the  vendee, 
relying  thereon,  resells  him  with  a  similar  warranty,  and  is  sub- 
sequently sued  by  his  vendee,  and  he  then  offers  the  defense  of 
the  action  to  his  vendor,  who  does  not  interpose,  and  the  party 
defends  the  action  himself,  he  will  be  entitled  to  recover  the 
costs  of  such  defense  from  the  original  vendor  as  a  part  of 
the  damages  occasioned  by  his  breach  of  warranty.  Lewis  v. 
Pedke,  7  Taunt.,  153.  So,  where  the  defendants  had  sold  the  plain- 
tiff a  picture,  warranted  to  have  been  painted  by  Claude,  but,  in 
fact,  not  painted  by  him,  and  the  plaintiff  sold  it  to  a  third 
party  with  like  warranty,  and  the  second  vendee  sued  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  warranty,  and  recovered  damages  and  costs,  it  was 
held  that  if  the  second  sale  was  a  iona  fide  sale,  the  plaintiff 
could  recover  the  costs  paid  to  such  second  vendee.  Pennell  v. 
Woodburn,  7  Oarr.  &  Payne,  117.  But  in  such  cases  the  vendee 
from  the  first  vendor  must  act  in  good  faith  and  with  proper  care, 
or  he  cannot  recover  such  costs  as  may  result  from  the  breach  of 
a  warranty  made  by  him,  as  will  be  seen  from  the  following  ease : 
The  plaintiff  purchased  a  horse  of  the  defendant,  with  a  war- 
ranty of  soundness,  and  he  then  resold  it,  with  a  like  warranty, 
to  A. ;  some  months  afterward  A.  returned  the  horse,  finding  it 
to  have  been  unsound  at  the  time  of  the  sale;  the  plaintiff 
declining  to  take  it  back,  A.  brought  an  action  on  the  warranty ; 
Wait  11—84 
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the  plaintiff  gave  the  defendant  notice  that  the  horse  was 
returned  to  him  as  unsound,  and  that  an  action  was  brought ; 
the  defendant  disregarding  this  notice,  the  plaintiff  defended  the 
action  brought  against  him  by  A.,  and  failed.  In  an  action 
against  the  defendant,  on  his  warranty,  the  jury  finding  that  the 
plaintiff  might,  by  a  reasonable  examination  of  the  horse,  have 
discovered  that  it  was  unsound  at  the  time  he  sold  it  to  A.,  it 
was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  costs 
incurred  by  him  in  the  defense  of  the  former  action,  because 
such  defense  was,  under  the  circumstances,  rash  and  improvi- 
dent. Wrightup  v.  Chamberlain,  7  Scott,  598 ;  and  see  Penley  v. 
Watts,  7  Mees.  &  Wels.,  609. 

If  a  person  has  bought  a  horse  with  a  warranty,  which  has 
been  broken,  and  he  tenders  the  horse  back  to  the  seller,  who 
refuses  to  receive  it,  the  buyer  is  entitled  to  keep  the  horse  for  a 
reasonable  time,  till  he  can  fairly  sell  it,  and  he  may  recover 
against  the  seller  the  expense  of  keeping  the  horse  during  that 
time  as  a  part  of  his  damages.  Mlis  v.  Chinnock,  7  Oarr.  & 
Payne,  169. 

In  such  a  case  the  purchaser  may  keep  the  horse  for  a  reason- 
able time  for  the  purpose  of  selling  him.  Chesterman  v.  Lamb,  2 
Ad.  &  E.,  129.  But  it  must  be  limited  to  such  time  as  would  be 
required  to  resell  the  horse  to  the  best  advantage.  McKenzie  v. 
Hancock,  R.  &  M.,  436.  And  if  the  purchaser  does  not  tender 
the  horse  to  the  vendor  by  offering  to  return  it  to  him,  there  can 
be  no  recovery  for  the  expense  of  keeping  it.  Caswell  v.  Coare,  1 
Taunt.,  566 ;  Curtis  v.  Hannay,  3  Esp.,  83. 

Principal  and  surety^  Some  of  the  cases  relating  to  the  measure 
of  damages  in  actions  by  and  between  principal  and  surety  have 
been  given  in  another  place.  Vol.  I,  121  to  125,  371  to  373,  376. 
As  to  the  case  of  co-sureties,  see  Vol.  I,  377,  378. 

Principal  and  agent.']  The  rights,  duties  and  liabilities  of  each 
of  these  parties  to  the  other,  and  the  damages  following  a 
breach  of  duty,  has  been  suflBciently  explained  elsewhere.  Vol.  I, 
251,  252,  253,  254.  There  are  two  general  principles  relating  to 
this  subject  which  may  be  properly  stated  in  this  place.  Thefirst 
is,  that  when  an  agent  violates  his  duty  or  his  obligation  to  his 
principal,  whether  by  exceeding  his  authority,  or  by  misconduct  or 
omission,  and  any  damage  results  to  his  principal,  he  is  responsible 
for  such  injurious  consequences,  and  bound  to  make  indemnity. 
Vol.  I,  228  to  232,  242,  449.  The  other  rule  is,  that  an  agent 
who,  without  any  default  on  his  own  part,  incurs  losses  or  dam- 
ages in  the  course  of  transacting  the  business  of  his  agency, 
or  in  following  the  instructions  of  his  principal,  will  be  entitled 
to  full  compensation  therefor.  Vol.  I,  253,  254. 

Landlord  and  tenant^  The  general  rules  of  law  relating  to  the 
rights  and  duties  of  such  parties  have  been  stated  in  an  other  place. 
Vol.  I,  187  to  215.  A  few  cases  will  now  be  given  in  illustration 
of  the  measure  of  damages  in  actions  by  and  between  them. 
Where  a  landlord  refuses  to  give  his  tenant  possession  of  the 
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demised  premises  as  he  agreed  to  do,  the  tenant,  in  an  action  for 
the  breach  of  agreement,  may  recover  the  expenses  incurred  by 
him  in  preparing  to  remove  to  the  premises  and  to  occupy  them, 
together  with  the  diflference  between  the  real  value  of  the  lease 
and  the  contract  price.  Briggs  v.  DwigM,  17  Wend.,  71 ;  Giles  v. 
O'Toole,  4  Barb.,  261 ;  Ward  v.  Smith,  11  Price,  19. 

But  the  tenant  cannot  recover  as  damages  the  profits  which  he 
might  have  made  had  he  obtained  possession  of  the  premises.  li. 
So,  in  an  action  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  the  breach  of 
an  agreement  to  let  a  store,  the  tenant  cannot  recover  as  damages 
the  amount  of  loss  which  he  suffered  in  consequence  of  being 
obliged  to  crowd  his  goods  into  a  small  space  while  looking  for 
an  other  store,  nor  the  expense  and  injury  resulting  from  pack- 
ing them,  where  such  packing  was  not  done  for  the  purpose  of  a 
removal  into  the  landlord's  store.  Lowenstein  v.  Chappell,  30 
Barb.,  241.  E"or  can  he  recover  interest  on  the  value  of  his  stock 
of  goods  which  he  intended  to  put  into  the  store,  for  the  time 
during  which  he  was  prevented  from  exposing  them  for  sale.  lb. 
So,  in  an  action  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  damages  for 
the  breach  of  an  agreement  to  make  an  addition  to  the  demised 
premises,  for  which  addition  the  tenant  was  to  pay  an  increased 
rent,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  merely  the  difference  between  the 
value  of  the  improvement  contracted  for,  and  the  additional  rent 
to  be  charged  when  the  addition  was  completed.  Berrian  v.  Olm- 
stead,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  279 ;  Vol.  I,  961. 

In  an  action  by  the  lessee  against  the  lessor  for  withholding 
the  premises  from  the  lessee's  possession,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages, whether  the  action  is  founded  upon  contract  or  for  a  tort, 
is  the  difference  between  the  rent  reserved  or  agreed  and  the 
yearly  value  of  the  premises.  Trull  v.  Granger,  4  Seld.,  115 ; 
Dean  v.  Boesler,  1  Wit.,  420.  Where  there  is  a  breach  of  the 
landlord's  covenant  to  renew  a  lease  at  the  same  rent,  and  the 
lessee  accepts  a  new  lease  at  an  increased  rent,  under  a  declara- 
tion that  he  reserves  his  right  of  action,  the  measure  of  damages 
for  the  landlord's  breach,  is  the  difference  between  what  the 
tenant  was  to  have  paid  and  what  he  was  compelled  to  pay. 
Tracy  v.  Albany  Exchange  Co.,  3  Seld.,  472. 

If  an  action  is  brought  by  a  tenant  against  a  landlord  for  a 
trespass  in  entering  upon  the  premises  after  the  tenant  had  left 
them,  but  before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  actual  damages,  and  there  are  no  circumstances  from 
which  improper  motives  on  the  part  of  the  landlord  can  be  pre- 
sumed, the  tenant  may  maintain  the  action,  but  upon  such  evi- 
dence he  can  recover  nothing  more  than  nominal  damages.  Shan- 
non V.  Burr,  1  Hilt.,  39.  Where  a  tenant  is  in  the  quiet  and 
peaceable  possession  of  premises,  with  a  right  to  remain  for  a 
particular  period  of  time,  or  until  the  tenancy  is  terminated  by 
a  legal  notice,  and  the  landlord  enters  upon  the  premises  without 
any  process,  and  closes  the  entrance  thereof,  and  refuses  to  per- 
mit the  tenant  to  remove  his  goods,  these  facts  will  entitle  the 
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tenant  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  landlord,  and  tlie  meas- 
ure of  damages  will  be  the  value  of  the  goods  detained  and  the 
injury  done  by  breaking  up  the  tenant's  business.  Marquart  v. 
La  Farge,  5  Duer,  559. 

As  a  general  rule,  where  goods  are  intrusted  to  a  carrier,  and 
they  are  not  delivered  according  to  the  contract,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  value  of  the  goods,  with  interest  thereon  from 
the  day  when  they  ought  to  have  been  delivered.  Sherman 
V.  Wells,  28  Barb.,  403.  But  it  is  also  a  frequent  question 
as  to  the  place  at  which  the  value  is  to  be  computed  or  settled. 
Where  the  goods  intrusted  to  a  carrier  are  lost  before  he  com- 
mences the  journey,  he  is  not  liable  for  more  than  their  value  at 
the  place  where  he  receives  them,  whatever  may  be  their  value 
at  the  place  of  their  destination.  Lalceman  v.  Qrinnell,  5  Bosw., 
625.  But  where  a  carrier  reaches  his  place  of  destination,  and 
he  fails  to  deliver  the  goods  transported  by  him,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  place  of  delivery.  Tan 
Winkle  v.  U.  S.  Mail  Steamship  Co.,  37  Barb.,  122.* 

Where  goods  are  embezzled,  or  lost  during  the  voyage,  the 
master  is  bound  to  answer  for  the  value  of  the  goods  missing, 
according  to  the  clear  net  value  of  goods  of  like  quality  at  the 
port  of  delivery.  But  interest  is  not  recoverable  as  of  course, 
though  the  jury  may  give  interest,  if  the  conduct  of  the  master 
has  been  improper. 

In  estimating  the  value  of  his  goods,  the  charges  which  the 
owner  would  have  had  to  pay  for  freight,  &c.,  had  they  arrived, 
must  be  deducted.  Watlcinson  v.  Laughton,  8  Johns.,  213  ;  Amory 
V.  McGregor,  15  Johns.,  24.  So,  where  the  owner  of  a  vessel  con- 
tracts to  carry  goods  to  a  certain  port,  and  the  voyage  is  aban- 
doned in  an  intermediate  port,  by  reason  of  the  unseaworthiness  of 
the  vessel,  and  the  goods  are  sold  there,  the  measure  of  the  dam- 
ages is  the  loss  of  the  increased  value  of  the  goods  at  the  place 
contemplated  for  their  delivery  by  the  contract.  II.;  Wheelwright 
V.  Beers,  2  Hall,  391.  In  an  action  against  a  carrier,  for  his  failure 
to  deliver  goods  intrusted  to  him,  interest  is  not  allowable  as  a 
matter  of  law ;  but  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury  to  give  or 
withhold  it,  according  to  circumstances.  Richmond  v.  Branson,  5 
Denio,  55. 

It  has  been  held  that,  in  an  action  against  a  common  carrier 
for  negligence  in  not  carrying  merchandise  to  market  in  a  reason- 
able time,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  as  damages  the  difference 
between  the  price  of  the  merchandise  at  the  time  when  it  should 
have  been  delivered,  and  the  price  at  the  time  of  its  actual 
delivery,  if  no  deterioration  has  occurred  to  the  article  itself. 
Jones  V.  iV^.  Y.  &  Erie  B.  B.,  29  Barb.,  633 ;  Wih&rt  v.  N.  Y.  & 
Erie  B.  B.,  19  Barb.,  36  ;  approved  in  Conger  v.  Hudson  Biver 
B.  B.,  6  Duer,  375.  Carriers  of  goods  do  not,  in  the  absence  of 
a  special  agreement,  assume  the  risk  of  changes  in  the  market 
value  of  goods ;  and  in  case  of  a  delay  on  their  part,  they  are 
not  liable  for  the  fall  in  price  in  the  meantime.  11.    But,  in  one 

*  See  Sice  v.  Baxendale,  1  Hurlat.  &  Norm.,  96. 
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case,  in  an  action  against  common  carriers,  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  resulting  from  their  delay  in  transporting  goods  to 
market  within  the  time  agreed,  that  a  loss  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  a  fall  in  the  market  price  between 
the  time  when  they  should  have  arrived,  and  the  time  when  they 
did  arrive,  is  a  proper  element  of  damages,  to  be  taken  into 
account  by  the  jury,  in  connection  with  other  facts.  Kent  v.  Hud- 
son River  B.  R.,  22  Barb.,  278. 

If  there  is  a  special  and  express  agreement  to  deliver  goods  at 
a  particular  or  a  specified  day,  and  the  contract  is  broken,  the 
measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the  contract  price 
of  the  goods,  had  they  arrived  on  the  day  agreed,  and  the 
price  for  which  they  were  actually  sold  in  market  at  the  time  of 
their  arrival.  Medbury  v.  N.  Y.  &  Srie  B.  B.,  26  Barb.,  565. 

In  an  action  against  carriers  for  delay  in  delivering  goods,  if 
it  is  not  shown  that  the  goods  depreciated  in  value  in  conse- 
quence of  the  delay,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  the  value  of  the 
goods  as  though  they  had  been  converted,  nor  can  he  recover 
any  damages  except  such  as  resulted  directly  and  necessarily 
from  the  negligence  and  delay  of  the  defendants,  such  as  trouble 
and  expense  in  procuring  other  similar  goods  for  carrying  on  his 
business.  Briggs  v.  N.  Y.  Central  B.  B.,  28  Barb.,  515.  In  such  a 
case,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  the  time  and  expenses  of 
an  agent  and  team,  while  waiting  for  the  arrival  of  the  goods  at 
the  terminus  of  the  carrier's  route,  without  first  showing  that  the 
defendants  had  notice,  at  the  time  of  contracting  for  the  trans- 
portation of  the  goods,  that  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff  would  be 
waiting  there  to  receive  them.  11. 

In  an  action  for  the  refusal  by  the  defendant  to  perform  an 
agreement  to  transport  corn  from  New  York  to  Liverpool  in  his 
ship  at  a  certain  price,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for 
his  damages  the  difference  between  the  contract  price  and  what 
he  would  be  compelled  to  pay  for  the  same  service.  Ogden  v. 
Marshall,  4  Seld.,  340.  In  such  an  action,  when  a  refusal  to  per- 
form on  the  part  of  the  contractor  is  shown,  and  it  is  proved 
that  the  price  of  transportation  had  risen,  before  the  time  the  ship 
sailed,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his  damages,  measured  by  the  rise 
in  price,  without  proving  that  he  had  the  corn  ready  to  ship*  J&. 

Wheii  a  bill  is  payable  on  a  particular  day  after  date,  and 
before  its  maturity  the  bill  is  delivered  to  an  agent  for  present- 
ment, and  he  fails  to  present  it  properly,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  prima  facie  the  amount  of  the  bill ;  but  the  defendant  is  at 
liberty  to  reduce  the  damages  by  proving  the  plaintiff's  actual 
loss,  or  that  he  did  not  sustain  any.  Allen  v.  Suydam,  20  Wend., 
321.  That  the  agent  will  be  liable  for  such  loss  as  the  principal 
may  sustain,  by  reason  of  the  ageilt's  negligence,  is  conclusively 
settled.  Ih. ;  Walker  v.  Bank  of  the  State  of  N.  Y.,  5  Seld.,  683. 

Where  an  agent  or  factor  is  intrusted  with  goods  or  chattels 
to  take  to  market  and  sell,  and  he  makes  a  sale  of  the  property, 
but  does  not  pay  over  the  proceeds,  and  the  principal  sues  for 
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the  recovery  of  the  money  received  on  such  sale,  the  jury  may 
allow  the  highest  market  value  shown  by  the  evidence,  if  the 
defendant  does  not  show  for  what  price  the  goods  were  actually 
sold.  Clark  v.  Miller,  4  Wend.,  628. 

If  a  factor  is  instructed  not  to  sell  goods  below  a  specified 
price,  but  he  wrongfully  sells  the  goods  below  that  sum,  the 
measure  of  damages  is  the  injury  actually  sustained  by  the  prin- 
cipal ;  and,  therefore,  the  factor  may  show  that  from  the  time  of 
the  sale  up  to  the  day  of  trial,  the  market  price  of  the  goods  has 
not,  at  any  time,  been  higher  than  the  price  for  which  they  were 
sold.  Blot  V.  Boiceau,  3  Oomst.,  78.  Where  the  articles  are  such 
as  not  to  have  any  market  value,  such  as  antique  paintings, 
statues,  or  vases,  the  principal  may  insist  upon  the  price  named 
in  the  instructions,  without  regard  to  the  market.  lb. 

In  an  action  against  an  innkeeper  for  the  loss  of  goods  com- 
mitted to  his  care,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  actual  value  of 
the  goods,  and  not  the  cost  price.  Needles  v.  Howard,  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  54. 

Liquidated  damages.']  In  the  absence  of  any  agreement  upon 
the  subject,  the  law  fixes  the  amount  of  damages  payable  for  the 
breach  of  a  contract.  But  the  parties  may,  by  express  agreement, 
provide  for  a  diffferent  rule  or  measure  of  damages  ;  and  if,  upon 
entering  into  an  agreement,  they  stipulate  that  a  definite  sum 
shall  be  paid  for  a  breach  of  it,  such  agreement  is  valid.  And 
yet,  notwithstanding  the  legality  of  such  a  stijjulation,  the  courts 
sometimes  refuse  to  carry  the  agreement  into  effect.  Still  there 
are  some  general  rules  which  are  observed  and  enforced  by  the 
courts.  IJnder  such  circumstances,  the  most  that  can  be  done,  is 
to  state  those  general  rules,  and  then  to  cite  those  cases  which 
have  been  held  to  be  fixed  or  liquidated  damages,  as  well  as  those 
which  hold  the  stipulation  to  be  a  mere  penalty.  , 

Wherever  the  parties  fix  or  settle  the  amount  to  be  paid  for 
the  breach  of  an  agreement,  the  damages  are  termed,  liquidated, 
stipulated  or  stated  damages.  The  court  of  appeals  have  stated 
the  rule  upon  the  subject  of  liquidated  damages  as  follows :  1 
The  language  of  the  agreement  is  not  conclusive,  and  the  effort 
of  the  court  is  to  learn  the  intent  of  the  parties.  Hence  the  term 
"liquidated  damages"  is  not  sufficient  to  control  the  construction, 
if  the  court  can  discover  in  the  other  parts  of  the  instrument 
reason  even  to  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  2.  Where 
the  word  penalty  is  used  it  is  generally  conclusive  against  its 
being  held  liquidated  damages,  however  strong  the  language  of 
other  parts  of  the  instrument  in  favor  of  such  construction.  3. 
If  the  sum  stipulated  is  to  be  paid  on  the  non-payment  of  a  less 
sum  which  is  certain  in  amount  (or,  as  some  judges  say,  can  be 
easily  ascertained  by  a  jury),  and  made  payable  by  the  same 
instrument,  then  it  will  be  treated  as  a  penalty.  4.  When  the 
agreement  is  in  the  alternative  to  do  an  act  or  pay  a  given  sum 
of  money,  the  court  will  hold  the  party  faiUng  to  have  had  his 
election,  and  compel  him  to  pay  the  money.    5.  If  the  sum  be 
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evidently  fixed  to  evade  the  asury  laws,  or  any  other  statutory 
laws,  or  to  cloak  oppression,  the  court  will  relieve  by  treating  it 
as  a  penalty.  6.  If,  independently  of  the  stipulated  damages, 
the  damages  would  be  wholly  uncertain  and  incapable  of  being 
ascertained  except  by  conjecture,  in  such  case  the  damages  will 
be  considered  liquidated,  if  they  are  so  denominated  in  the 
instrument.  7.  If  the  language  of  the  parties  evinces  a  clear  and 
undoubted  intention  to  fix  the  sum  mentioned  as  liquidated 
damages  in  case  of  default  of  performance  of  some  act  agreed  to 
be  done,  then  the  court  will  enforce  the  contract,  if  legal  in  other 
respects.  Bagley  v.  Feddie,  2  B.  P.  Smith,  471,  472. 

In  the  case  last  cited  the  plaintiff  was  a  gold  pen  manufac- 
turer, and  to  secure  himself  against  having  the  secrets  of  his  trade 
divulged,  as  well  as  against  embezzlement,  he  required  from 
one  whom  he  employed  a  bond,  with  surety,  which  declared 
the  oblitor  to  be  bound,  "  in  the  sum  of  $S,000,  as  liquidated 
damages,  and  not  by  way  of  penalty  or  otherwise,"  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  covenants  in  the  agreement  by  which  he  was 
employed.  None  of  the  covenants  were  for  the  payment  of 
money,  or  for  any  other  thing  where  the  damages  resulting  from 
a  breach  could  be  computed  from  the  instrument  itself.  One  of 
the  covenants  was,  not  to  reveal  the  secrets  of  the  trade ;  and, 
in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  this  covenant,  it  was  held  that  the 
damages  were  liquidated,  and  that  the  whole  sum  named  was 
recoverable,  and  see  Price  v.  Green,  16  Mees.  &  Wels.,  346. 

By  a  deed  for  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  it  was  covenanted  by  the  defendant 
that  he  would  not  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter,  within  the 
next  seven  years,  directly  or  indirectly,  either  by  himself  or  in 
copartnership  with  an  other  or  others,  carry  on  the  business  of 
an  attorney  or  solicitor,  within  the  distance  of  fifty  miles  named, 
nor  interfere  with,  solicit,  or  influence  the  clients  of  the  late 
partnership ;  and  that,  if  he  should  in  any  respect  infringe  that 
covenant,  then  he  should  immediately  thereupon  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  £1,000  as  and  for  liquidated  damages, 
and  not  by  way  of  penalty ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  sum  of 
jei,000  was,  upon  the  construction  of  this  covenant,  to  be  consid- 
ered by  way  of  liquidated  damages,  and  not  as  a  penalty. 
Galsworthy  v.  Strutt,  1  Wels.,  Hurlst.  &  Gord.,  659.  So,  where 
the  defendant  sold  out  his  business  and  his  house  and  lot  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  covenanted  in  a  bond  that  he  would  not  locate 
himself  and  practice  as  a  physician  or  surgeon  in  the  same 
village,  nor  within  six  miles  thereof,  for  the  space  of  ten  years, 
and  that  in  case  he  should  locate  so  or  practice,  he  would  pay  to 
the  plaintiff,  on  demand,  $500  for  each  and  every  month  that 
he  should  so  practice  as  a  physician  or  surgeon,  either  in  or 
within  six  miles  of  said  village,  it  was  held  that  practicing  within 
such  limits  was  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  even  though  the 
defendant  resided  without  the  prescribed  limits,  and  that  the 
damages  were  liquidated,  which  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  $500  for 
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each  month.  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Wend.^  468 ;  Mott  v.  Mott,  11 
Barb.,  127. 

Where,  from  the  terms  of  a  contract,  there  is  a  manifest  diflft- 
culty  in  ascertaining  what  damages  will  arise  from  a  breach  of 
it,  and  the  fair  and  reasonable  inference  is  that  the  amount 
is  specified  and  agreed  on  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  expense 
or  avoiding  the  difficulty  of  proving  the  actual  damages,  there 
the  parties  should  be  held  to  their  bargain  ;  and  this  is  especially 
the  case  where  the  amount  fixed  and  liquidated  is  not  far  beyond 
what  might  naturally  be  expected  to  result  from  a  breach  of  the 
contract.  Cotheal  v.  Tahnage,  5  Seld.,  551 ;  8.  0.,  1  B.  D.  Smith, 
573  ;  and  see  Lampman  v.  Cochrane,  2  E.  P.  Smith,  275. 

Where  parties,  who  contemplated  a  hazardous  mining  adven- 
ture in  California,  made  an  agreement  by  which  some  of  them 
agreed  to  go  out  there  as  a  company,  to  mine  for  gold  according 
to  specified  rules,  and  agreed  to  give  the  plaintiff,  who  was  inter- 
ested in  the  adventure,  a  bond  to  pay  him  $500,  as  liquidated 
damages  for  a  breach  of  the  agreement,  and  the  bond  was  given 
accordingly,  in  the  penalty  of  $1,000,  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  $500,  as  liquidated  damages  upon  a  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment, this  was  held  1x)  be  a  case  of  liquidated  damages.  lb. 

Where  the  damages,  which  must  result  from  the  breach  of  a 
contract,  are,  in  their  nature,  uncertain,  and  not  calculable  or 
ascertainable  without  a  resort  to  evidence,  a  contract  is  made  to 
do  a  number  of  acts,  and  there  is  a  provision  that  if  either  party 
fails  to  perform  his  covenants  or  agreements,  the  failing  party 
shall  pay  to  the  other  the  sum  of  $500,  as  liquidated  damages, 
the  parties  will  be  held  to  have  liquidated  the  damages  at  that 
sum.  Esmond  v.  Tan  Benschoten,  12  Barb.,  366. 

So,  where  a  contract  in  its  legal  effect  provides  for  a  single  act 
on  either  side,  and  is  such  that  the  damages,  in  case  of  a  viola- 
tion of  it,  will  be  uncertain  in  their  nature  and  amount,  and  the 
parties  have  stipulated  that,  in  the  event  of  a  breach,  a  certain 
sum  shall  be  paid  by  the  party  in  default  as  liquidated  damages, 
they  will  be  regarded  as  having  so  intended,  and  that  sum  will 
be  treated  as  the  measure  of  damages.  Mundy  v.  Culver,  18 
Barb.,  336. 

When  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  clear,  and  the  agreement 
is  legal  and  valid,  it  will  be  enforced  by  the  courts,  without 
inquiring  whether  it  was  wisdom  or  folly  for  the  contracting 
parties  to  make  such  an  agreement.  Hosmer  v.  True,  19  Barb., 
106.  Where  the  defendant  held  a  lease,  of  which  two  years  were 
unexpired,  and  he  covenanted  to  assign  it  to  the  plaintiff  by  a 
specified  day,  and  to  deliver  possession  of  the  premises  at  that 
time,  and  in  default  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $500  as 
liquidated  damages,  this  was  held  to  be  a  case  of  liquidated  dam- 
ages, and  upon  a  breach  of  the  covenant  the  defendent  was  held 
liable  to  pay  the  full  amount;  Knapp  v.  Maliby,  13  Wend.,  587. 

Where  a  purchaser  of  certain  city  lots,  in  consideration  that 
they  were  sold  to  him  at  a  low  price,  covenanted  tlmt  he  would 
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grade  the  lots  within  a  reasonable  time,  and,  also,  that  he  would 
build  two  houses  on  them  by  a  certain  day,  or,  in  default  of 
building  the  houses,  he  would  pay  the  vendor  the  sum  of  $4,000, 
on  demand,  as  liquidated  damages,  it  was  held  that  the  cove- 
nantee was  entitled  to  recover  the  $4,000  as  liquidated  damages, 
upon  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  not  building  the  houses.  Pear- 
son V.  Williams'  Adm.,  26  Wend.,  630;  ^S*.  C,  24  Wend'.,  246. 

Where  A.,  in  consideration  of  $500,  paid  by  B.,  in  full  for  fifty 
acres  of  land,  covenanted  to  convey  the  land  to  B.,  by  a  good 
and  suflBcient  deed,  on  or  before  a  certain  day,  or  in  lieu  thereof 
to  pay  him  $800,  this  was  held  to  be  liquidated  damages,  and 
not  a  penalty,  and  that  B.  was  entitled,  on  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, to  recover  the  $800,  with  interest.  Slosson  v.  Beadle,  7 
Johns.,  72.  A  contract  was  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  real  estate.  Both  parties 
were  to  perform  the  contract  on  a  specified  day,  on  which  the 
plaintiff  was  to  pay  $4,000,  to  assign  two  mortgages,  one  for 
$3,737  the  other  for  $1,000,  to  convey  to  the  defendant  a  house 
and  lot,  and  to  deliver  to  him  two  promissory  notes,  to  be  made 
by  the  plaintiff,  with  a  good  indorser,  for  $500 ;  and  on  the  same 
day  the  defendant  was  to  execute  a  conveyance  of  the  land  spe- 
cified. There  was'  a  clause  as  to  damages  as  follows :  "  In  case 
either  of  the  said  parties  shall  fail  to  keep,  perform  and  fulfill  the 
covenants  and  agreements  herein  contained,  on  his  part  to  be 
kept,  performed  and  fulfilled,  the  party  so  failing  to  perform  shall 
pay  to  the  other  party  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  which 
said  sum  is  mutually  agreed  by  and  between  said  parties  to  be 
the  ascertained  and  liquidated  damages  for  such  non-perform- 
ance." In  an  action  by  the  purchaser  against  the  vendor,  for  his 
non-performance,  it  was  held  that  the  damages  were  liquidated  at 
$2,000,  which  sum  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  recover.  Clement 
v.  Cash,  7  E.  P.  Smith,  253,  258.  The  court  said:  "  The  present 
was  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  transfer  of  real  estate,  where  the 
damages  resulting  from  a  breach  would  be  uncertain  in  their 
amount ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  parties  were  not 
at  least  as  well  able  to  estimate  the  value  of  the  bargain,  and 
appreciate  the  consequences  of  failure  to  obtain  the  land  on  one 
hand,  or  the  stipulated  consideration  on  the  other,  as  either  judges 
or  juries. 

The  damages  for  non-performance  were  liquidated  and  fixed, 
if  the  language  used  by  the  parties  to  a  contract  can,  in  any  case., 
fix  the  amount.  It  is  precise  and  explicit,  leaving  nothing  for 
construction  or  intendment.  The  parties  declare,  in  language 
not  capable  of  being  misunderstood  or  misinterpreted,  that  they 
have  ascertained  and  liquidated  the  damages  at  two  thousand 
dollars,  to  be  paid  by  the  party  failing  to  perform  the  agreement 
to  the  injured  party.  If  they  could  do  this,  that  is  the  sum  to 
be  treated  as  the  measure  of  damages.  That  they  could  do  it  as 
respected  a  contract  like  the  present,  is  clear  from  numerous 
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adjudications  and  upon  principle ;"  and  see  Reynolds  v.  Bridge,  6 
Ell.  &  B.,  528. 

So,  where,  in  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  a  farm, 
the  parties  agree  as  to  damages,  thus :  "  the  parties  to  these 
presents  bind  themselves,  each  unto  the  other,  in  the  penal  sum 
of  two  hundred  dollars,  as  fixed  and  settled  damages,  to  be  paid 
by  the  failing  party,"  this  will  be  held  to  be  liquidated  damages, 
and  the  purchaser  will  be  liable  for  that  amount  in  case  of  a 
breach  of  the  agreement  on  his  part.  BrinkerJioff  v.  Olp,  35 
Barb.,  27. 

In  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  personal  property,  which  is  to  be 
executed  at  a  future  day,  if  there  is  a  specified  sum  mentioned 
which  is  to  be  paid  as  damages  in  case  of  non-performa,nce  by  the 
vendor,  the  sum  so  named  will,  be  considered  as  limiting  the 
amount,  which  the  vendee  can  recover  whether  the  damages  are 
regarded  as  liquidated  or  as  a  mere  penalty.  Main  v.  King,  10 
Barb.,  59. 

A  mere  extension  of  the  time  for  the  perfomaance  of  a  contract 
is  not  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  recover  liquidated  damages. 
Esmond  v.  Tan  Benschoten,  12  Barb.,  366. 

So,  where  an  agreement  provides  for  the  completion  of  a  specir 
fied  undertaking  by  a  fixed  day,  and  there  is  k  stipulation  that 
the  party  who  is  to- perform  the  work  shall  pay  $10  a  day  for  each 
that  shall  elapse  after  that  day,  without  a  fulfillment  of  the  con- 
tract, this  will  be  considered  liquidated  damages,  beyond  which 
there  cannot  be  a  recovery.  Pettis  v.  Bloomer,  21  How.,  317. 

Having  examined  some  of  the  cases  in  which  the  da.mage8 
were  held  to  be  liquidated,  it  now  remains  to  examine  some  of 
the  cases  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  stipulation  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  penalty,  instead  of  liquida,ted  damages. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  coutract  rela,tive  to  the  sale  of 
lands,  the  contract  provided  that  if  either  pg,rty  was  in  defa,ult, 
he  should  "forfeit"  to  the  other  the  sum  of  $500,  to  be  paid  by 
the  defaulting  party,  unless  the  default  was  occasioned  by  some 
cause  beyond  his  <x)ntrol,  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  provisioq  for 
a  penalty,  and  not;  a  case  of  liquidated  damages.  EicJiards  y. 
Edick,  17  Barb.,  260 ;  and  see  Bavies  v.  Benton,  6  Barn,  & 
Oress.,  216  ;  Kemble  v.  Farren,  6  Bing.,  141.  Where  a  contra«fc 
provides  for  the  performance  of  a  number  of  things  on  both  sides,, 
and  a  certain  sum  is  fixed  to  be  paid  by,  th^  failing  p3.rty,  it  will 
be  held  to  be  a  mere  penalty,  even  thpugh  it  may  in  ternis  declare 
it  to  be  liquidated  damages.  Ih;  Lampman  v.  Cochran,  2  ij.  P. 
Smith,  275 ;  S.  C,  19  Barb.,  388. 

A  contract  which  provides  that  the  party  who  i3  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  it  shall  "forfeit"  a  fixed  sum,  iniplies  a  penalty,  and 
not  liquidated  damages.  Salters  v.  Ralph,  15  Abb.,  273. 

Though  the  sum  named  in  a  submission  to  arbitration  is  stated 
to  be  "  ascertained  aad  liquidated  damagess;'  to  be  paid  by  the 
party  refusing  to  abide  by  the  aw£u?d,  it  will  be  regarded  as  a 
mere  penalty,  and  not  as  liquidated  damages.  Spear  v.  8mith,  1 
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Denio,  464 ;  and  see  Burgess  v.  Tucker,  5  Johns.,  105 ;  Moag  v. 
McGinnis,  22  Wend.,  163 ;  Dalcin  v.  Williams,  17  Wend.,  447 ; 
Astley  V.  Weldon,  2  Bos.  &  Pul.,  346. 

However  strong  may  be  the  language  in  which  the  parties 
have  declared  the  snm  to  be  stipulated  damages,  it  will  be  con- 
sidered as  a  penalty  only,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  applies  to  a 
variety  of  stipulations,  differing  in  importance,  and  in  all  cases 
where,  if  construed  as  a  debt,  it  would  compel  the  payment  of  a 
larger  sum  for  a  default  in  the  payment  of  a  smaller  one.  lb.;  Beale 
V.  Hayes,  5  Sandf.,  640 ;  Boys  v.  Aneell,  5  Bing.,  N.  0.,  390. 

An  agreement  was  entered  into  by  an  attorney  and  his  client, 
and  the  latter  stipulated  that  he  would  forfeit  one  hundred  dol- 
lars in  default  of  placing  in  the  hands  of  the  former  certain 
specified  claims  for  collection ;  this  was  held  to  be  a  penalty,  and 
not  liquidated  damages.  Mills  v.  Fox,  4  B.  D.  Smith,  220* 

SECTION  11. 

DAMAGES  IN  ACTIONS  FOR  TORTS. 

In  most  of  the  actions  which  are  brought  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  for  torts  committed,  the  measure  of  damages  may  be 
considered  as  settled.  But,  notwithstanding  this  is  the  general 
rule,  there  are  some  questions  upon  which  the  authorities  are  not 
entirely  harmonious.  In  these  actions,  as  in  actions  for  the 
breach  of  contra^s,  the  object  of  the  plaintiff  is  to  obtain  such 
compensation  or  satisfaction  as  the  law  will  give  in  the  particu- 
lar instance.  As  a  general  rule,  in  actions  for  torts,  if  there  is 
no  question  of  fraud,  and  there  is  no  charge  of  willful  injury, 
malice,  or  oppression,  the  measure  of  compensation  is  a  matter  of 
law.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the  wrongful  act  is  accom- 
panied by  aggravatiiig  circumstances,  or  where  the  motive  of 
th^  dgfeil^ant  is^ willful,  frandulent,  malicious  or  oppressive,  the 
amfeons:  OT'»MamagfeS  M"s*16:re- qiilt^iaPgvely  to  the  discretion  of 
the  jury,  as  will  be  more  fully  explained  in  a  subsequent  place. 
One  of  the  first  principles  relative  to  damages  in  such  cases,  is, 
that  if  the  rights  of  an  other  are  illegally  invaded,  even  though 
the  act  may  have  been  done  without  any  evil  motive  or  design; 
the  wrongdoer  is  still  liable  for  the  damages  resulting  from  Ms 
wrongful  acts.  And  this  is  the  rule,  although  his  injury  may 
have  been  done  accidentally,  unless  the  act  was  the  result  of 
unavoidable  accident.  Vol.  I,  810,  845. 

The  man  who  unlawfully  enters  upon  the  lands  of  an  other, 
upon  a  mistaken  supposition  that  he  had  a  right  to  do  so,  is  as 
clearly  a  trespasser  as  he  who  enters  with  a  full  knowledge  that 
he  is  a  wrongdoer.  So,  too,  the  man  who  unlawfully  takes  or 
converts  the  personal  property  of  his  neighbor,  in  the  mistaken 
belief  that  he  is  the  owner,  is  as  much  liable  in  trespass  or  trover 
as  he  who  committed  the  wrong  intentionally.  But  although 
the  motive  in  such  a  case  does  not  affect  the  right  of  action^  yet 
it  may  have  an  influence  upon  the  question  of  damages,  as  we 
shall  hereafter  see  when  discussing  that  matter. 
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Trover.']  Wliere  the  plaintiff  recovers  a  judgment  in  an  action 
of  trover,  the  general  rule  is  that  he  is  always  entitled  to  recover 
the  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  its  conversion,  and,  in 
some  cases,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  a  greater  sum.  The  rule 
of  estimating  the  value  of  the  article  is  sometimes  important. 
Where  a  party  has  converted  property,  and  he  will  not  produce 
it,  the  presumption  will  be  that  the  article  was  of  the  best  quality 
and  description.  Armory  v.  Delamirie,  1  Strange,  505.  In  the 
case  last  cited  the  plaintiff  had  found  a  jewel,  and  he  took  it  to 
the  defendant,  who  was  a  goldsmith,  to  find  out  its  value,  and  the 
defendant  took  the  jewel  out  of  the  locket  and  refused  to  return 
it,  though  the  locket  was  returned.  In  an  action  for  the  conver- 
sion, the  plaintiff  proved  what  would  be  the  value  of  a  jewel  of 
the  first  water  to  fit  the  locket,  but  the  defendant  did  not  pro- 
duce the  jewel,  and  the  court  instructed  the  jury  to  find  the  value 
of  a  jewel  of  the  first  water  as  the  measure  of  damages,  which 
the  jury  did. 

Again,  it  is  frequently  important  to  ascertain  at  what  period 
of  time  the  value  should  be  fixed  or  determined  in  those  cases  in 
which  there  has  been  a  change  in  the  price  or  value  of  the  article 
between  the  time  of  its  conversion  and  the  time  of  the  trial. 
That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  sum  equal  to  the  value  at  the 
time  of  the  conversion,  is  settled  beyond  all  controversy.  Ken- 
nedy V.  Strong,  14  Johns.,  128;  DilleniacJi  y.*  Jerome,  7  Cow., 
294.  But  the  plaintiff  may  be,  and  he  frequently  is,  entitled  to 
a  greater  sum,  as  the  measvire  of  damages.  In  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  for  the  conversion  of  property,  if  such  action 
is  brought  within  a  reasonable  time,  the  measure  of  damages  is 
the  highest  value  of  the  property,  at  any  time  between  the  con- 
version and  the  day  of  trial.  Wilson  v.  Mathews,  24  Barb.,  295 ; 
Commercial  Banlc  of  Buffalo  v.  Kortright,  22  Wend.,  348;  Willard 
V.  Bridge,  4  Barb.,  361.  iattt  t^  T^A^u*^  J/*A^f-S)^J 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  the  value  of  the  property  is 
enhanced  by  the  acts  of  the  wrongdoer.  And  the  general  rule 
is,  that  the  party  whose  property  has  been  tortiously  taken  is 
entitled  to  the  enhanced  valne  till  it  has  been  so  changed  as  to 
alter  the  title.  Where  saw-logs  are  wrongfully  taken  and  con- 
verted into  boards  and  plank,  the  owner  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
valne  of  the  boards  and  plank,  and  is  not  confined  to  the  value 
of  the  logs  either  in  the  woods  or  at  the  place  where  they  were 
sawed  into  boards  and  plank.  Baiter  v.  Wheeler,  8  Wend.,  605 ; 
Brown  v.  Sax,  7  Cow.,  95.  In  an  action  for  logs,  which  have 
been  converted  into  lumber  and  sold  at  a  distant  market,  the 
■value  may  be  estimated  and  fixed  by  introducing  evidence  of 
the  value  of  the  lumber  at  its  place  of  destination,  deducting  the 
cost  of  manufacture  and  of  transportation  from  the  market  value. 
Brizsee  v.  Mayhee,  21  Wend.,  144. 

Where  trees  are  wrongfully  taken  and  converted  into  sMngles 
by  the  wrongdoer,  the  owner  may  recover  of  him  the  enhanced 
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value  of  the  timber  by  estimating  it  at  the  value  of  the  shingles. 
Bice  V.  HoUenbeck,  19  Barb.,  664. 

When  property  is  taken  by  a  willful  trespasser,  and  it  is  con- 
verted by  him  into  property  of  a  different  species,  the  title  of  the 
property  will  not  be  changed  so  long  as  the  owner  can  identify 
the  original  materials  which  constitute  the  new  or  improved 
articles.  Silsbury  v.  McCoon,  3  Oomst.,  379 ;  See  Vol.  I,  821,  822, 
823.  The  law,  however,  makes  a  distinction  between  a  willful 
trespasser  and  an  involuntary  wrongdoer.  An  intentional 
wrongdoer  can  never  acquire  a  title  to  property,  however  great 
may  be  the  changes  which  he  makes  to  it,  but  it  is  otherwise  with 
one  who  acts  in  good  faith.  A.  agreed  to  tan  a  quantity  of  hides 
to  be  furnished  by  B.,  and  return  the  leather  to  him.  B.  was  to 
furnish  the  hides  on  a  commission  for  buying,  and  a  commission 
for  guaranty  and  selling  the  leather.  The  hides  were  to  be 
insured  and  charged  to  A.,  and,  when  the  leather  was  sold,  the 
net  proceeds,  after  deducting  costs,  expenses,  commissions,  insur- 
ance, interest,  &c.,  was  to  be  the  profit  which  was  to  accrue  to 
A.  for  tanning  the  hides.  This  transaction  was  held  to  be  a 
bailment,  and  not  a  sale  to  A.,  and  that  in  an  action  by  B. 
against  A.'s  assignees  for  a  conversion  of  the  property,  the  proper 
measure  of  damages  was  held  to  be  B.'s  interest  in  the  hides, 
and  not  the  enhanced  value  thereof  when  manufactured  into 
leather.  Hyde  v.  Ooohson,  21  Barb.,  92.  But  B.  was  allowed  to 
recover  the  amount  of  the  money  paid  by  him,  the  commissions 
for  buying  the  hides,  the  expenses,  interest,  and  the  commissions 
upon  the  value  of  the  leather  wheu  ready  for  market.  II. 

In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  conversion  of 
chattels,  the  plaintiff,  if  he  shows  a  right  of  recovery,  is  entitled 
to  recover  interest  on  the  value  of  the  property  from  the  time  of 
the  conversion.  Andrews  v.  Durant,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  496 ;  Hyde  v. 
Stone,  7  Wend.,  354;  Bissell  v.  Hopkins,  4  Oow.,  53;  Baker 
V.  Wheeler,  8  Wend.,  505 ;  Stevens  v.  Lo^v,  2  Hill,  133. 

Interest  from  the  time  of  the  conversion  is  not  a  mere  matter 
of  discretion  with  a  jury,  but  a  matter  of  right ;  and  it  cannot  be 
refused  any  more  than  the  damages  themselves.  Andrews  v. 
Durant,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  496,  502.  But  in  an  other  case  reported 
in  the  same  volume,  it  was  held  that  it  was  proper  to  submit  the 
question  whether  they  would  allow  interest.  Walrath  v.  Bedfleld, 
4  E.  P.  Smith,  458,  462.  The  court  said  :  "  The  jury  were  not 
instructed  to  allow  interest,  but  its  allowance  was  submitted  to 
their  discretion.  There  was  no  error  in  this.  In  general,  in 
actions  ex  delicto,  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury  whether  to  allow 
interest  by  way  of  damages  or  not."  The  most  that  this  case 
really  decides  is  that  the  submission  of  the  question  to  a  jury, 
and  their  allowance  of  interest,  is  no  error.  It  does  not  decide 
that  the  jury  may  refuse  interest,  unless  that  is  to  be  inferred 
from  the  expression  that  interest  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury. 

The  plaintiff  is  not  limited  to  the  price  which  he  may  have 
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paid  for  the  property,  but  is  entitled  to  the  market  price  at  the 
time  of  the  conversion.  King  v.  Orser,  4  Duer,  431. 

Where  the  vendor  of  goods  disaffirms  the  contract  of  sale  on 
the  ground  that  the  vendee  has  neglected  or  refused  to  perform 
the  conditions  which  would  entitle  him  to  hold  the  goods,  and 
such  vendor  then  sues  in  trover  for  the  goods,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  actual  value  of  the  goods,  with  interest.  Stevens 
V.  Low,  2  Hill,  132.  The  price  agreed  on  is  evidence  of  the  value, 
but  it  does  not  estop  the  vendee  from  showing  the  actual  market 
value.  Ih. 

If  a  pledgee  of  stock  wrongfully  sells  it,  and  when  the  pledgor 
offers  to  pay  the  debt  and  requests  a  return  of  the  stock,  the 
pledgee  puts  him  off  from  time  to  time  with  promises  to  re- 
place it,  and  in  the  meantime  it  rises  in  value,  the  pledgor  may 
recover  the  enhanced  value.  Wilson  v.  Little,  2  Oomst.,  443 ;  S. 
a,  1  Sandf.,  351. 

Where  a  constable  levies  upon  property,  and  it  is  removed  and 
converted  by  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  if  the  officer  brings 
an  action  against  him  he  can  recover  merely  the  amount  of  the 
execution,  and  not  the  value  of  the  property.  Spoor  v.  Holland, 
8  Wend.,  445. 

Where  a  person  having  a  lien  upon  personal  property,  brings 
an  action  against  the  general  owner,  the  plaintiff  can  recover 
nothing  more  than  his  interest  in  the  property ;  and  not  its  full 
value.  Seaman  v.  Luce,  23  Barb.,  240 ;  BJioads  v.  Woods,  41  Barb., 
471 ;  Russell  v.  Butterfield,  21  Wend.,  300 ;  Spoor  v.  Holland,  8 
Id.,  445.  But  where  the  action  is  brought  against  a  stranger 
who  has  no  title  or  interest  in  the  property,  and  who  does  not  act 
tinder  the  authority  of  the  general  owner,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  the  full  value  of  the  property.  Alt  v.  Weidenberg,  6 
Bosw.,  176. 

In  an  action  by  a  mortgagee  of  chattels  against  the  mortgagor, 
or  a  party  having  his  rights,  for  a  conversion  of  the  mortgaged 
property,  the  mortgagee  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  full  value 
of  the  property,  but  is  limited  to  the  amount  of  his  debt.  Parish 
v.  Wheeler,  8  E.  P.  Smith,  494.  So,  where  the  mortgagee  sues  a 
creditor  of  the  mortgagor  for  seizing  and  selling  the  property  on 
an  execution  against  the  mortgagor,  where  he  has  possession  of 
the  property  after  the  mortgage  becomes  due,  the  mortgagee 
cannot  recover  more  than  the  sum  due  on  his  mortgage.  Wood 
V.  Combs,  MS.,  cited  in  Chadwick  v.  Lamb,  29  Barb.,  522.  So 
where  a  prior  mortgagee  claims  chattels  under  a  usurious  mort- 
gage, and  an  action  is  brought  against  him  by  a  second  mortgagee 
for  a  conversion  of  the  property,  the  defendant  will  be  regarded 
as  the  general  owner  of  the  property,  and  the  plaintiff  as  having 
only  a  special  interest,  and  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  recover 
more  than  the  amount  due  upon  his  mortgage.  Clmdwick  v.  Lamb, 
29  Barb.,  518 ;  see  also  Goulet  v.  Assler,  Vol.  I,  831. 

The  amount  due  on  a  note  is  the  measure  of  damages  for  its 
conversion,  unless  payment,  the  insolvency  of  the  maker,  or  some 
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similar  fact  is  shown  to  invalidate  it.  IngaUs  v.  Lord,  1  Cow., 
240.  So,  where  the  plaintiff  made  a  promissory  note,  and  the 
defendant  wrongfully  converted  it  by  negotiating  it  before  due, 
so  as  to  charge  the  maker  with  its  payment,  it  was  held  that  the 
measure  of  damages  was  the  amount  of  the  note.  Decker  v. 
Mathews,  2  Kern.,  313 ;  S.  C,  5  Sandf.,  439. 

It  is  a  general  and  a  well  settled  rule  that  a  return  of  converted 
property,  and  an  acceptance  of  it  by  the  owner,  will  not  bar  his 
action  for  the  conversion,  but  merely  go  in  mitigation  of  damages. 
Sanmer  v.  Wilsey,  17  Wend.,  91 ;  Wood  v.  Jackson,  8  Id.,  10. 
And  where  property  is  sold  under  an  execution  which  was 
illegally  issued,  the  acceptance  by  the  owner  of  the  surplus  ot  the 
avails  of  the  sale  will  not  deprive  him  of  his  right  ot  action,  but 
merely  go  in  mitigation  of  damages.  Brown  v.  Feeter,  7  Wend., 
301,  308.  Where  property  is  wrongfully  taken,  the  subsequent 
appropriation  of  it  by  a  sale  under  an  execution  in  favor  of  the 
wrongdoer  will  not  relieve  him  from  liability  for  damages  to  the 
fall  value  of  the  property.  Otis  v.  Jones,  21  Wend.,  394 ;  and  see 
Manmer  v.  Wilsey,  17  Id.,  91.  But  where  property  which  is 
unlawfully  taken  is  afterwards  returned  to  the  owner,  before 
action  brought,  and  he  accepts  it,  the  return  and  acceptance 
must  be  considered  in  mitigation  of  damages ;  and  if  a  judgment 
is  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  whole  amount,  it  will 
be  erroneous  and  reversible  upon  an  appeal.  Hibhard  v.  Stewart, 
1  Hilt.,  207. 

In  an  action  against  a  corporation  for  a  conversion  of  the  plain- 
tiff's stock,  by  refusing  to  issue  or  to  transfer  it,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  not  the  subscription  money,  with  interest,  but  the 
value  of  the  stock,  or  its  highest  price  in  market,  at  any  time 
after  the  demand  and  a  refusal  to  permit  a  transfer  and  to  issue 
a  scrip  to  the  owner.  Arnold  v.  Suffolk  Bank,  27  Barb.,  424. 

A.  bought  some  sheep  on  credit  and  left  them  with  the  vendor, 
who,  without  any  default  on  the  part  of  A.,  resold  the  sheep  to  a 
third  person,  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  such  a  conversion  of 
the  sheep  as  entitled  A.  to  maintain  trover  against  the  vendor ; 
and  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  not  the  value  of  the  sheep, 
but  the  loss  sustained  by  A.  in  not  having  the  sheep  delivered  to 
him  at  the  price  agreed  on.  Ohinery  v.  ViaU,  5  Hurlst.  &  iJ^Torm., 
288. 

Beplevin.']  The  law  relating  to  the  right  of  action  in  replevin 
has  been  sufficiently  noticed  already.  Vol.  I,  862  to  878.  And  a 
few  words  in  relation  to  the  measure  of  dainages  is  all  that  will 
be  necessary  upon  the  subject.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  there  is  one  particular  in  which  this  action  differs 
widely  from  ordinary  actions.  In  most  cases  the  plaintiff  is  the 
only  claimant  for  damages;  but  In  this  action  the  defendant 
may  claim  damages  in  case  he  succeeds  in  the  action. 

When  the  plaiutiff  recovers  judgment  in  the  action,  his  claim 
is  for  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  property,  and,  ordinarily, 
interest  on  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the  property  is  the  meas- 
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ure  of  damages.  Brizsee  v.  Maybee,  21  Wend.,  144.  The  plaintiff 
is  also  entitled  to  recover  for  any  depreciation  in  the  value  of  the 
property.  Vol.  I,  876,  877.  But  if  he  has  only  a  limited  interest 
in  the  property,  he  can  recover  only  to  th§  extent  of  his  interest, 
as  against  the  general  owner,  although,  as  against  a  mere  wrong- 
doer, he  may  recover  the  full  value.  Id.,  877. 

When  the  defendant  succeeds  in  the  action,  he  is  entitled  to  a 
judgment  in  his  favor  for  a  return  of  the  property,  and,  also,  to 
recover  his  damages.  And,  if  the  goods  or  chattels  have  deteri- 
orated in  value,  he  is  also  entitled  to  such  sum  as  will  be  equal 
to  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  time  they  were  taken,  with 
interest  on  that  value  from  the  time  of  the  taking.  Rowley  v. 
GiUs,  14  Johns.,  384. 

Where  exemplary  or  vindictive  damages  are  not  recoverable, 
and  the  remedy  sought  is  merely  pecuniary,  the  principle  is  that 
the  owner  must  be  fully  indemnified,  and  that  the  wrongdoer  must 
not  be  permitted  to  derive  any  benefit  or  advantage  whatever 
from  his  wrongful  act.  Suydam  v.  Jenkins,  3  Sandf ,  614.  The 
damages,  when  limited  to  an  indemnity,  will  be  ascertained  by 
adding  to  the  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  the  owner  is 
dispossessed,  the  damages  which  he  is  proved  to  have  sustained 
from  the  loss  of  its  possession.  II.  And,  to  complete  the  indem- 
nity, it  is  necessary  to  allow  interest  on  the  value  of  the  property 
at  the  time  of  its  wrongful  taking,  and  from  that  time  down  to 
the  day  of  the  trial.  Ih.  So,  compensatory  damages,  in  addition 
to  the  interest,  may  be  added  to  the  value,  where  it  is  proved 
that  it  is  necessary  to  atford  a  full  indemnity.  JJ. 

Where  it  is  shown  that  the  owner  would  have  derived  a  larger 
profit  from  the  use  of  the  property  than  the  interest  on  its  value, 
or  that  he  had  contracted  to  sell  it  to  a  solvent  purchaser  at  an 
advance  on  its  market  price,  or  that  when  the  wrong  was  com- 
mitted it  was  on  its  way  to  a  profitable  market,  where  it  would 
have  certainly  arrived,  in  such  cases  the  difference  between  the 
value  at  the  time  of  the  tort  and  the  advance  which  the  owner 
would  have  realized  had  he  retained  the  possession,  ought  to  be 
added  to  the  value  as  compensatory  damages,  and  interest  is 
allowable  on  the  aggregate.  11.  So,  when  it  appears  that  the 
owner,  in  all  probability,  would  have  retained  the  property  until 
the  trial,  and  it  is  then  of  greater  value  than  when  he  was  dis- 
possessed, the  difference  is  a  part  of  his  loss,  and  may  be  added 
to  the  original  value  to  complete  his  indemnity.  11.  The  same 
rule  appMes  where  the  evidence  justifies  the  conclusion  that  the 
owner,  had  he  kept  the  possession,  would  have  obtained  a  higher 
price  for  it  subsequent  to  the  tort  which  deprived  him  of  it.  II. 
Even  where  exemplary  damages  are  not  claimed,  the  sum  which 
the  injured  party  is  entitled  to  recover  is  not  in  all  cases  to  be 
hmited  to  an  indemnity.  lb.  He  is  entitled  to  recover,  in  all  cases, 
the  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  conversion, 
with  interest,  even  where  the  amount,  from  special  circumstances, 
may  exceed  that  of  his  actual  loss.  11.    So,  where  the  wrong- 
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doer  has  sold  the  property  for  a  larger  price  than  its  value  at  the 
time  of  its  conversion,  the  difference  must  be  allowed  as  cumula- 
tive damages.  lb.  So,  where  the  wrongdoer  retains  the  possession 
of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  trial  or  judgment,  and  it  is  then 
of  greater  value  than  at  the  time  of  its  conversion,  the  difference 
must  be  added  to  the  sum  that  would  be  sufficient  as  an  indem- 
nity, lb. 

It  may,  therefore,  be  stated  as  the  universal  rule,  that  the 
amount  to  be  recovered  will  be  ascertained  by  adding  to  the  value 
of  the  property,  when  the  right  of  action  accrued,  such  damages  as 
shall  cover  every  additional  loss  which  the  owner  has  sustained, 
and  also  every  increase  of  value  which  the  wrongdoer  has 
obtained,  or  has  it  in  his  power  to  obtain.  Ih. 

The  highest  price  which  the  property  has  borne  at  any  time 
between  its  conversion  and  the  trial,  cannot,  in  all  cases,  be  the 
measure  of  damages,  since  when  it  does  not  appear  that  this 
price  would  have  been  obtained  by  the  owner,  or  has  been 
obtained  by  the  wrongdoer,  the  damages  recovered  by  this  rule 
would  be  vindictive,  instead  of  remunerative.  lb.  With  still 
less  reason  can  the  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  trial, 
be  assumed  as  the  true  and  sole  measure  of  damages,  since  this 
would  cast  the  risk  of  the  depreciation,  deterioration,  or  destruc- 
tion of  the  property  upon  the  innocent  owner.  lb.  In  actions 
of  tort,  the  value  of  the  property,  in  estimating  damages,  is  not 
always  to  be  determined  by  its  market  price.  In  some  cases,  as 
that  of  family  pictures,  plate,  and  the  like,  its  value  to  the  owner, 
by  reason  of  personal  or  family  considerations,  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered by  the  jury,  by  exercising  both  a  sound  discretion  and  a 
reasonable  sympathy  with  the  feelings  of  the  owner.  Ih. 

Where  the  defendant  succeeds  in  the  action,  and  the  proceed- 
ings on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff"  in  taking  the  property  have  been 
fraudulent,  vexatious  or  malicious,  or  if  the  defendant's  proceed- 
ings have  been  of  the  same  character,  and  the  plaintiff  succeeds, 
the  jury  may  give  exemplary  damages  against  either  the  plaintiff 
or  the  defendant,  as  in  cases  of  willful  trespass.  Gable  v.  DaMn, 
20  Wend,  172  ;  Brizsee  v.  Maybee,  21  Wend.,  144. 

Where  the  judgment  is  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  a  return 
of  the  property  which  has  been  taken  on  the  plaintiff's  replevin 
process,  the  plaintiff  may  show,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  that 
the  defendant  repossessed  himself  of  the  greater  part  of  the 
property  shortly  after  it  was  replevied.  De  Witt  v.  Morris,  13 
Wend.,  496.  The  return  of  the  property  goes  in  mitigation  of 
damages,  in  the  same  manner  as' in  an  action  of  trespass.  lb. 

Trespass  upon  real  estate^  The  cases  in  which  trespass  may  be 
maintained  for  a  wrongful  entry  upon  real  estate  have  been 
noticed  in  another  place.  Vol.  I,  766  to  776.  The  general  rule  is 
that  every  wrongful  entry  upon  lands  lays  a  foundation  for  nomi- 
nal damages,  at  the  least.  lb.,  766,  767.  And  so  it  is  also  a 
general  rule  that  the  measure  of  damages  is  usually  the  amount 
of  injury  directly  resulting  from  the  act  complained  of.  But 
Wait  11—86 
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where  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  has  been  malicious,  willful  or 
oppressive,  the  jury  may  give  exemplary  damages.    lu  one  case, 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  gentleman  of  fortune,  was  shooting  on 
his  own  estate,  in  a  common  field  contiguous  to  the  highway, 
when  the  defendant,  who  was  a  banker,  a  magistrate  and  a  mem- 
ber of  parliament,  who  had  dined  and  drank  freely,  after  taking 
the  same  diversion  of  shooting,  passed  along  the  road  in  his  car- 
riage, and  quitting  it,  went  up  to  the  plaintiff  and  told  him  he 
would  join  his  party,  which  the  plaintiff  positively  declined,  in- 
quired his  name,  and  gave  him  notice  not  to  sport  on  the  plain- 
tiff's land;  but  the  defendant  declared  with  an  oath  that  he 
would  shoot,  and  accordingly  fired  several  times,  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's land,  at  the  birds,  which  the  plaintiff  found,  proposed  to 
borrow  some  shot  of  the  plaintiff,  when  he  had  exhausted  his 
own,  and  used  very  intemperate  language,  threatening,  in  his 
capacity  of  a  magistrate,  to  commit  the  plaintiff,  and  defying 
him  to  bring  any  action.    The  witnesses  described  his  conduct  as 
being  that  of  a  drunken  or  insane  person.     The  plaintiff  con- 
ducted himself  with  the  utmost  coolness  and  propriety.    The 
jury  gave  a  verdict  to  the  plaintiff  for  £500  damages,  which  the 
court  refused  to  set  aside.     Gibbs,  Oh.  J.,  said:     "I  wish  to 
know,  in  a  case  where  a  man  disregards  every  principle  which 
actuates  the  conduct  of  a  gentleman,  what  is  to  restrain  him  ex- 
cept large  damages  ?     To  be  sure,  one  can  hardly  conceive  worse 
conduct  than  this.    What  would  be  said  to  a  person  in  a  low 
situation  of  life,  who  should  behave  himself  in  this  manner  ?    I 
do  not  know  upon  what  principle  we  can  grant  a  rule  in  this 
case,  unless  we  were  to  lay  it  down  that  the  jury  are  not  justi- 
fied in  giving  more  than  the  absolute  pecuniary  damage  that  the 
plaintiff  may  sustain.     Suppose  a  gentleman  has  a  paved  walk 
in  his  paddock,  before  his  window,  and  that  a  man  intrudes  and 
walks  xip  and  down  before  the  window  of  his  house,  and  looks  in 
while  owner  is  at  dinner,  is  the  trespasser  to  be  permitted  to  say, 
'  here  is  a  halfpenny  for  you,  which  is  the  full  extent  of  all  the 
mischief  I  have  done.'    Would  that  be  a  compensation  ?    I  can- 
not say  that  it  would  be."     Heath,  J.,  said :  "  I  remember  a  case 
where  a  jury  gave  =£500  damages  for  merely  knocking  a  man's 
hat  off;  and  the  court  refused  a  new  trial.    There  was  not  one 
country  gentleman  in  a  hundred,  who  would  have  behaved  with 
the  laudable  and  dignified  coolness  that  this  plaintiff  did.    It  goes 
to  prevent  the  practice  of  dueling,  if  juries  are  permitted  to  punish 
insult  by  exemplary  damages."  Merest  v.' Harvey,  5  Taunt.,  442. 
So,  where  the  defendant  came  upon  the  sidewalk  of   the 
plaintiff,  in  a  country  village,  ^nd  there  remained,  using  offen- 
sive, vulgar,  and  vile  language  towards  the  plaintiff,  and  re- 
fusing to  depart  therefrom.    The  jury  gave  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  for  $20  damages,  which  was  afflrmed  by  the 
supreme  court.   Adams  v.   Rivers,   11   Barb.,   390,   398.      The 
court  said:  "The  jury  were  not  limited  to  mere  compensatory 
damages,  and  the  court  could  not  have  interfered  had  the  recov- 
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ery  been  five  times  as  much  as  it  was."    In  an  other  case  the 
defendant  went  to  the  plaintiff's  oflSce,  and  entered  it,  for  the 
purpose  and  with  the  malicious  intent  of  provoking  a  quarrel 
with  the  plaintiff's  clerk,  if  the  latter  did  not  pay  a  small  demand 
which  the  defendant  claimed  of  him,  and  while  in  the  office  the 
defendant  wrongfully  and  violently  assaulted  such  clerk,  and  in 
an  action  by  the  plaintiff  the  jury  "gave  the  plaintiff  a  verdict  of 
$400,  for  the  intrusion  and  trespass  in  the  office,  which  was  held 
not  to  be  excessive  damages.  Wulker  v.  Wilson,  8  Bosw.,  586. 
In  the  case  just  cited  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  was  entirely 
inexcusable.    He  went  into  the  plaintiff's  office  and  demanded 
pay  of  the  clerk,  and  on  his  statement  that  he  could  not  pay,  the 
defendant  struck  him  several  violent  blows  in  the  face,  causing 
his  nose  to  bleed  copiously;  called  him  harsh  names;  attempted 
to  seize  and  arrest  him;  struck  him  several  other  blows;  went 
out  of  the  office,  and  threatened  to  go  back  and  continue  his  vio' 
lence;  he  also  called  the  clerk  a  thief;  and  on  the  call  of  the 
clerk  for  assistance,  several  persons  entered  from  the  street.     So, 
in  an  other  case,  the  wife  of  the  defendant  went  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's premises,  and  into  his  dwelling  house,  and  enticed  a  servant 
girl  to  leave  the  plaintiff's  service;  for  this  act  a  jury  gave  the 
plaintiff  a  verdict  for  $20.00  damages,  and  this  was  held  right. 
Haight  v.  Badgeley,  15  Barb.,  499.    Again,  in  an  other  case,  the 
defendant  threw  poisoned  barley  upon  the  plaintiff's  land  and 
destroyed  his  poultry,  and  a  verdict  was  given  to  the  plaintiff, 
with  £50  damages,  which  was  sustained,  upon  the  principle  that 
the  jury  were  not  confined  to  the  mere  damages  resulting  from 
throwing  the  poisoned  barley  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  but  that 
they  might  consider  the  malicious  motives  of  the  defendant.  Sears 
V.  Lyons,  2  Stark.,  317,  and  see  Matthews  v.  Fiestel,  2  B.  D.  Smith, 
90.    But,  while  the  laws  thus  permit  a  jury  to  assess  damages 
with  a  liberal  hand,  in  cases  which  call  for  the  exercise  of  such  a 
power,  it  must  still  be  remembered  that  such  damage*  are  the 
exception  and"  not  the  general  rule.     The  recovery  of  punitory  or 
vindictive  damages  is  allowed  in  those  cases  only  in  which  the 
act  causing  the  injury  was  willfully  done;  where  the  circum- 
stances show  that  there  was  a  deliberate,  preconceived,  or  posi- 
tive intention  to  injure,  or  such  a  reckless  disregard  of  the  safety 
of  person  or  property  as  is  equally  culpaflle.  Wallace  v.  Mayor 
of  N.  Y.,  2  Hilt.,  441,  452 ;  Ives  v.  Humphreys,  1  E.  D.  Smith, 
197,  202,  203.    For  an  involuntary  trespass,  or  a  trespass  com- 
mitted under  an  honest  mistake,  without  any  intent  to  injure, 
the  damages  should  be  confined  strictly  to  compensation  for  the 
injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  estimating  the  amount 
of  such  damages,  all  the  particulars  wherein  the  plaintiff  is 
aggrieved  may  be  considered,  whether  of  pecuniary  loss,  or  pain, 
or  insult,  or  inconvenience.  li.    For  a  willful  trespass,  or  a  tres- 
pass committed  in  reckless  or  wanton  disregard  of  an  other's 
rights,  or  accompanied  by  circumstances  of  cruelty,  or  oppres- 
sion, or  other  particulars,  showing  the  presence  of  malice  or  a 
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corrupt  motive,  the  jury  may,  and  ought  not  only  to  give  such 
compensation  as  above  named,  but  also  further  damages  in  view 
of  the  aggravated  character  which  the  trespass  then  assumes, 
usually  called  "smart  money,"  or  "  exemplary  damages."  li. 

Nuisance.']  The  general  rules  of  law  relating  to  nuisances  will 
be  found  elsewhere.  Vol.  I,  748  to  754.  The  general  principles 
of  law  relating  to  the  measure  of  damages  in  actions  of  trespass 
are  equally  applicable  in  actions  for  nuisances. 

If  the  plaintiff's  negligence  contributed  to  the  occurrence  of 
the  injury,  or  increased  the  injurious  effect  of  it,  this  will  be  a 
matter  to  be  considered.  Vol.  I,  834,  835.  If  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations is  not  pleaded,  the  plaintiff  is  not  limited  to  damages  sus- 
tained within  six  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
Waggoner  v.  Jermaine,  3  Denio,  306. 

Negligence.']  In  ordinary  cases  the  measure  of  damages  in 
actions  for  injuries  resulting  from  negligence  is  limited  to  a 
reasonable  compensation.  In  one  case  the  defendant  negligently 
left  open  a  large  hole  in  a  sidewalk,  into  which  the  plaintiff  fell 
and  was  severely  injured.  The  judge,  at  the  trial,  charged  the 
jury  that  they  might  give  exemplary  damages  if  they  thought 
the  defendant  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  leaving  the  side- 
walk in  that  condition  ;  but  this  instruction  was  held  erroneous, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  only  damages  recoverable  were  such  as 
were- the  legitimate  and  direct  result  of  the  accident.  Wallace  v. 
Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  2  Hilt.,  440. 

So,  in  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  resulting  from  a  col- 
lision of  vessels  caused  by  the  defendant's  negligence,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  recover,  as  damages,  the  probable  profits  which  he  might 
have  realized  from  a  return  trip  from  a  place  to  which  his  vessel 
was  bound  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence  of  the  injury.  Hunt  v. 
Sololcen  Land  Improvement  Co.,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  144. 

So,  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  damages  which  resulted 
from  th# negligence  of  the  defendant  in  setting  fire  to  the  plain- 
tiff's grass  and  trees,  the  rule  of  damages  is,  that  if  the  thing 
destroyed,  although  it  is  a  part  of  the  realty,  has  a  value  that  can 
be  accurately  measured  and  ascertained  without  reference  to  the 
value  of  the  soil  in  which  it  stands,  or  out  of  which  it  grows, 
the  recovery  must  be  for  the  value  of  the  thing  destroyed  and 
not  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  land  before  and  after  the 
destruction.   WhithecJc  v.  N.  Y.  Central  B.  B.,  36  Barb.,  644. 

But  where  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  willful 
negligence,  the  jury  may  take  into  consideration  the  motives  of 
the  defendant,  and  if  the  negligence  is  accompanied  with  a  con- 
tempt of  the  plaintiff's  rights  and  convenience,  the  jury  may  give 
exemplary  damages.  Emhlen  v.  Myers,  6  Hurlst.  &  JSTorm.,  54,  60, 
and  note ;  and  see  Thomas  v.  Harris,  3  Hurlst.  &  Norm.,  961 ; 
Britton  v.  South  Wales  B.  B.  Co.,  Id.,  963. 

Trespass  to  personal  property^  The  principles  governing  a  right 
of  recovery  in  this  action  have  been  fully  explained.  Vol.  I,  805 
to  813.    When  this  form  of  action  is  adopted  under  ordinary 
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oirenmstances,  and  no  matters  of  aggravation  are  shown,  the 
general  rnle  is  the  same  as  in  trover,  and  the  measure  of  damages 
is  the  value  of  the  property,  with  interest.  But  where  the  con- 
duct of  the  defendant  has  been  willful,  malicious,  cruel  or 
oppressive,  the  jury  may  give  exemplary  damages. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  for  killing  the  plaintiff's  horse,  by 
beating  it  to  death,  the  proof  showed  the  horse  to  be  worth  $50  or 
$60 ;  but  the  jury,  under  a  charge  of  the  court  that  they  might 
allow  smart  money,  gave  $75  ;  and  this  was  held  right.  Wort  v. 
Jenkins,  14  Johns.,  352.  The  court  said,  "The  plaintiff  proved 
the  facts  charged  in  the  declaration,  and  with  circuinstances  of 
great  barbarity  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  We  think  the  charge 
of  the  judge  was  correct ;  and  we  should  have  been  better  satis- 
fled  with  the  verdict,  if  the  amount  of  damages  had  been  greater 
and  more  exemplary." 

In  an  action  for  a  willful  trespass  in  overturning  the  plaintiff's 
wagon  in  the  night  time,  and  breaking  and  injuring  it,  the  proof 
showed  the  costs  of  the  repairs  to  be  $3.37,  but  the  justice  gave 
judgment  for  $5.89  damages,  besides  costs,  on  account  of  the 
willful  injury;  and  this  was  held  right.  Tifftv.  Culver,  3  Hill,  180. 

Where  an  officer  having  process  for  the  collection  of  a  fine  or 
a  judgment,  uses  such  process  oppressively  and  vexatiously  for 
the  purpose  of  injuring  the  feelings  of  the  party  against  whom 
it  was  issued,  this  is  actionable,  and  the  jury  may  give  appro- 
priate damages.  Rogers  v.  Brewster,  5  Johns.,  125. 

Where  process  is  regular  in  form,  and  issued  upon  a  regular 
and  valid  judgment,  but  is  executed  in  a  place  to  which  the  pro- 
cess does  not  run,  and  out  of  the  proper  jurisdiction,  the  party 
whose  goods  are  taken  on  it  may  recover  the  whole  value  of  the 
goods,  and  not  merely  the  amount  of  damages  which  he  may 
have  sustained  by  their  being  taken  in  a  wrong  place.  Sowell  v. 
Cliampion,  6  Ad.  '&  E.,  407. 

If  a  sheriff'  or  constable  wrongfully  seizes  goods  which  are 
afterwards  taken  from  him  by  an  other  wrongdoer,  the  owner  of 
the  goods  may,  in  an  action  against  such  officer,  recover  as  spe- 
cial damages,  the  amount  necessarily  paid  to  the  latter  wrong- 
doer to  get  the  goods  back.  Keene  v  Dilke,  4  Exch.,  388. 

Where  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  is  sold  under  illegal  pro- 
cess, and  the  sum  demanded  is  raised  by  a  sale  of  the  property, 
which  is  bid  off  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  by  his  agent  and 
with  his  money,  the  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  for  the 
wrongful  sale,  is  the  amount  of  the  bid  with  interest  thereon, 
and  not  the  value  of  the  property.  Baker  v.  Freeman,  9  Wend., 
36 ;  Clark  v.  Hallock,  16  Wend.,  607. 

Where  a  promissory  note  was  left  with  an  attorney  for  collec- 
tion, and  the  maker  of  the  note  wrongfully  took  the  note  from 
the  attorney's  office,  it  was  held,  in  action  of  trespass  by  the 
attorney,  that  he  could  not  recover,  as  damages,  the  costs,  whether 
incurred  or  prospective,  of  an  action  for  the  collection  of  such 
tiote.  Bumont  v.  Smith,  4  Denio,  319. 
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In  an  action  for  the  wrongful  taking  of  personal  property, 
where  exemplary  damages  are  not  claimed,  the  actual  cash  market 
value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  together  with 
interest,  is  the  measure  of  damages.  But  where  the  property 
is  taken  by  an  officer  under  an  execution,  and  sold  at  public 
auction,  the  price  which  the  goods  brought  is  competent  evidence 
upon  the  question  of  value.  Campbell  v.  Woodtvortli,  6  B.  P. 
Smith,  499,  reversing  8.  C,  26  Barb.,  648. 

Actions  against  sheriffs  or  constables.]  Actions  against  ministe- 
rial officers  are  quite  frequent ;  and  there  are  several  different 
classes  of  actions  whTch  are  resorted  to  as  occasion  requires. 
Sometimes  the  action  is  for  oppressive  conduct,  as  has  been 
already  seen.  Ante,  685.  At  other  times  the  action  is  founded 
upon  a  neglect  to  execute  process,  or  for  permitting  an  escape 
from  it,  or  for  making  a  false  return  thereto.  In  all  such  cases, 
the  law  gives  a  remedy  to  the  injured  party,  by  awarding  such 
damages  as  ought  to  be  given. 

In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  a  negligent  escape,  upon 
mesne  process,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  actual  loss  or 
injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff;  and  prima  facie  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  judgment  rendered  against 
the  prisoner,  though  the  officer  is  entitled  to  give  evidence  as  to 
the  poverty  of  the  prisoner,  or  other  circumstances  which  tend 
to  show  the  actual  damages  sustained.  Patterson  v.  Westervelt, 
17  Wend.,  543.  The  distinction  between  an  escape  from  mesne 
process,  and  from  that  on  final  process,  with  the  difference  in  the 
measure  of  damages,  has  already  been  i)ointed  out.  Vol.  I,  746. 
As  to  the  measure  of  damages  for  a  false  return  to  an  execution, 
see  Vol.  I,  747.  In  an  action  for  an  escape  from  arrest  on  a  war^ 
rant  issued  under  the  non-imprisonment  act,  the  rule  of  damages 
is  that  the  sheriff  is  prima  facie  liable  for  the  amount  of  the 
judgment.  But  if  it  is  shown  by  the  sheriff  that  the  debtor  was 
unable  to  pay  his  debts,  the  jury  ought  to  give  such  damages 
only  as  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  by  the  escape.  Latham  v.  WeS' 
tervelt,  26  Barb.,  256. 

In  an  action  for  neglecting  to  levy,  and  for  delaying  to  return 
an  execution,  the  sheriff  is  prima  facie  liable  for  the  whole  debt, 
and  his  only  mode  of  mitigating  the  amount  of  the  recovery 
is  by  showing  that  he  could  not  have  collected-  it  by  exercising 
due  diligence.  Banlc  of  Bome  y.  Curtiss,  lHilU275;  Ledyardv. 
Jones,  3  Seld.,  550 ;  S.  C,  4  Sandf.,  67 ;  People  v.  Lott,  21  Barb., 
130.  The  plaintiff  need  not  allege,  or  prove  any  special  dam- 
ages, because  he  is  presumptively  entitled  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  entire  judgment  as  damages.  li.,  overruling  Stevens  v. 
Bowe,  3  Denio,  327.  But  the  sheriff  may  show,  if  be  can,  that 
the  defendant  had  no  property,  or  not  sufficient  property,  out  of 
which  to  have  satisfied  the  execution,  even  if  he  had  used  the 
diligence  required  of  him  by  law.  And  if  such  proof  is  given, 
the  plaintiff  may  rebut  it  by  evidence  on  his  part,  and-  then  the 
jury  will  be  able  to  say,  upon  all  the  evidence,  what  damages  the 
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plaintiff  has  actually  sustained.  Humphrey  v.  Hathorn,  24  Barb., 

278. 

SECTION  III. 

ASSESSMENT   OF   DAMAGES. 

Time  of  assessing  damages.]  It  is  a  general  rule  that  no  dam- 
ages can  be  included  in  the  judgment,  unless  they  had  accrued  at 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action.  There  are  some 
cases,  however,  in  which  the  damages  are  a  mere  incident  or 
accessory  to  the  lirincipal,  as  where  interest  accrues  on  the  de- 
mand sued  on,  in  which  cases  interest  may  be  computed  down 
to  the  entry  of  judgment.  So,  in  an  action  by  a  father  against 
the  seducer  of  his  daughter,  the  plaintiff  may  prove,  by  way  of 
aggravation  of  damages,  any  circumstances  which  are  the 
natural  consequences  of  the  principal  act,  although  they  did 
not  transpire  until  after  the  action  was  brought.  Hewit  v.  Prime, 
21  Wend.,  79.  But  such  cases  are  exceptions  to  the  general  rule^ 
which  excludes  any  damages  accruing  after  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  and  this  is  especially  the  case  where  a  new  action 
will  lie  for  such  accruing  claim  or  demand.  In  actions  of  tres- 
pass, trover,  or  for  torts  generally,  the  damages  should  be  limited 
to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  although  this  rule  is  not 
without  exceptions  in  those  cases  in  which  the  jury  are  permitted 
to  give  the  value  of  the  goods  at  any  time  previous  to  the  trial. 
Ante,  676.  Every  continuance  of  a  nuisance  is  a  fresh  nuisance, 
and  there  may  be  an  action  for  each  day's  continuance  of  it,  and 
the  damages  ought  to  be  limited  to  the  time  of  commencing  the 
action.  Vol,  I,  753. 

Amount  of  damages.]  The  damages  awarded  must  be  such  as 
the  law  allows,  and  such  as  are  proved  by  the  evidence;  and 
■where  it  is  clear  from  the  return  that  the  judgment  is  for  too 
great  damages,  it  will  be  reversed.  My  v,  O'Leary,  2  B,  D. 
Smith,  355.  So,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  damages  allowed  are 
evidently  for  less  than  the  law  allows,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted. 
Mohbins  v.  Hudson  Biver  B.  E.,  7  Bosw,,  1.  But  in  those  cases 
in  which  the  question  arises  upon  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
rendered  in  a  justice's  court,  the  general  rule  is  that  the  appel- 
late court  has  no  power  to  reverse  the  judgment  upon  the  ground 
that  the  damages  are  excessive,  or  that  they  are  too  small,  unless 
some  rule  of  law  has  been  violated  in  the  assessment  of  the 
amount.    Stephens  v.  Wider,  *5  Tiff,,  351. 

Interest  as  damages^  liiterest  is  sometimes  payable  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  contract  between  the  parties.  But  there  are 
other  cases  in  which  there  is  no  such  agreement,  and  interest  is 
not  recoverable,  except  by  way  of  damages.  As  to  the  subject 
of  interest  generally,  see  Vol.  I,  548  to  559. 

In  actions  upon  contract,  where  there  has  been  an  express 
promise  to  pay  interest,  or  where  it  is  payable  as  a  matter  of 
right  and  of  law,  there  interest  must  be  allowed  by  way  of  dam 
ages,  and,  if  refused,  it  will  be  error. 
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In  actions  for  torts,  such  as  trespass,  trover,  and  the  like,  inter- 
est may  frequently  be  given  as  damages.  Ante,  677,  680. 

Double  and  trehle  damages.']  At  common  law  the  damages  are 
always  single,  but  double  and  treble  damages  are,  in  some  cases, 
given  by  statute.  The  jury  may,  in  such  cases,  double  or  treble 
the  damages  themselves,  and  the  court  will  intend  that  they 
have  done  so,  unless  the  verdict  be,  in  terms,  for  single  damages. 
Livingston  v.  Plainer,  1  Cow.,  175.  But,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  double  or  treble  damages,  the  complaint  must  distinctly  refer 
to  the  statute.  lb.  The  proper  course  is  for  the  jury  to  find 
single  damages,  and  then  for  the  court  to  double  or  treble  them, 
as  the  case  may  require,  when  judgment  is  rendered.  King  v. 
Havens,  25  Wend.,  420.  If  the  court  refuses  to  render  a  judg- 
ment for  the  proper  amount,  the  judgment  will  be  reversible.  Ih. 
In  an  action  of  trespass,  under  a  statute  giving  treble  damages, 
judgment  should  be  rendered  for  treble  the  amount  of  damages 
found  by  the  jury  when  they  find  single  damages.  Ih.  This  was 
so  held  in  an  action  for  a  trespass  in  cutting  down  six  shade 
trees  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  and  in  which  the  jury  assessed 
his  single  damages  at  $30,  the  court  holding  that  he  was  entitled 
to  recover  a  judgment  for  $90  on  this  finding.  J6.  And  see 
King  v.  Havens,  25  Wend.,  420 ;  Jermain  v.  Booth,  1  Denio,  639. 

Several  defendants.]  If  several  persons  join  in  the  commission 
of  a  trespass,  and  they  are  all  sued,  and  a  verdict  found  against 
all  of  them,  the  damages  are  not  divisible,  and  the  jury  cannot 
assess  different  amounts  against  the  several  defendants ;  and  if 
they  should  do  so,  the  plaintiff  may  disregard  the  finding  so  far 
as  to  be  entitled  to  have  judgment  against  all  for  the  largest 
amount  found  against  any  one  of  the  defendants.  Beat  v.  Finch, 
1  Kern.,  128  ;  Bohun  v.  Taylor,  6  Oow.,  313  ;  O'Shea  v.  Kirker, 
4  Bosw.,  120  ;  S.  C,  8  Abb.,  70.  There  may  be  cases,  however, 
in  which  the  damages  may  be  severed,  as  where  one  defendant 
is  found  guilty  of  a  trespass  at  one  time  and  the  other  at  an 
other ;  or,  if  one  is  guilty  of  a  part  of  the  trespass,  and  an  other 
of  the  other  part ;  or,  if  some  are  guilty  of  the  whole  trespass 
and  others  of  a  part  only.  But  in  actions  in  justice's  courts  such 
judgments  would  be  quite  unusual,  even  if  they  are  ever  entered. 
And  where  the  trespass  is  not  joint  in  all  respects  as  to  all  the 
defendants,  the  proper  course  for  a  plaintiff'  will  be  to  bring 
separate  actions  against  the  several  defendants.  And  where 
injuries  are  done  by  animals,  there  are  cases  in  which  a  joint 
action  does  not  lie.  Vol.  I,  850 ;  Ante,  286. 

Remitting  damages.]  Where  the  jury  find  damages  for  a  greater 
sum  than  that  claimed  in  his  complaint,  the  plaintiff'  may  remit 
the  excess  if  he  chooses.  Vol.  1, 56,  §  116.  In  such  cases  the  judg- 
ment will  be  erroneous  if  it  is  entered  for  the  full  amount.  Dox  v. 
Dey,  3  Wend.,  356 ;  Fish  v.  Dodge,  4  Denio,  311.  And  the  rule 
is  the  same  where  the  cause  is  first  tried  in  a  justice's  court  and 
then  retried  in  the  county  court  on  an  appeal.  Ih.  It  is  true  the 
Code  provides  liberally  for  amendments,  even  upon  appeals,  but 
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this  kind  of  amendment  has  not  heretofore  been  favored,  unless 
upon  the  terms  of  granting  a  new  trial.  li.  Where  the  whole 
case  has  been  fully  and  fairly  tried  before  the  justice,  he  would 
be  authorized  to  allow  an  amendment  of  the  complaint  increas- 
ing the  claim  for  damages,  if  done  before  the  entry  of  judgment. 
But  such  an  amendment  would  be  wholly  in  his  discretion,  to  be 
exercised  according  to  the  justice  of  the  application. 

CHAPTER  VI. 

JUDGMENT. 

What  a  judgment  is.]  A  judgment  is  the  decision  or  sentence 
of  the  law,  which  is  pronounced  by  a  judge  or  court  upon 
the  matters  contained  in  the  record  of  an  action  which  has 
been  prosecuted  or  litigated  before  such  judge  or  court.  It  is 
the  final  proceeding  in  an  action  at  law,  by  which  the  court 
applies  the  law  to.  the  particular  case  presented  before  it,  and 
specifically  grants  or  denies  to  the  plaintiff  the  remedy  which  he 
has  sought  by  the  action.  And  if  the  defendant  sets  up  a  claim 
by  way  of  affirmative  relief,  claim,  or  defense,  such  right  is  also 
determined  and  declared.  ^ 

There  cannot  be  a  valid  judgment  unless  it  is  pronounced 
by  a  competent  judge  or  court,  at  a  time  and  place  appointed  by 
law,  or  in  pursuance  of  it,  and  in  the  form  which  the  law  requires. 

If  there  is  not  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  or  of  the 
person,  or  if  the  cause  is  tried  out  of  the  proper  jurisdiction, 
the  judgment  will  be  void.  Ante,  5  to  15,  &c. 

In  every  action  which  is  prosecuted  to  its  final  termination,  the 
litigant  parties  present  to  the  court  the  facts  to  be  considered, 
the  agreements  to  be  considered,  and  the  points  of  law  to  be 
resolved,  and  the  judgment  is  the  result  of  a  full  examination 
of  all  these  matters. 

But  although  the  judge  or  court  pronounces  the  decision,  the 
judgment  is  really  the  sentence  or  decision  of  the  law,  and 
the  judge  or  court  is  the  mere  instrument  for  expressing  the 
determination  of  the  law. 

Kinds  of  judgment.']  In  justices'  courts  there  are  but  few  varie- 
ties in  the  mode  of  entering  judgment,  and  these  are  very  simple 
in  form. 

In  courts  of  record  there  are  several  kinds  of  judgment  which 
are  appropriate  and  legal  when  applied  to  those  courts,  but 
which  are  not  at  all  proper  or  applicable  to  justices'  courts.  And, 
in  discussing  the  subject  under  consideration,  no  explanation  will 
be  given  of  any  judgments,  except  such  as  are  appropriate  to  these 
courts. 

In  civil  actions,  judgments  are  usually  divided  into  four  classes 
or  kinds. 

1.  When  the  facts  are  admitted  by  the  parties,  but  the  law  is 
disputed,  as  in  the  case  of  a  judgment  upon  demurrers,  see  ante, 
330  to  334.  2.  When  the  law  is  admitted,  but  the  facts  are  dis- 
Wait  11—87 
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puted,  as  in  the  case  of  a  judgment  upon  a  verdict.  Ante,  625. 
3.  When  both  the  law  or  the  facts  are  admitted  by  confession  of 
judgment,  or  by  voluntary  nonsuit.  4.  By  the  default  of  either 
party  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings.  But  judgment  by  default 
is  not  properly  entered  in  justices'  courts,  as  we  shall  see  here- 
after, where  the  subject  will  be  explained  so  far  as  it  is  applicable 
to  these  courts. 

These  four  species  of  judgments  are  again  divided  into  such  as 
are  either  interlocutory  or  final.  An  interlocutory  judgment  is 
one  given  in  the  course  of  a  cause,  before  final  judgment.  This 
form  of  judgment  is  rarely  pronounced  in  a  justice's  court. 
There  is  one  case,  however,  in  which  this  is  appropriate.  "When 
a  pleading  is  demurred  to,  and  the  demurrer  is  sustained,  the  judg- 
ment is  not  final,  but  interlocutory,  and  it  requires  the  party  to 
amend  his  defective  pleading.  Ante,  333. 

A^n«Z  judgment  is  one  which  puts  an  end  to  the  action.  And 
when  issues  have  been  joined  upon  questions  of  fact,  the  jury  or 
the  justice  try  the  issues  and  assess  the  damages,  and  the  judg- 
ment is  final  in  the  first  instance  either  that  the  plaintiff  recover 
the  damages  assessed,  or  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the 
sum  claimed  by  way  of  set-off,  «&c.  In  all  cases  of  final  judgment 
the  general  rule  is  that  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  justice  is 
peremptory,  and  is  collectible  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
unsuccessful  party,  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant.  There  is  an 
exception  to  this  rule  where  the  plaintiff  sues  as  an  executor  or 
administrator,  and  a  set-off  is  allowed.  Vol.  I,  46,  <§§  53,  54. 

Judgment  iy  default.']  In  courts  of  record  there  are  cases  in 
which  a  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  a  defendant  by 
default,  provided  he  neglects  or  refuses  to  interpose  a  defense. 
But  there  is  no  such  rule  in  actions  in  justices'  courts.  And  even 
where  the  service  of  process  upon  the  defendant  has  been  per- 
sonal, and  he  refuses  or  neglects  to  appear  and  answer,  the 
plaintift'  cannot  proceed  on  the  return  day  of  such  process  and 
take  judgment  against  the  defendant  without  proving  a  legal 
cause  of  action.  Vol.  I,  11,  §  64,  sub.  8. 

The  cause  of  action  must  also  be  proved  by  legal  evidence ;  and 
if  the  judgment  is  founded  upon  illegal  or  incompetent  evidence, 
or  if  there  is  a  material  defect  in  the  proofs,  the  defendant  may 
reverse  the  judgment,  although  he  did  not  appear  at  the  trial. 
Perhins  v.  SteUins,  29  Barb.,  523;  Nortlirup  v.  Jackson,  13 
Wend.,  85;  Squier  v.  Gould,  14  Id.,  159;  Warnick  v.  Crane, 
4  Denio,  460 ;  Swift  v.  Falconer,  2  Sandf.,  640 ;  Carter  v.  Balli- 
more,  Id.,  222 ;  Jones  v.  Pridham,  3  E.  T>.  Smith,  155 ;  Alburtis 
V.  McCready,  2  Id.,  39;  Howard  v.  Brotvn,  Id.,  247;  Storp  v. 
Harlutt,  4  Id.,  464. 

Where  the  defendant  does  not  appear  on  the  return  day,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  then  prepared  to  prove  his  case,  he  may  proceed 
with  the  action  by  putting  in  his  complaint,  introducing  his 
evidence,  and  taking  judgment. 
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As  to  the  power  of  the  justice  to  relieve  a  defendant  from  the 
consequences  of  a  default,  see  ante,  220,  221,  222. 

The  rule  requiring  a  plaintiff  to  prove  his  case,  does  not  extend 
so  far  as  to  require  him  to  anticipate  and  negative  a  defease 
which  might  have  been  pleaded.  Humphrey  v.  Persons,  23  Barb., 
314. 

Judgment  on  issues  of  law.]  This  subject  has  been  suflflciently 
explained  in  a  previous  place.  Ante,  330  to  334. 

Judgment  on  issues  of  fact.']  There  are  frequently  several  issues 
joined  in  an  action.  If  the  plaintiff's  complaint  contains  several 
separate  counts  for  different  causes  of  action,  and  issue  is  taken 
upon  each  count,  there  will,  of  course,  be  several  issues. 

So,  too,  the  defendant  may  interpose  affirmative  defenses, 
either  as  a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  or  by  way  of  set-off.  In 
such  cases  there  will  be  issues  raised  for  trial.  But,  in  whatever 
manner  the  issues  may  arise,  the  sole  object  of  every  issue  is  to 
present  a  matter  for  trial  and  judgment.  The  general  rule  is  that 
judgment  will  be  entered  in  favor  of  the  party  who  prevails  upon 
the  whole  record. 

Suppose  the  plaintiff  sues  for  several  distinct  trespasses,  and  he 
proves  them  all,  but  the  defendant  establishes  a  defense  by  way 
of  accord  and  satisfaction  to  a  portion  of  the  causes  of  action,  in 
such  a  case  the  plaintiff  will  recover  judgment  if  there  is  but  a 
single  cause  of  action  unanswered.  Again,  if  the  action  is  brought 
upon  several  separate  promissory  notes,  and  a  defense  is  made 
out  to  a  portion  of  them,  but  not  as  to  all,  in  that  case  the  plain- 
tiff "will  have  judgment  for  so  much  as  is  proved  and  unanswered. 

Further,  suppose  that  the  plaintiff  sues  upon  claims  which 
permit  the  defendant  to  interpose  a  set-off,  and  that  such  defense 
is  interposed.  If  the  plaintiff's  entire  claim  is  proved  and 
admitted  it  does  not  follow,  of  course,  that  he  will  recover  judg- 
ment. For  if  the  defendant  establishes  his  set-off,  and  it  is  greater 
In  amount  than  the  plaintiff's  demands,  the  defendant  will  then 
be  entitled  to  judgment  for  the  balance  due  him. 

In  actions  upon  money  demands,  such  as  bills  or  notes,  bpnds, 
and  the  like,  the  judgment,  if  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  is  that  he 
recover  the  amount  due,  with  such  legal  damages  as  may  be 
allowed  by  law,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  action.  If  the 
judgment  is  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  it  is  that  he  recover 
his  costs,  unless  he  has  interposed  and  established  a  set-off  for  a 
greater  sum  than  the  plaintiff's  demand,  in  which  case  judgment 
is  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  the  balance,  with  costs. 
In  actions  upon  contracts  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  a  breach 
thereof,  the  plaintiff,  if  successful,  recovers  such  damages  as 
may  be  assessed  by  a  jury  or  the  justice,  with  costs.  If  the  de- 
fendant succeeds,  the  judgment  is  for  costs.  So,  in  actions  for 
torts,  the  general  rule  is  that  the  plaintiff,  if  successful,  recovers 
the  amount  of  damages  assessed,  with  the  costs  of  the  action ; 
■while,  on  the  other  hand,  a  successful  defendant  recovers  judg- 
ment for  his  costs.    If  the  action  is  replevin,  and  the  plaintiff 
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obtained  possession  of  the  property  by  bis  process,  and  he  then 
recovers  judgment  in  his  favor,  the  judgment  will  be  that  he 
recover  the  damages  assessed  for  the  wrongful  taking  and  deten- 
tion, or  for  the  wrongful  detention  alone  where  the  taking  was 
lawful,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  action.  If  the  plaintiff  did 
not  recover  possession  of  the  property,  but  he  recovers  a  judg- 
ment which  declares  that  he  is  entitled  to  it,  the  judgment  will 
give  damages  as  in  the  last  case  supposed,  and  the  jury,  or  the 
justice,  must,  in  addition,  find  and  assess  the  value  of  the  arti- 
cles claimed.  And,  in  assessing  the  value,  there  ought  to  be  an 
assessment  of  the  value  of  each  separate  article,  and  not  by  way 
of  a  gross  sum,  for  it  may  happen  that  a  portion  of  the  articles 
will  be  restored,  while  others  may  not  be,  and  in  such  case  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  articles  not  deliv- 
ered. If  the  property  has  been  taken  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  succeeds  in  the  action,  the  judgment 
must  be  for  a  return  of  the  property,  if  a  return  can  be  had, 
and  for  the  value  thereof,  in  case  a  return  cannot  be  had,  together 
with  the  damages  assessed  for  the  taking  and  withholding  the 
property,  with  the  costs  of  the  action.  If,  from  a  defect  of  proof, 
the  plaintiff  is  nonsuited  on  the  trial,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
a  judgment  for  the  return  of  the  property,  without  giving  any 
proof  of  his  title.  McCurdy  v.  Brown,  1  Duer,  101 ;  see  Vol.  I, 
876,  877. 

Judgment  on  issues  of  law  and  of  fact.^  Where  there  are  several 
separate  causes  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint,  there  may  be 
issues  of  law  and  of  fact  in  the  same  action,  since  some  of  the 
causes  of  action  may  be  demurred  to,  and  issues  of  fact  joined 
on  the  others.  The  mode  of  disposing  of  the  issues  in  such  a 
case  is  pointed  out,  ante,  333. 

Judgment  of  nonsuit.']  There  are  several  cases  in  which  a  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit  is  required  by  statute.  Vol.  I,  55,  §  110.  But 
there  are  other  instances  in  which  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  must 
be  rendered.  If  the  plaintiff  fails  to  sustain  his  action  by  proof  at 
the  trial,  the  justice  may  grant  a  nonsuit  upon  a  proper  motion, 
and  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  follows,  with  the  costs  of  the  action. 
But  there  may  be  voluntary,  as  well  as  compulsory  nonsuits, 
and,  if  the  plaintiff  is  satisfied  that  the  evidence  is  not  sufficient 
to  entitle  him  to  a  verdict,  he  may  elect  to  become  nonsuited  by 
withdrawing  his  action. 

The  plaintiff  may,  on  a  jury  trial,  make  this  election  at  any 
time  before  the  jury  have  actually  rendered  their  verdict.  This 
right  of  the  plaintiff  sometimes  gives  him  an  unfair  advantage ; 
for  it  is  not  unfrequently  the  case  that  the  result  of  a  trial  is 
known  before  the  verdict  is  rendered  in  open  court ;  and  where  it 
is  likely  to  be  adverse  to  the  plaintiff,  he  may  avoid  the  conse- 
quences by  withdrawing  his  action.  The  defendant  cannot  do 
this,  but  is  compelled  to  abide  the  event.  In  the  supreme  court 
no  such  advantage  is  allowed,  sin<^  the  plaintiff  is  not  permitted 
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to  elect  to  become  nonsifited,  unless  it  is  done  before  the  jury- 
retire  for  deliberation  upon  their  verdict.  Kule  31. 

A  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  no  bar  to  a  new  action  for  the  same 
cause,  unless  it  was  rendered  upon  the  merits  of  the  action.  And, 
therefore,  a  nonsuit  for  a  defect  of  proofs,  or  by  a  voluntary 
withdrawal,  or  by  a  default  in  not  appearing  at  the  proper  time, 
will  not  bar  a  new  action. 

As  to  the  cases  in  which  a  nonsuit  may  be  ordered  by  the  jus- 
tice on  the  trial,  see  ante,  579.  After  a  cause  has  been  tried  before 
a  jury,  and  it  has  been  submitted  to  them  for  decision  upon  all 
the  evidence  given  by  the  parties,  it  will  then  be  too  late  to  take 
the  cause  from  them  and  nonsuit  the  plaintiff  upon  the  motion 
of  the  defendant.  Young  v.  JSiibbell,  3  Johns.,  430.  If,  however, 
the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  on  the  coming  in  of  the  verdict,  the 
statute  requires  the  entry  of  a  judgment  of  nonsuit.  Vol.  I,  55, 
%  110,  sub.  5  ;  Douglass  v.  Blackman,  14  Barb.,  381. 

So,  when  an  action  has  been  tried  before  a  justice  without  a 
jury,  and  the  cause  submitted  to  him  for  final  judgment,  it  will 
afterwards  be  too  late  for  the  plaintiff  to  withdraw  the  action  and 
submit  to  a  nonsuit.  Ehvell  v.  McQueen,  10  Wend.,  519  ;  Shall  v. 
Lathrop,  3  Hill,  237  ;  Peters  v.  Diossy,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  115 ;  Hess 
V.  BeeTcman,  11  Johns.,  457. 

And,  in  such  a  case,  if  the  justice  should  decide  to  grant  a 
nonsuit,  and  should  enter  a  judgment  in  form  for  a  nonsuit, 
instead  of  on  the  merits,  such  judgment  will,  nevertheless,  be  a 
final  judgment ;  and  be  a  conclusive  bar  to  a  second  action  for 
the  same  cause.  Ih. 

But  a  cause  may  be  submitted  conditionally,  with  a  reservation 
of  a  right  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  withdraw  the  action ; 
and  if  the  parties  agree  to  such  an  arrangement,  it  will  be  bind- 
ing ;  and  if  entered  into  the  justice's  docket  it  becomes  a  part  of 
the  record,  and  cannot  be  contradicted  by  parol  evidence.  Smith 
V.  Compton,  20  Barb.,  262. 

So,  where  a  cause  is  tried  before  the  justice  without  a  jury,  and 
a  motion  is  made  for  a  nonsuit,  but  the  decision  of  the  motion 
is  reserved,  the  justice  may  grant  a  nonsuit  within  the  four  days. 
Seaman  v.  Ward,  1  Hilt.,  52. 

The  mere  submission  of  the  cause  to  the  justice  for  his  decision, 
after  a  trial  upon  the  merits,  will  not  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  in  the  event  that  no  judgment  is  entered  in  pursuance  of 
the  first  trial.  Toung  v.  Eummell,  5  Hill,  60  ;  8.  C,  7  Hill,  503 ; 
see  Vol.  I,  954. 

When  the  docket  of  a  justice  shows  that  a  judgment  of  non- 
suit was  rendered,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict 
it  by  showing  that  the  cause  was  heard  and  decided  upon  the 
merits.  Brintnall  v.  Foster,  7  Wend.,  103;  and  see  Smith  v. 
Compton,  20  Barb.,  262. 

Where  a  justice  improperly  grants  a  nonsuit,  and  enters  a 
judgment  thereon,  which  is  reversed  on  appeal,  the  justice  can- 
not proceed  with  the  case  as  though  no  nonsuit  had  been  granted, 
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but  the  plaintiff  must  bring  a  new  action,  if  he  wishes  to  prose- 
cute the  claim  further.  Anon.,  9  Wend.,  503. 

Judgment  of  discontinuance.^  There  are  several  instances  in 
which  the  statute  requires  the  entry  of  a  judgment  of  discontinu- 
ance. If  the  justice  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defendant,  is  one 
instance.  Vol.  I,  55,  "^  109;  ante,  237  to  245.  So,  where  an 
answer  of  title  to  land  is  properly  interposed.  Ante,  248,  249.  Or 
where  the  balance  of  a  set-off  exceeds  one  hundred  dollars,  and 
the  defendant  does  not  require  it  to  be  set  off.  Vol.  I,  46,  §  51. 
Or  where  the  claims  of  both  parties  exceed  four  hundred  dollars. 
Vol.  I,  46,  >§  52.  Or  where  the  justice  is  related  to  one  of  the 
parties  to  the  action.  Ante,  25  to  27.  Or  where  the  justice  fails 
to  appear  on  the  return  day  of  process.  Ante,  217  to  219. 

The  effect  of  a  discontinuance  is  merely  to  terminate  the  exist- 
ing action.  It  is  no  bar  to  a  future  action  for  the  same  cause  for 
which  the  first  one  was  instituted. 

Judgment,  when  to  be  rendered.']  The  statute  has  prescribed  the 
times  when  judgment  shall  be  rendered  in  the  cases  specified. 
Vol.  I,  56,  §  115. 

In  the  following  cases  it  must  be  done  forthwith :  1.  Where  the 
plaintiff  is  nonsuited.  2.  If  he  discontinues  or  withdraws  his 
action.  3.  Where  judgment  is  confessed.  4.  Where  a  verdict  is 
rendered  in  favor  of  either  party.  5.  Where  the  defendant  is  in 
custody  at  the  time  of  hearing  the  cause.  lb. 

In  all  other  cases  the  justice  must  render  judgment  within  four 
days  after  the  cause  is  finally  submitted.  lb. 

Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  upon  an  offer  made  by  the 
defendant,  it  must  be  done  before  answering  in  the  action.  See 
the  practice  in  full,  ante,  255  to  259. 

Where  a  cause  is  tried  before  a  justice  without  a  jury,  judg- 
ment must  be  rendered  within  four  days  after  the  submission  for 
a  final  decision ;  and  if  it  is  not  rendered  until  after  that  time  it 
will  be  erroneous.  Watson  v.  Davis,  19  Wend.,  371 ;  Berrian  v. 
Olmstead,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  279 ;  Wiseman  v.  Panama  B.  B.  Co.,  1 
Hilt.,  300. 

The  justice  may  take  four  days  from  the  time  when  the  cause 
was  finally  submitted  for  judgment.  And  where  a  cause  is  tried 
before  the  justice,  and  the  evidence  introduced,  and  the  cause 
then  adjourned  by  consent  to  a  future  day  for  summing  up,  the 
cause  will  not  be  considered  as  finally  submitted  until  the  sum- 
ming up,  and  the  justice  may  take  four  days  from  that  time  within 
which  to  render  judgment.  Heidenheimer  v.  Wilson,  31  Barb.,  637. 

If  the  fourth  day  falls  on  Sunday,  judgment  must  be  rendered 
on  the  day  preceding ;  and  if  it  is  not  done  until  the  Monday 
following  it  will  be  erroneous.  Bissell  v.  Bissell,  11  Barb.,  96 ; 
and  see  JExpa/rte  Dodge,  7  Oow.,  147. 

The  decision  must  be  evidenced  by  some  official  act ;  and  it 
will  be  of  no  consequence  that  the  justice  decided  the  cause  in 
his  own  mind,  if  he  did  not  enter  the  judgment  in  his  minutes  or 
docket,  or  in  some  other  legal  manner.  Seaman  v.  Ward,  1  Hilt., 
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62.  Although  the  statute  is  imperative  as  to  the  time  within 
which  judgment  must  be  rendered,  yet  that  does  not  prevent  the 
parties  from  agreeing  to  extend  the  time  beyond  the  limit  of  four 
days.  And  if  the  parties  stipulate  that  the  justice  may  take  five 
days  instead  of  four  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  judgment,  such 
stipulation  will  be  valid  and  be  enforced  by  the  courts.  And 
where  a  judgment  is  rendered  on  the  fifth  day,  in  such  a  case, 
the  defendant  will  be  held  to  be  estopped  from  alleging  that  the 
judgment  was  not  rendered  in  time.  Barnes  v.  Badger,  41 
Barb.,  98. 

Where  the  cause  is  tried  by  a  jury  the  justice  must  render 
judgment  forthwith  upon  receiving  the  verdict,  whether  it  be  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant.  Vol.  I,  56,  §  115.  This 
statute  is  enforced  quite  strictly,  and,  if  no  judgment  is  entered 
until  the  next  day  after  the  rendition  of  the  verdict,  no  judgment 
can  legally  be  rendered  upon  it.  Silley  v.  Howard,  3  Denio,  72. 
Determining  the  amount  of  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  losing  party 
is  a  judicial  act,  and  is  apart  of  the  duty  of  rendering  judgment. 
Ih.  In  one  case  the  cause  was  tried  and  the  verdict  rendered  on 
the  first  day  of  the  month,  on  which  day  the  verdict  was  entered 
in  the  docket,  but  the  items  of  costs  were  made  up  during  the 
four  succeeding  days,  and  the  items  were  not  added  up  until 
the  ninth  day  of  the  month,  and  it  was  held  that  the  judgment 
was  erroneous.  li.  But,  notwithstanding  the  strictness  with 
which  the  rule  is  enforced  as  to  the  time  of  entering  the  judg- 
ment, there  is  not  the  same  strictness  observed  as  to  the  manner 
of  its  entry.  The  statute  requires  the  entry  of  the  judgment  to 
be  made  in  the  docket,  but  this  is  held  to  be  merely  directory ; 
and  if  the  judgment  is  entered  in  the  justice's  minutes  of  the 
trial,  in  proper  form,  and  in  due  time,  it  will  be  sufficient.  Walrod 
v.  Shuler,  2  Oomst.,  134 ;  Hall  v.  Tuttle,  6  Hill,  3.8.  And  a  trans- 
fer of  the  judgment  into  the  docket  two  or  three  days  afterwards 
will  be  a  compliance  with  the  law,  and  a  valid  judgment.  J6. 

Where  it  is  sought  to  reverse  a  judgment  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  not  rendered  forthwith,  the  error  must  appear  affirmatively, 
or  the  judgment  will  be  affirmed.  In  one  case  the  return  stated 
that  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury  on  the  11th  day  of  March, 
and  that  the  jury  returned  into  court  and  rendered  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  upon  which  the  justice  rendered  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  on  the  12th  day  of  March,  and  it  was  held  that  it 
might  be  fairly  inferred  that  the  verdict  was  not  rendered  until 
the  12th  of  March,  although  the  trial  commenced  on  the  day 
preceding,  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  Beattie  v.  Qua,  15 
Barb.,  132. 

If  the  time  for  rendering  judgment  is  extended  by  the  stipula- 
tion of  the  parties,  and  judgment  is  rendered  within  the  stipulated 
time,  the  party  against  whom  judgment  is  entered  will  be  estopped 
from  questioning  the  regularity  or  the  validity  of  the  judgment 
on  appeal.  Barnes  v.  Badger,  41  Barb.,  98. 
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But  if  there  is  no  agreement  to  extend  the  time,  the  judgment 
must  be  rendered  within  the  time  prescribed  by  statute  or  it  will 
be  reversible  on  appeal,  if  not  absolutely  void. 

Where  the  defendant  was  arrested  on  a  warrant,  and  was  in 
custody  during  the  trial,  the  judgment  must  be  rendered  forth- 
with, even  though  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  justice  without  a 
jury.  Vol.  I,  56,  §  115.  And  if  not  rendered  until  the  expiration 
of  four  days  the  judgment  will  be  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 
Wait  V.  Tan  Allen,  8  E.  P.  Smith,  319. 

Although  a  verdict  may  be  received  on  Sunday,  no  judgment 
can  be  legally  rendered  thereon  on  that  day.  Vol.  I,  79,  <§  16 ; 
Hoghtaling  v.  Oshorn,  15  Johns.,  119. 

There  is  a  statute  which  prohibits  the  service  of  process  on 
Saturday  upon  such  persons  as  keep  that  day  as  the  Sabbath. 
Ante,  46,  47.  But  the  statute  is  not  so  construed  as  to  invalidate 
a  judgment  rendered  against  such  a  person  on  Saturday,  where 
the  process  had  been  regularly  and  legally  served  on  a  previous 
day.  Maxson  v.  Annas,  1  Denio,  204. 

And  so  a  judgment  may  be  legally  rendered  by  a  justice  on  the 
day  of  a  general  election,  where  the  cause  was  tried  before  him 
and  submitted  on  a  previous  day.  Bice  v.  Mead,  22  How.,  445. 

Judgment,  how  rendered.']  The  statute  provides  that  the  justice 
shall  enter  the  judgment  in  his  docket.  Vol.  I,  56,  <§  115.  The 
construction  given  to  this  section  by  the  courts  will  prevent  a 
judgment  from  being  so  irregular  as  to  require  a  reversal  if  it 
has  been  first  entered  in  the  justice's  minutes  in  proper  time,  and 
then  transcribed  into  the  docket  within  two  or  three  days.  Walrod 
V.  Shnler,  2  Oomst.,  134 ;  Hall  v.  Tuttle,  6  Hill,  38 ;  ante,  695. 
The  correct  practice,  however,  is  to  enter  the  judgment  in  the 
docket  in  the  first  instance,  and  to  do  it  promptly  and  within 
the  prescribed  time.  Until  this  is  done  there  is  no  judgment 
upon  which  an  execution  could  be  properly  issued. 

The  statute  requires  all  legal  proceedings  to  be  in  the  English 
language.  Vol.  I,  80,  §  18.  But  where  the  essential  facts  of  the 
judgment  are  intelligible  it  will  be  valid,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  some  of  the  words  are  very  incorrectly  spelled.  Jackson 
V.  Browner,  7  Wend.,  388. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  there  may  be  separate  judgments 
as  to  the  several  defendants.  When  the  action  is  for  a  tort,  and 
there  are  several  defendants,  there  may  be  a  judgment  against 
some  of  the  defendants  and  in  favor  of  others.  Moon  v.  EMred, 
3  Hill,  104 ;  Bominick  v.  Backer,  3  Barb.,  18 ;  Noyes  v.  Heivitt,  18 
Wend.,  141,  142,  143 ;  Van  Deusen  v.  Van  Slyck,  15  Johns.,  223. 
If  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  against  one  of  the  defendants  in 
an  action  for  a  tort,  the  court  should,  if  requested,  direct  the  jury 
to  find  a  verdict  for  such  defendant,  if  the  cause  is  tried  by  a 
jury ;  or  he  should,  himself,  discharge  him  if  there  is  no  jury.  11. 
If,  however,  there  is  any  evidence  whatever  the  question  must 
be  submitted  to  the  jury.  1  b.  In  those  cases  in  which  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  a  discharge,  it  will  be  error  to  refuse  it  on  a 
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proper  application.  Ih.  If  the  trial  is  by  jury,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  against  one  of  the  defendants,  it  will  not  be  error  for 
the  justice  to  discbarge  him,  instead  of  directing  the  jury  to 
acquit  him.  Noyes  v.  Hewitt,  18  Wend.,  141,  143.  The  correct 
practice,  however,  is  to  direct  the  jury  to  acquit  him,  which  is 
done,  as  a  matter  of  course,  by  the  jury.  li.  Where  the  cause  is 
tried  by  a  justice  without  a  jury,  and  a  defendant  is  entitled  to  be 
discharged,  this  is  usually  done  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiif' s  evi- 
dence. Moon  V.  Eldred,  3  Hill,  104.  But  in  all  such  cases  of 
discharging  a  defendant  there  should  be  no  judgment  entered 
until  the  trial  is  completed.  li.  In  one  case  the  justice  dis- 
charged one  defendant  at  the  close  of  the  plaintifl"'s  case,  and 
entered  judgment  forthwith  in  favor  of  such  defendant  against 
the  plaintiff  for  costs ;  and  at  the  close  of  the  trial  the  justice 
rendered  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  against  the  plaintiff,  and  also 
entered  up  a  judgment  against  him  for  costs  in  favor  of  the  latter 
defendant ;  and  this  was  held  to  be  erroneous,  upon  the  ground 
that  no  judgment  should  have  been  rendered  until  the  trial  was 
completed,  and  in  that  case  if  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor 
of  both  defendants  against  the  plaintiff  there  could  be  but  one 
judgment ;  while,  if  the  judgment  had  been  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff against  one  defendant,  and  against  the  plaintiff  and  in  favor 
of  the  other  defendant,  there  ought  to  be  two  separate  judgments, 
one  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  one  defendant,  and  the  other 
in  favor  of  the  other  defendant  against  the  plaintiff,  for  costs.  li. 
After  the  evidence  is  closed  and  the  jury  have  retired,  it  is  too 
late  to  move  for  the  discharge  of  one  of  the  defendants,  on  the 
ground  that  there  is  no  evidence  against  him.  Lobar  v.  Koplin,  4 
Oomst.,  547. 

There  are  also  some  cases  in  which  there  may  be  separate 
judgments  even  in  actions  upon  contracts.  If  the  action  is 
brought  upon  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  and  the  makers  and 
indorsers  are  joined,  there  may  be  a  separate  judgment  against 
those  who  are  proved  liable,  and  a  judgment  in  favor  of  those 
who  show  a  valid  defense,  or  against  whom  no  cause  of  action  is 
made  out.  Parker  v.  Jackson,  16  Barb.,  33;  and  see  Bank  of 
Attica  V.  W6lf,  18  How.,  102;  Zink  v.  Attenburg,  Id.,  108;  Wilk- 
loiv  V.  Bell,  Id.,  397.  The  principle  of  the  decision  is  that  a  sepa- 
rate judgment  may  be  rendered  in  any  case  in  which  a  separate 
action  might  have  been  brought.  lb.  If  several  defendants  are 
sued,  and  one  of  them  pleads  infancy,  and  proves  it  on  the  trial, 
the  court  may  allow  the  plaintiff  to  discontinue  as  to  him  with- 
out costs,  and  proceed  with  the  action  against  the  others.  Butler 
V.  Morris,  1  Bosw.,  329. 

Form  of  the  judgment^  The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any  par- 
ticular form  of  entering  judgments,  though  it  requires  the  entry 
into  the  docket  of  certain  specified  acts  and  things.  Vol.  I,  68, 
69,  §  174.  The  validity  of  a  judgment  does  not  depend  upon  a 
literal  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  statute;  and  if  enough 
appears  to  show  that  the  justice  had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  to 
Wait  11—88 
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tlie  action,  and  of  the  subject  matter,  that  the  proceedings  were 
regular,  and  the  kind  and  amount  of  the  judgment,  and  that  it 
was  rendered  in  due  time,  this  will  be  sufficient.  Humphrey  v. 
Persons,  23  Barb.,  314;  Hall  v.  Tuttle,  6  Hill,  42,  opiaion.  The  cor- 
rect practice,  however,  is  for  the  justice  to  carefully  comply  with 
the  statute,  and  all  questions  as  to  the  regularity  or  validity  of  the 
judgment  in  this  respect  will  thereby  be  avoided.  Ordinarily 
the  justice  is  required  to  render  judgment  for  the  amount  found 
and  settled  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  or  the  decision  of  the  jus- 
tice. '  But  the  parties,  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant,  may  remit 
a  portion  of  the  amount  found  in  his  favor  and  take  judgment  for 
the  residue,  and  the  justice  should  render  judgment  accordingly. 
Vol.  I,  56,  <§  116. 

When  a  jury  return  into  court  with  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  a  particular  sum,  the  plaintiff  may  remit  any  portion 
of  the  amount  and  take  judgment  for  the  residue.  Clark  v. 
Denure,  3  Denio,  319 ;  Barber  v.  Rose,  5  Hill,  76.  So,  where  a 
jury  render  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  a  specified  sum 
in  an  action  of  tort,  where  no  sum  could  properly  be  found  for 
the  defendant,  he  may  remit  the  amount  aud  take  judgment  in 
his  favor  generally,  and  this  will  be  regular.  Burger  v.  Kortright, 
4  Johns.,  414.  So,  where  the  case  is  decided  by  the  justice  with- 
out a  jury,  either  party  may  remit  all,  or  a  portion  of  the  amount 
found,  and  take  judgment  for  the  residue.  Putnam  v.  Shelop,  12 
Johns.,  435.  There  may  be  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
for  the  amount  of  a  set-off  proved  by  him,  although  the  plaintiff 
may  not  have  established  any  claim  on  his  part  on  the  trial. 
Greenleaf  v.  Low,  4  Denio,  168. 

The  entries  made  in  the  docket  in  pursuance  of  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute  are  conclusive,  and  they  cannot  be  contra- 
dicted by  parol  evidence.  Smith  v.  Compton,  20  Barb.,  262. 

Bat  although  the  docket  is  evidence  in  a  subsequent  action, 
between  the  same  parties,  to  prove  what  judgment  was  entered 
by  him,  it  is  not  evidence  in  a  suit  between  others,  to  show  what 
constable  served  the  summons,  nor  the  amount  of  his  fees  Bey- 
nolds  V.  Brown,  15  Barb.,  24.  The  death  of  the  justice  would  not 
affect  the  rule.  lb.  The  omission  of  the  justice  to  make  the 
entries  required  by  statute  is  not  a  ground  of  action  against  him, 
even  where  the  omission  may  have  been  the  cause  of  loss  to  an 
other.  James  v.  Hartney,  6  Hill,  487.  In  the  case  just  cited  a 
constable  had  duly  returned  an  execution,  but  the  justice  omitted 
to  enter  the  return  in  his  docket.  An  action  was  afterwards 
brought  against  the  constable  for  a  neglect  to  return  the  execu- 
tion, aud  he  was  unable  to  prove  the  return  of  it  either  by  the 
justice  or  otherwise ;  but  this  was  held  not  to  give  any  right  of 
action  against  the  justice  in  favor  of  the  constable. 

The  manner  of  entering  into  the  docket  the  various  proceed- 
ings in  an  action  may  not  be  familiar  to  every  person,  and  for 
that  reason  a  general  precedent  for  such  entries  will  be  given. 
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Entries  in  justices'  docket  on  jury  trial. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Bradford  T.  Simmona 

agst 

Peter  L.  Frederick. 


April  12th,  1865,  summons  issued  ;  returnable  on  the  20th  instant,  at  one 
o'clock  p.  M.,  at  my  office.  AprU.  20th,  summons  returned,  personally 
served,  by  John  P.  Albro,  constable,  on  the  12th  instant.    Fees,  $0.50. 

April  20th,  both  parties  appeared,  the  plaintiif  in  person,  and  the  defend- 
ant by  Richard  H.  Rosa,  who  produced  a  written  authority  (or  who  swore 
to  his  authority).  Plaintiff  complained  on  a  promissory  note  executed  by 
the  defendant  to  him,  and  dated  April  Ist,  1860,  for  $25,  payable  one  day 
after  date,  and  also  for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered 
to  the  defendant,  and  claimed  damages  to  the  amount  of  $50. 

The  defendant  answered,  and  denied  each  and  every  allegation  in  the 
complaint,  and  also  claimed  a  set-off  of  $25  for  grain  and  wood  sold  and 
delivered  to  plafttiff,  and  also  for  work  and  labor  performed  for  the  plaintiff. 

On  motion  of  the  plaintiff  (or  of  the  defendant),  the  action  was  adjourned 
to  the  30th  day  of  April  instant,  at  one  o'clock  p.  m.,  at  my  office. 

A  venire  was  issued  at  the  plaintiff's  request  (or  at  the  defendant's) 
returnable  at  the  time  and  place  last  mentioned. 

April  30th,  the  parties  appeared  at  one  o'clock  p.  m.,  and  proceeded  to 
the  trial  of  the  cause.  The  following  jurors  were  returned  as  summoned 
upon  the  venire  by  John  P.  Albro,  constable.  (Inseft  their  names.)  The 
following  jurors,  who  were  returned  as  summoned,  did  not  appear. 
(Insert  their  names.)  The  following  jurors  appeared.  (Insert  their  names.) 
The  following  jurors  were  sworn  to  try  the  action.     (Insert  their  names.) 

Harvey  Pixley  and  Jeremiah  V.  Marselis  were  sworn  as  witnesses  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  William  Fry  at  the  request  of  the  defendant. 

John  Smith  was  offered  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and 
objected  to  by  the  plaintiff  (state  the  ground  of  objection),  and  rejected. 

After  hearing  the  evidence  (and  the  arguments  of  counsel,  if  any),  the 
jury  retired  under  the  charge  of  John  P.  Albro,  a  constable  duly  sworn 
for  that  purpose,  and  afterward  returned  into  court,  and  the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing answered  to  his  name  when  called,*  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  for  $50,  damages,  which  was  received  April  30th,  1865,  where- 
upon, I  did  forthwith,  and  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  for. 

Damages, $50  00 

Costs,  5  00 


$55  00 


April  30th,  1865,  execution  issued  to  John  P.  Albro,  constable. 

May  10th,  1865,  a  notice  of  appeal  was  served  on  me  by  Richard  H. 
Rosa,  Esq.,  and  my  fees  and  the  costs  of  the  action  paid  to  me.  A  copy 
of  undertaking  to  stay  proceedings  was  also  Served  by  him  on  me  at  the 
same  time. 

The  precedent  which  has  been  given  is  merely  intended  to  give 
a  general  idea  of  the  manner  of  making  entries  into  the  justice's 
docket.  And  since  each  case  has  features  peculiar  to  itself,  so  in 
each  case  the  entries  must  conform  to  the  facts  as  they  actually 
occur. 
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If  the  cause  is  tried  by  the  justice,  without  a  jury,  that  fact 
will  be  evident  by  omitting  auy  statements  as  to  the  jury. 

The  foregoing  form  will  be  a  sutBcieut  guide  for  ordinary  cases ; 
but  since  the  change  in  the  law  which  gives  the  justice  jurisdic- 
tion in  replevin  actions,  there  are  some  forms  of  judgment  which 
ought  to  be  given  for  such  cases. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  in  replevin  where  property  was  not  delivered 

to  Mm, 

State  the  ordinary  proceedings  as  in  the  form,  ante,  699,  down 
to  the  *,  and  then  proceed  thus : 

The  jury  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  property  described  in  the  complaint ;  that  the  value  of 
said  property  is  $100,  and  that  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by 
the  wrongful  taking  (or  detention)  were  $'25.  Whereupon  I  did  forthwith, 
on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render  judgment  that  the%)laintiff  recover 
of  the  defendant  the  possession  of  the  following  described  personal  proper- 
ty (describing  it),  or  the  sum  of  $100,  in  case  a  delivery  cannot  be  had; 
and  also  that  he  recover  $25  damages,  together  with  $5  costs,  amounting 
in  the  whole  to  $130. 

Value  of  property, $100  00 

Damages, 25  00 

Costs, : 5  00 


$130  00 


Judgment  for  plaintiff  in  replevin  where  property  was  delivered 

to  him. 

State  the  facts  as  in  the  form,  ante,  699,  down  to  the  *,  and  then 
proceed  : 

The  jury  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  property  described  in  the  complaint ;  that  the  said  property 
had  been  taken  into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  the  wrongful  taking  (or  detention)  are  $25. 
Whereupon  I  did  forthwith,  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render  judg- 
ment that  the  plaintiff  retain  possession  of  the  following  described  property 
(describe  it),  and  also  that  he  recover  $25  damages,  together  with  $5  costs, 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  $30, 

Damages, $25  00 

Costs, 5  00 


$30  00 


Judgment  for  defendant  in  replevin  where  property  teas  delivered 

to  plaintiff. 

State  facts  as  in  the  form,  ante,  699,  down  to  the  *,  and  then 
proceed  as  follows: 

The  jury  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  property  described  in  the  complaint;  that  the  value  of 
said  property  is  $100,  and  that 'the  damages  sustained  by  the  defendant 
by  the  taking  and  withholding  the  same  are  $25.  Whereupon  I  did  forth- 
with, on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render  judgment  that  the  defendant 
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have  a  return  of  the  following  described  personal  property  (describing  it) 
or  the  sum  of  $100  in  case  a  return  cannot  be  had;  and,  also,  that  he 
recover  $25  damages,  together  with  $5  costs,  amounting  in  the  whole 
to  $130. 

Value  of  property, $100  00 

Damages, 25  00 

Costs, 5  00 

$130  00 

Judgment  for  defendant  in  replevin  where  property  was  not  deliv- 
ered to  plaintiff. 

State  facts  as  ia  the  form,  ante,  699,  down  to  the  *,  and  then 
proceed  as  follows: 

The  jury  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  property  described  in  the  complaint,  and  that  the  said 
property  has  not  been  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  defendant.  Where- 
upon I  did  forthwith,  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render  judgment  that 
the  defendant  retain  possession  of  the  following  described  property  (de- 
scribe it),  and,  also,  that  he  recover  $5  costs  of  the  plaintiif. 

Judgment  in  actions  of  tort,  where  one  defendant  is  convicted  and 

an  other  acquitted. 

State  the  facts  as  in  the  form,  ante,  699,  down  to  the  *,  and 
then  proceed  as  follows : 

The  jurors  found  by  their  verdict  that  the  defendant,  A.  B.,  committed 
the  trespasses  (or  converted  the  property,  &c.,)  as  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
and  they  assessed  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  sum  of  $75  ;  and  the 
said  jurors  also  found  that  the  defendant,  0.  D.,  did  not  commit  the  tres- 
passes (or  convert  the  property,  &c.)  as  alleged  in  the  complaint.  Where- 
upon I  did  forthwith,  on  the  30th  day  of  April,  1865,  render  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  A.  B.,  for  $75  damages  and  $5  costs, 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  $80 ;  and  I  did  also  forthwith,  on  the  said  30th 
day  of  April,  1865,  render  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  said  defendant,  C. 
D.,  and  against  the  said  plaintiff,  for  $5  costs  of  the  defense. 

Where  the  action  is  for  a  tort,  and  some  of  the  defendants  are 
convicted  and  some  acquitted,  it  will  be  very  easy  to  state  briefly 
what  the  finding  actually  was,  and  the  judgment  rendered 
thereon.  And  where  the  action  is  founded  upon  contract,  and  a 
verdict  is  found  against  some  of  the  defendants  and  in  favor  of 
others,  as  in  the  case  of  infancy,  or  of  actions  against  the  differ- 
ent parties  to  a  bill  or  note,  the  findings  and  judgment  may  be 
readily  stated. 

In  the  forms  given,  it  is  stated  that  the  jury  found,  &c.  But 
if  no  jury  is  called,  and  the  cause  is  tried  by  the  justice,  the 
statement  will  be  that  the  justice  decided,  &c.  And  in  every 
case  the  court  will  tnake  the  changes  which  may  be  found 
necessary  in  conforming  the  judgment  to  the  facts  found  by  the 
jury,  or  decided  by  himself. 

Opening  or  altering  judgment.']  Where  a  judgment  has  once 
been  regularly  entered  up  by  the  justice,  his  powers  cease ;  and 
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he  cannot  open  the  judgment  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  the 
defendant  from  the  consequences  of  a  default,  even  though  that 
occurred  by  reason  of  an  excusable  mistake  or  omission.  Aliurtis 
V.  McCready,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  39 ;  Appleby  v,  Strang,  1  Abb.,  143 ; 
Sperry  v.  Major,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  361 ;  People  v.  Lynds,  8  Oow., 
133.  So,  where  a  judgment  has  been  entered  for  a  wrong  amount 
through  inadvertence  or  otherwise,  the  justice  has  no  power  to 
change  the  amount,  either  by  increasing  or  diminishing  it.  Hardy 
V.  Seelye,  1  Hilt.,  90 ;  S.  C,  3  Abb.,  103.  If  the  justice  by  mis- 
take renders  judgment  for  too  large  a  sum  in  consequence  of 
errors  in  adding  up  the  items  of  the  demand,  he  cannot  afterwards 
correct  the  mistake  by  reducing  the  amount.  People  v.  Delaware 
Com.  Pleas,  18  Wend.,  558.  So,  if  a  mistake  is  made  in  making 
up  the  items  of  costs,  and  the  amount  inserted  in  the  judgment 
is  less  than  that  allowed  by  law,  the  error  cannot  be  corrected  by 
increasing  the  judgment.  Dauchy  v.  Brown,  41  Barb.,  555. 

In  all  such  cases,  whether  the  mistake  makes  the  judgment  for 
damages  too  large  or  too  small,  or  whether  the  amount  of  costs 
is  greater  or  less  than  allowed  by  law,  the  judgment,  when  once 
entered  up,  is  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  altered  by  the  justice. 

There  are  cases  in  which,  a  judgment  may  be  opened  by  con- 
sent; and  if  this  is  done  by  the  consent  of  the  parties,  and  the 
cause  retried  and  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  defendant 
he  cannot  allege  the  opening  of  the  case  as  error.  Scranton 
V.  Levy,  4  Abb.,  21.  And  where  the  cause  is  retried  by  the 
consent  of  both  parties,  it  would  be  in  accordance  with  well 
settled  principles  to  hold  that  both  of  them  are  estopped  from 
subsequently  questioning  the  regularity  and  validity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings. See  Vol.  I,  1077,  &c. 

Judgment  by  confession.']  Judgment  may  be  rendered  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  by  confession,  for  any  amount  not  exceed- 
ing five  hundred  dollars.  The  statutes  upon  this  subject  have 
been  given  in  full.  Vol.  I,  54,  55,  -^^  104,  105,  106 ;  and  Id.,  6, 
§  53,  sub.  8.  Where  there  is  but  one  person,  and  he  signs  a  con- 
fession of  judgment,  or  where  there  are  several  persons  and  they 
all  sign  it,  there  will  be  no  room  for  question  as  to  the  authority 
to  make  the  confession.  But  where  one  person  assumes  to  con- 
fess a  judgment  against  himself,  and  also  against  other  persons, 
there  will  frequently  be  room  for  serious  questions  or  doubt  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  judgment.  One  partner  cannot  confess  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  a  partnership  creditor,  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  so  as  to  bind  his  copartners,  or  so  as  to  bind  the  partnership 
property.  Everson  v.  Gehrman,  10  How.,  301 ;  Binney  v.  Le  Gal, 
19  Barb.,  592.  And  where  several  partners  are  sued  together, 
one  of  them  has  no  power  to  make  an  oflfier  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  his  copartners,  that  the  plaintiff  may  take  judgment 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  unless  there  is  some  evidence 
from  which  it  may  be  inferred  that  his  copartners  authorized  him 
to  make  the  offer,  or  assented  to  it.   li. ;  Ante,  256 ;  Vol.  I,  298. 

Judgment,  how  confessed.']  The  requirements  of  the  statute  must 
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be  substantially  complied  with,  or  the  judgment  will  be  invalid. 
It  is  essential  that  the  defendant  should  appear  personally  before 
the  justice;  that  the  confession  should  be  in  writing,  signed 
by  the  defendant,  and  filed  with  the  justice ;  and  that  there  should 
be  a  proper  aflfldavit,  where  the  judgment  is  confessed  for  a  sum 
exceeding  fifty  dollars.  Vol.  I,  54,  55,  '^^  105,  106. 

Where  no  process  is  issued  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the 
defendant  into  court,  and  he  does  not  appear  in  court  before 
the  justice,  and  the  only  authority  which  the  justice  has  for 
entering  judgment  is  that  which  arises  from  a  casual  meeting  in 
the  street,  where  the  defendant  verbally  authorizes  the  justice  to 
render  judgment  against  him  for  a  specified  amount,  any  judg- 
ment rendered  upon  such  statement  will  be  void.  Tenny  v.  Filer, 
8  Wend.,  569.  In  such  a  case  the  judgment  would  be  void  for 
the  reason  that  the  confession  was  not  in  writing  and  signed 
by  the  defendant,  as  well  as  on  the  ground  of  non-appearance  in 
court.  The  statute,  as  has  been  already  seen,  requires  that  the 
defendant  should  appear  personally  before  the  justice  and  make 
the  confession.  But  this  is  not  a  new  rule,  for  under  the  old  law, 
before  the  enactment  of  this  statute,  the  practice  was  the  same ; 
and  a  judgment,  though  entered  upon  a  written  confession,  was 
invalid  where  the  statement  was  not  made  before  the  justice,  but 
at  a  different  place,  and  then  sent  to  the  justice.  In  one  case, 
Martin  v.  Moss,  6  Johns.,  126,  the  justice  rendered  judgment  for 
the  amount  of  a  note  sent  to  him  by  the  defendant,  and  accom- 
panying it  was  a  written  authority  to  enter  judgment  on  the  note, 
which  the  justice  did,  and  on  his  own  knowledge  of  the  defend- 
ant's handwriting,  but  the  judgment  was  held  invalid.  So,  where 
the  judgment  was  entered  in  pursuance  of  a  written  sealed 
authority  sent  to  the  justice,  and  proved  by  the  subscribing  wit- 
ness thereto,  but  the  defendant  did  not  appear  before  the  justice 
personally,  the  judgment  was  held  erroneous.  Bromaghin  v. 
Throop,  15  Johns.,  476 ;  and  see  Colvin  v.  Luther,  9  Cow.,  61. 

Although  the  confession  must  be  signed  in  the  presence  of  the 
justice,  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  done  at  the  justice's 
office,  or  his  residence.  And  where  the  confession  was  signed  in 
the  town  in  which  the  justice  resided,  and  in  his  presence,  the 
judgment  was  held  valid,  although  the  confession  was  signed  at 
the  defendant's  house,  which  was  some  three  or  four  miles  from 
the  office  and  residence  of  the  justice.  Stone  v.  Williams,  40  Barb., 
322.  The  fact  that  the  justice's  docket  was  not  present,  but  was 
at  his  office  at  the  time  of  signing  the  confession,  does  not  make 
any  difference  in  the  rule-  li.  But  the  rule  as  to  the  place  where 
the  confession  is  to  be  made  is  still  more  extensive  than  this,  for 
a  confession  will  be  valid  although  it  is  made  by  the  defendant 
and  taken  by  the  justice  out  of  the  town  in  which  the  justice 
resides.  Pollock  v.  Aldrich,  17  How.,  109.  The  statute  which 
limits  the  exercise  of  judicial  acts  to  the  town  in  which  the  justice 
resides,  relates  to  the  trial  of  causes  and  not  to  the  confession 
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of  judgments.  I  J).    Such  a  confession  may  be  taken  in  any  town 
in  the  county  in  which  the  justice  resides.  lb.;  ante,  8,  9. 

Where  no  process  is  issued  there  must  be  a  written  confession 
of  judgment,  as  is  shown  by  the  cases  just  cited.  But,  where  an 
action  is  regularly  commenced  by  the  issuing  and  service  of 
process,  the  defendant  may  appear  in  court  and  confess  judg- 
ment orally,  and  without  any  affidavit  of  indebtedness,  even 
when  the  amount  of  the  judgment  exceeds  fifty  dollars.  Gates  v. 
Ward,  17  Barb.,  424.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  defendant  appears 
on  the  return  day  of  the  process,  and,  when  the  complaint  is 
filed,  he  admits  in  open  court  that  a  specified  sum  is  due  from 
him  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  consents  that  the  justice  shall  render 
judgment  for  the  amount,  this  may  be  done,  and  the  judgment 
will  be  regular  and  valid.  IJ>.  If,  however,  the  proceedings  are 
merely  colorable,  and  are  taken  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the 
creditors  of  the  pretended  debtor,  the  judgment  will  be  void  as 
to  them.  II.  A  judgment  ought  always  to  be  so  entered  as  to 
show  clearly  in  whose  favor  it  is  rendered.  Slaman  v.  BucMey, 
29  Barb.,  289.  On  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment,  the 
return  showed  that  the  action  was  brought  for  taking  personal 
property,  and  that  the  defendant  interposed  an  answer  containing 
a  general  denial,  and  the  return  further  stated  that  the  justice 
entered  "judgment  for  damages,  with  costs,  $2'.74,"  without 
stating  in  whose  favor  the  judgment  was  rendered,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  fair  inference  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  return 
was  that  the  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff"  for 
some  amount  of  damages,  since  no  claim  was  alleged  or  proved 
to  authorize  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  damages. 
II).  In  the  case  last  cited  the  plaintiff  appealed  from  the  jus- 
tice's judgment,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  defeated  in  his 
action  by  the  justice,  but  the  appellate  court  held  that,  on  the 
facts  appearing  in  the  return,  the  true  construction  was  that 
the  judgment  was  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  some  amount,  and 
that  if  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  judgment  of  the  justice 
was  really  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  he  should  have  procured 
an  amended  return,  showing  that  fact  aflSrmatively. 

Form  of  confession  of  judgment. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

° agst°^  r  Before  David  Eennedtj  a  jnstice  of  the 

Eiehard  Roe.  I      peace  of  Mayfield,  F,ulton  county,  N.  Y. 


In  the  presence  of  David  Kennedy,  the  justice  above  named,  I  do  hereby 
confess  judgment  in  favor  of  John  Doe,  for  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars, 
on  a  demand  arising  upon  contract,  to  wit  (state  the  nature  or  particulars 
of  the  demand),  and  authorize  the  said  justice  to  enter  judgment  against 
me  for  the  same,  with  costs.    Dated  the  15th  day  of  April,  1865. 

RICHARD  ROE. 

In  presence  of  David  Kbiwbdt,  Justice. 
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Affidavit  where  confession  is  for  a  sum  exceeding  fifty  dollars. 

Fulton-  County,  ss  :  We,  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe,  the  parties  named 
in  the  foregoing  (or  annexed)  confession  of  judgment,  being  each  duly 
sworn,  severally  say  that  the  said  Richard  Roe  is  justly  indebted  to  the 
said  John  Doe  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars,  upon  the  demand  named 
in  the  said  confession,  over  and  above  all  just  demands  which  the  said 
Richard  Roe  has  against  the  said  John  Doe,  and  that  the  said  confession 
is  not  made  or  taken  with  a  view  to  defraud  any  creditor. 

JOHN  DOE, 
RICHARD  ROE. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  ) 
this  15th  day  of  April,  1865,      \ 

David  Kenneby,  Justice. 

The  effect  of  omitting  to  annex  an  affidavit  to  the  confession, 
as  required  by  the  statute,  is  merely  to  render  the  judgment  void 
as  to  creditors.  Stone  v.  Williams,  40  Barb.,  322.  Notwithstand- 
ing such  omission  the  judgment  will  be  valid  and  binding  upon 
the  defendant.  lb. 

There  are  cases,  too,  in  which  an  affidavit  may  be  dispensed 
with,  even  though  the  plaintiff's  claim  originally  exceeded  the 
sum  of  fifty  dollars.  If  the  plaintiff's  demand  is  a  large  one  it 
may  be  divided  into  sums  less  than  fifty  dollars  in  amount,  by 
the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  then  separate 
judgments  entered  upon  each  portion  of  it ;  and  if  this  is  done, 
and  none  of  the  confessions  exceed  fifty  dollars  in  amount,  there 
need  not  be"  any  affidavit  of  indebtedness  or  of  the  justice  of  the 
claim.  Cornell  v.  CooJc,  7  Oow.,  310. 

The  statute  does  not,  in  terms,  require  the  plaintiff  to  be  pres- 
ent at  the  time  of  confessing  the  judgment ;  but  it  is  usual  for 
the  plaintiff  to  be  present,  either  in  person  or  by  agent  or  attor- 
ney. But  even  in  the  case  of  non-appearence  by  the  plaintiff  at 
that  time,  ^  might  subsequently  ratify  the  transaction  so  as  to 
render  it  va*d,  and  in  that  event  the  defendant  would  be  estopped 
from  denying  the  validity  of  the  judgment.  If,  however,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  plaintiff  did  not  appear,  nor  subsequently  ratify 
the  transaction,  he  would  not  be  bound  by  it,  especially  in  a  case 
where  the  confession  was  for  a  sum  less  than  his  just  due.  But, 
if  he  should  leave  a  claim  with  a  justice  for  collection,  and  the 
defendant  should  voluntarily  appear  before  the  justice  and  con- 
fess judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  claim  so  left,  the  plaintiff 
would  be  bound  by  the  judgment. 

In  every  statement  of  confession  the  nature  of  the  cause  of 
action  ought  to  be  clearly  and  distinctly  stated.  If  upon  contract 
it  may  be  easily  specified.  If  it  arises  from  a  tort  that  fact 
should  be  explicitly  stated,  so  that  an  execution  against  the 
person  may  be  issued  in  a  proper  case.  So,  too,  every  agreement 
for  a  stay  of  the  execution  ought  to  be  mentioned  in  the  con- 
fession, and  the  justice  will  then  observe  the  stipulation  by 
omitting  to  issue  execution  until  the  specified  time. 
Stamps.']  If  the  confession  of  judgment  is  for  one  hundred  dol- 
Wait  11—89 
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lars  or  upwards,  there  must  be  a  revenue  stamp  for  fifty  cents, 
unless  such  a  stamp  was  used  on  the  process  for  commencing  the 
action  ;  in  which  case,  that  stamp  will  be  sufficient-  Vol.  I,  1104, 
Schedules. 

Actions  on  judgments.]  This  subject  has  been  sufficiently  dis- 
cussed. Vol.  I,  598  to  602. 

Transcripts  of  judgments.]  A  justice  is  bound  to  furnish  a 
transcript  of  the  judgment  to  any  party  in  whose  favor  it  has 
been  rendered.  Vol.  I,  10,  §  63.  This  transcript  may  be  filed  and 
docketed  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  and  it  will  then  become  a 
judgment  of  the  county  court,  ll.  But  the  judgment  will  not 
be  a  lien  upon  lands,  unless  it  exceeds  twenty-five  dollars  in 
amount,  exclusive  of  costs.  lb. 

There  are  cases  too,  in  which  the  justice  is  bound  to  furnish 
the  defendant  with  a  transcript,  of  the  judgment.  Vol.  I,  70, 
§  182.  If  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  defendant  on  his 
default,  and  in  his  absence,  the  justice  is  bound,  on  his  demand, 
to  furnish  him  with  a  transcript  of  the  judgment,  and  with  a 
copy  of  the  process,  pleadings,  and  proofs  in  the  cause.  1  h.  So, 
if  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  plaintiflf  in  consequence  of 
his  default  in  appearing,  the  justice  is  bound  to  furnish  him  with 
such  copies  on  demand.  Ih.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  transcript 
from  a  justice  of  the  peace,  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  him, 
should  show  the  proceedings  which  give  him  jurisdiction  to  render 
a  valid  judgment,  in  order  to  authorize  it  to  be  filed  and  docket- 
ed. It  is,  for  that  purpose,  prima  facie  evidence,  that  the  justice 
had  jurisdiction  to  render  the  judgment.  Dicldnson  v.  Smith,  25 
Barb.,  102 ;  Jackson  v.  Jones,  9  Oow.,  182 ;  Jackson  v.  Tuttle,  Id., 
233  ;  Jctckson  v.  Rowland,  6  Wend.,  666.  Nor  is  it  necessary,  in 
such  a  case,  that  the  certificate  of  the  county  clerk  should  show 
that  the  signature  of  the  justice  to  the  transcript  was  the  genuine 
signature  of  the  justice ;  or  that  he  was  at  the  time  a  justice  of 
the  county.  lb.  The  judgment,  when  docketed,  becditnes  a  judg- 
ment of  the  county  court,  and  all  that  the  clerk  is  required  to 
certify  is,  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  copy  of  the  transcript  filed 
in  his  office,  and  the  docket  of  the  judgment,  lb.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  show  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice,  in  order  to  establish 
the  validity  of  the  judgment.  lb.  The  transcript  and  docketing 
are  all  that  it  is  necessary  to  prove  to  establish  the  judgment  as  a 
lien,  and  the  authority  of  the  clerk  to  issue  an  execution.  lb. 

A  transcript  may  be  made  and  certified  by  a  justice  after  the 
expiration  of  his  term  of  office.  Maynard  v.  Thompson,  8  Wend., 
393.  And  it  will  be  as  valid  evidence  in  his  own  favor,  as  it  is  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  in  case  an  action  is 
brought  against  such  plaintiff  and  justice  for  the  sale  of  property 
under  such  execution.  16.  When  the  certificate  of  a  county 
clerk  is  required,  as  to  the  authority  of  the  justice  to  render  such 
judgment,  the  certificate  must  be  given  by  the  clerk  of  the 
county  in  which  the  justice  resided  at  the  time  of  rendering 
the  judgment.  lb.    A  transcript,  if  intelHigible  in  its  essential 
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parts,  will  be  good,  althougli  written  ia  bad  English  or  Dutch. 
Jackson  v.  Browner,  7  Wend.,  388.  When  a  judgment  has  once 
been  regularly  entered  in  favor  of  a  party,  the  justice  is  bound 
to  give  such  party  a  transcript ;  and,  if  he  refuses  to  do  so,  he 
will  be  compelled  by  mandamus.  People  v.  Lynde,  8  Oow.,  133. 

Setting  aside  docketed  jtidgments.]  Where  a  judgment  is  con- 
fessed before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 
ing creditors,  and  a  transcript  thereof  is  docketed  in  the  county 
clerk's  office,  the  county  court  has  the  same  power  to  set  the 
judgment  aside  on  motion  of  the  defendant's  creditors,  that 
the  court  would  have  if  thes  judgment  had  been  rendered  in  the 
county  court.  Vol.  I,  55,  '^  107.  But  the  county  court  has  no 
power  to  inquire  into  the  regularity  or  validity  of  a  judgment 
rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  those  cases  in  which  a 
transcript  has  been  docketed,  and  the  injured  party  applies  by 
motion  for  relief.  People  v.  Washington  Com.  Pleas.,  1  Wend.,  79. 
In  such  a  case,  the  judgment  cannot  be  set  aside  for  irregulari- 
ties in  obtaining  it,  though  the  court  has  power  to  control  the 
execution  issued  upon  such  docketed  judgment,  and  in  a  proper 
case,  they  may  set  it  aside.  li.  Where  an  injured  party  wishes 
to  obtain  relief  against  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  justice,  his 
remedy  is  by  appeal  and  not  by  motion.  McCunn  v.  Barnett,  2  E. 
D.  Smith,  521.  Filing  a  transcript  makes  the  justice's  judgment 
a  judgment  of  the  county  court,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  it, 
by  execution  and  the  like,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  investi- 
gating the  manner  in  Avhich  the  judgment  was  obtained. 

CHAPTER  VII. 

COSTS. 

The  authority  to  render  judgment  for  costs  is  conferred  by 
statute ;  and  no  other  costs  than  those  allowed  by  statute 
can  be  taxed  by  a  justice,  or  entered  in  the  judgment.  If  the 
plaintiff  recovers  a  verdict  upon  a  jury  trial,  or  if  the  justice 
decides  a  cause  in  his  favor  after  a  trial  before  him  without  a 
jury,  or  if  the  plaintiff  proves  a  right  to  recover  in  a  case  in 
which  the  defendant  does  not  appear  in  the  action,  in  each  of 
these  cases  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  costs.  Vol.  I,  56, 
§  112.  If  a  verdict  is  found  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  after  a 
trial  by  jury,  or  if  the  justice,  after  a  trial  before  him  without  a 
jury,  shall  decide  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  he  is  entitled  to 
judgment  for  costs.  Vol.  I,  56,  %  111.  Whenever  judgment  is 
rendered  against  either  party,  it  is  with  full  costs  of  the  action  ; 
though  the  amount  is  limited,  in  most  cases,  to  the  sum  of  five 
dollars.  Vol.  I,  56,  <^  117. 

There  are  several  cases  in  which  judgment  of  nonsuit  may  be 
given  ;  and  in  those  cases  such  judgment  is  followed  by  the  costs 
of  the  action.  Vol.  I,  55,  %  110. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  no  costs  can  be  taxed  by  the  jus- 
tice. If  an  action  is  discontinued  by  reason  of  his  own  absence 
on  the  return  day  of  the  process,  or  upon  the  day  of  trial,  it  will 
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be  the  fault  of  the  justice,  and  not  of  the  parties,  that  the  action 
fails ;  and  in  such  a  case  there  is  no  authority  to  enter  judgment 
against  either  party  for  costs. 

So,  where  the  justice  is  disqualified  from  trying  the  action  on 
account  of  his  relationship  to  one  of  the  parties,  he  cannot  ren- 
der a  legal  judgment  for  costs.  Ante,  25. 

If  the  justice  is  a  material  witness  for  the  defendant,  and  the 
action  is  discontinued  for  that  cause,  the  judgment  must  be 
without  costs  against  either  party.  Ante,  244.  So,  where  the 
action  is  discontinued  upon  an  answer  of  title  to  land,  no  judg- 
ment is  rendered,  but  each  party  pays  his  own  costs.  Yol.  I,  9, 
§  57.  But  where  the  action  is  discontinued  on  the  ground  that 
title  was  in  question  on  the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  with  costs  against  the  plaintiff.  Vol.  I,  9,  ■§  59. 

In  courts  of  record  the  right  to  costs  is  materially  affected  by 
the  amount  of  the  recovery.  But  in  a  justices'  court  there  is  no 
such  rule,  and  a  recovery  for  the  smallest  sum,  even  for  one  cent, 
will  carry  costs  as  effectually  as  a  judgment  for  the  full  amountr 
of  the  justice's  jurisdiction.  It  is  a  very  rare  thing,  however, 
for  a  justice  or  a  jury  to  find  for  a  sum  less  than  six  cents.  The 
law  gives  six  cents  as  nominal  damages,  and  that  is  invariably 
the  least  sum  given  as  damages.  The  verdict,  however,  must  be 
for  some  sum  upon  which  a  judgment  may  be  rendered.  And 
if  the  verdict  is  for  only  one  mill  damages,  no  judgment  can 
legally  be  rendered  upon  it ;  and  if  entered  up  merely  for  the 
costs  of  the  action  it  will  be  erroneous.  Broum  v.  Smith,  3  Oai.,  81. 

The  costs  which  are  to  be  entered  in  the  judgment,  are  those 
which  the  prevailing  party  is  entitled  to  recover  against  the  losing 
party.  If  the  plaintiff  succeeds,  none  of  the  defendant's  costs 
are  taxed  in  the  judgment.  So,  if  the  defendant  prevails,  none 
of  the  plaintiff's  costs  can  be  allowed  or  entered  in  the  judgment. 

Where  a  verdict  is  found  for  the  defendant,  the  justice  has  no 
right  to  enter  in  the  judgment  the  costs  which  had  accrued  on 
the  plaintiff's  part  for  the  summons,  the  constable's  fees  for  its 
service,  or  the  fees  for  swearing  the  plaintiff's  witnesses.  Penfield 
V.  Carpender,  13  Johns.,  350.  So,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the 
plaintiff  recovers  judgment,  the  justice  cannot  enter  in  it  charges 
for  the  subpoenas  issued  to  the  defendant.  Bronson  v.  Mann,  13- 
Johns.,  460  ;  Timmerman  v.  Morrison,  14  Johns.,  370.  Nor  can 
he,  in  such  a  case,  include  in  the  judgment  the  fees  for  swearing 
the  defendant's  witnesses.  Williams  v.  Sherman,  15  Johns.,  195  ; 
or  the  costs  of  an  adjournment  granted  on  motion  of  the  defend- 
ant. Bennison  v.  Collins,  1  Cow.,  111.  The  costs  of  a  venire, 
however,  always  abide  the  event  of  the  action,  and  must,  there- 
fore, be  always  included  in  the  judgment,  let  which  ever  patty 
may  succeed.  Rickey  v.  Bowne,  18  Johns.,  131. 

If  a  justice  should  err  in  taxing  costs  by  allowing  too  great  a 
Bum,  this  will  not  be  a  ground  of  reversal  of  the  judgment.  If 
illegal  fees  or  costs  are  allowed  and  collected,  the  injured  party 
mayjceeover  them  back  by  action.  VoL^I,  65,  %  156. 
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The  amount  of  costs  to  be  entered  in  the  judgment  may  exceed 
five  dollars  where  there  are  foreign  witnesses,  or  where  there  are 
more  adjournments  than  one  procured  by  the  party  against  whom 
judgment  is  finally  rendered.  Vol.  1, 63,  §  151,  a.  As  to  the  costs 
in  case  of  issuing  an  attachment  against  a  witness  or  juror,  see 
ante,  559,  560,  641. 

Where  there  is  but  one  plaintiff  and  one  defendant,  the  costs 
are  taxed  in  favor  of  the  successful  party  and  against  the  unsuc- 
cessful one.  If  there  are  several  plaintiffs  and  several  defend- 
ants, the  recovery  is  generally  in  favor  of  all  the  plaintiffs  and 
against  all  of  the  defendants,  and  the  costs  are  taxed  accordingly.. 
Where  there  is  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  against  one  defendant, 
and  a  verdict  or  decision  in  favor  of  the  other  defendants,  the 
justice  should  tax  the  costs  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against 
the  unsuccessful  defendant,  in  the  same  manner  as  though  there 
were  no  other  defendant.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  he  must  tax 
the  costs  in  favor  of  the  successful  defendant  as  though  there 
were  but  one  defendant.  In  such  a  case  there  will  be  but  one 
entry  of  judgment,  which  will  include  a  proper  judgment  in  favor 
of  each  successful  party.     See  a  form  of  judgment,  ante,  701. 

As  a  general  rule,  no  costs  can  be  taxed  on  the  decision  of  a 
demurrer.  Such  a  judgment  is  not  a  final  judgment,  and  costs 
are  not  given  except  on  final  judgments.     See  ante,  333. 

There  is  one  case  in  which  the  allowance  of  costs  is  discretion- 
ary. If  an  amendment  of  the  pleadings  is  made  after  the 
joining  of  issue,  and  an  adjournment  becomes  necessary  in  con- 
sequence thereof,  the  justice  may  impose  costs  as  a  condition  of 
allowing  the  amendment.  Vol.  I,  11,  §  64,  sub.  11. 

The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any  particular  items  of  costs 
allowable  in  such  case,  but  leaves  the  amount  discretionary  with 
the  justice.  The  object  of  the  statute  evidently  was  to  give  the 
justice  power  to  require  the  party  asking  the  amendment  to 
obtain  it  upon  such  terms  as  should  be  just  towards  the  opposite 
party.  In  fixing  the  amount  the  justice  ought  to  be  careful  not 
to  go  to  extremes,  either  by  allowing  an  unreasonably  large  sum, 
or  by  giving  so  little  as  to  be  equivalent  to  a  refusal  of  costs. 
The  intention  of  the  statute  is  that  the  costs  thus  allowed  are  to 
be  paid  immediately,  since  they  must  be  paid  as  the  condition  of 
allowing  the  amendment.  Vol.  I,  11,  §  64,  sub.  11.  Thfere  is°no  pro- 
vision for  the  entry  of  such  an  allowance  in  the  judgment,  and  it 
could  not  properly  be  taxed  as  costs  in  the  final  judgment.  And, 
besides  that,  the  judgment  itself  might  happen  to  be  in  favor  of 
the  party  asking  for  the  amendment;  and,  in  that  event,  there 
certainly  could  not  be  an  entry  of  the  amount  in  the  judgment, 
while  there  could  not  be  a  separate  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
other  party  for  the  costs,  as  in  the  case  of  a  defendant  who 
obtains  a  verdict  or  decision  in  his  favor. 

In  taxing  the  costs  and  fees  allowed  by  law  the  justice  wijl 
not  require  any  proof  of  the  right  to  their  allowance  in  those 
cases  in  which  the  acts  were  performed  to  his  personal  know- 
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ledge,  as  in  the  case  of  witnesses  sworn  by  Mm.  In  such  a  case, 
the  witnesses'  fees  would  be  taxed  without  proof  of  the  service  of 
the  subpoena.  If,  however,  a  witness  had  been  subpoenaed,  and 
had  attended  the  trial,  but  was  not  sworn,  the  justice  might 
require  proof  of  the  service  of  the  subpoena. 

There  is  no  statute,  however,  requiring  such  proof,  and  the 
justice  may  require  the  proof,  or  may  dispense  with  it  as  he 
may  deem  proper.  If,  however,  he  should  improperly  allow  fees 
in  such  a  case  where  none  were  legally  taxable,  his  decision  will 
not  be  final.  And  if  a  party  is  compelled  by  execution  to  pay 
illegal  fees,  he  may  sue  and  recover  them  back  from  the  party 
receiving  them.  Vol.  I,  65,  §  156. 

Where  the  fees  of  officers  are  items  of  the  taxable  costs,  their 
returns  as  to  the  amount  are  generally  received  as  proper  and 
legal  evidence  of  the  amount.  In  taxiug  costs  the  justice  acts 
judicially.  Sibley  v.  Howard,  3  Denio,  72.  Until  the  items  of 
costs  and  fees  are  considered  and  allowed  they  do  not  constitute 
any  part  of  the  judgment.  J&.  Merely  setting  down  certain 
items  without  adding  them  up  within  the  time  required  by  law, 
is  not  taxing  the  costs  in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  them  availa- 
ble as  a  part  of  the  judgment.  J&. ;  and  see  ante,  695. 

Double  and  treble  costs.~\  There  are  some  statutory  provisions 
relating  to  this  subject  which  may  properly  be  given  here: 

"When  several  persons  are  made  defendants  in  any  writ  or 
proceeding,  or  in  any  action,  in  which  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  recov- 
ery, would  be  entitled  to  costs,  and  one  or  more  of  them  shall  be 
acquitted  by  verdict  on  the  trial,  or  by  judgment  upon  plea  in 
abatement,  or  on  demurrer,  or  by  the  plaintiff's  discontinuing  as 
to  such  defendant,  every  person  so  acquitted  shall  recover  his 
costs  of  suit,  in  like  manner  as  if  judgment  had  been  rendered  in 
favor  of  all  the  defendants."  3  E.  S.,  908,  §  1,  5th  ed. 

"Whenever,  by  the  provisions  of  any  statute,  a  plaintiff  shall 
be  entitled  to  recover  double  or  treble  the  damages  assessed  by 
a  jury,  if  such  damages  so  doubled  or  trebled,  as  the  case  may  be, 
entitled  him  to  recover  costs,  he  shall  recover  single  costs  only 
in  such  suit,  except  in  cases  otherwise  specially  provided  for  by 
law."  3  E.  S.,  908,  <§  3,  5th  ed. 

"In  the  following  actions,  if  judgment  be  rendered  for  the 
defendant,  tipon  verdict,  demurrer,  nonsuit,  nonpros,  discontinu- 
ance of  the  plaintiff  or  otherwise  in  any  action,  certiorari,  writ 
of  error  or  other  proceeding,  such  defendant  shall  recover  the 
amount  of  his  taxed  costs,  and  one-half  thereof  in  addition : 

"  1.  In  actions  against  public  officers  appointed  under  the 
authority  of  this  state,  or  elected  by  the  people ;  or  against  any 
person  specially  appointed,  according  to  law,  to  execute  the  duties 
of  such  public  officer ;  for  or  concerning  any  act  done  by  such 
officer  or  person,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  or  for  or  concerning  the 
omission,  by  such  officer  or  person,  to  do  any  act  which  it  was 
his  official  duty  to  perform. 

"2.  In  actions  against  any  other  person  for  doing  any  act  by 
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the  commandment  of  such  officers  or  persons,  or  in  their  aid  or 
assistance,  touching  the  duties  of  such  office  Or  appointment. 

"  3.  In  actions  against  any  person  for  taliing  any  distress,  mak- 
ing any  sale,  or  doing  any  other  act  by  authority  of  any  statute 
of  this  state.  3  E.  S.,  908,  §  4,  5th  ed." 

"When  double  or  treble  costs  shall  be  awarded  to  any  defendant, 
the  same  shall  be  deemed  to  belong  to  such  defendant ;  and  the 
counselors,  attorneys,  and  other  officers,  who  may  have  rendered 
any  services  in  such  action  to  such  defendant,  and  the  witnesses 
and  jurors  in  such  action,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  and  retain 
only  the  single  costs  allowed  by  law,  for  their  services  respect- 
ively. 3  E,  S.,  909,  §  5,  5th  ed." 

The  right  to  double  costs,  as  given  by  the  foregoing  sections 
of  the  statute,  is  not  repealed  by  section  three  hundred  and 
three  of  the  code.  Vol.  I,  26,  ^  303 ;  Bartle  v.  Gilm^n,  4  E.  P. 
Smith,  260 ;  S.  C,  17  How.,  1. 

In  a  recent  case  an  action  was  brought  against  the  defendants 
for  a  trespass  upon  lands ;  the  defense  was,  that  the  locus  in  quo 
was  a  public  highway,  and  that  one  of  the  defendants  was  an 
overseer  of  the  highways,  who  had  been  directed  by  a  warrant 
issued  by  the  proper  commissioners  of  highways  to  go  on  and 
work  the  roads,  and  that  the  other  defendants  were,  by  the 
directions  of  the  overseer,  aiding  and  assisting  him ;  and  upon 
a  verdict  for  the  defendants  upon  these  issues,  it  was  held  that 
they  were  entitled  to  double  costs.  Van  Bergen  v.  Ackles,  21 
How.,  314. 

To  entitle  a  public  officer,  or  other  person,  to  double  costs 
under  this  statute,  he  must  acquire  his  rights  as  a  defendant,  not 
as  plaintiff,  in  the  proceedings.  And  where  a  judgment  is 
obtained  against  a  defendant  who  is  sued  as  a  public  officer,  in 
an  action  in  a  justice's  court,  and  the  judgment  is  reversed  by 
the  county  court  upon  an  appeal  taken  by  the  officer,  and  there 
is  afterwards  an  affirmance  of  that  judgment  by  the  supreme 
court  upon  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiff,  the  officer  will  be  entitled 
to  double  costs  upon  the  appeal  to  the  supreme  court,  but  not 
upon  the  appeal  to  the  county  court.  WheelocTc  v.  Hotchldss,  18 
How.,  468 ;  Foster  v.  Cleveland,  6  How.,  253 ;  Dockstader  v.  Sanv- 
mons,  4  Hill,  546. 

The  costs  given  by 'the  sections  of  the  statute  already  quoted 
are  called  double  costs,  though  they  merely  give  full  single  costs 
and  an  addition  of  fifty  per  cent  of  that  amount,  which,  in  other 
words,  is  ordinary  costs,  and  one-half  the  amount  in  addition. 
Fuller  V.  Wilcox,  19  Wend.,  351.  Before  these  sections  were 
enacted,  double  co'fets  meant  twice  the  amount  of  single  costs, 
and  treble  costs  gave  the  party  three  times  the  ordinary  costs. 
As  to  double  costs,  the  rule  is  fixed  by  the  statute  in  relation  to 
those  cases  to  which  it  applies. 

But  in  relation  to  treble  costs  the  decisions  are  contradictory. 
In  PatcJiin  v.  ParJchurst,  9  Wend.,  443,  it  was  held  that  treble  costs 
means  common  costs,  and  seventy-five  per  cent  of  that  amount 
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added  thereto.  But  in  the  more  recent  case  of  Walker  v.  Burn- 
ham,  7  How.,  55,  it  was  held  that  the  term  "treble  costs"  is  to  be 
iinderstood  literally,  and  that  the  costs  are  to  be  actually  trebled. 

A  party  who  is  entitled  to  double  costs  may  waive  his  right  to 
them  by  the  mode  of  presenting  his  defense.  If  an  officer  or 
other  person,  who  is  entitled  to  double  costs,  is  sued  jointly  with 
others,  and  he  answers  jointly  instead  of  separately,  he  will  lose 
his  right  to  double  costs,  although  the  verdict  is  in  favor  of  all 
the  defendants.  Wales  v.  Hart,  2  Cow.,  426 ;  Bradley  v.  Fay,  18 
How.,  481. 

A  party  who  is  sued  in  a  justice's  court  as  a  public  officer  is 
entitled  to  double  costs  if  he  succeeds  in  his  defense ;  and  if 
the  fact  that  he  is  such  an  officer  does  not  sufficiently  appear 
from  the  pleadings,  the  justice  may,  before  rendering  judgment, 
and  in  the^presence  of  the  parties,  hear  the  evidence  of  the 
defendant  as  to  that  fact,  and  as  to  his  right  to  double  costs. 
Fuller  V.  Wilcox,  19  Wend.,  351.  If  the  justice  should  allow  too 
large  a  sum  by  way  of  double  costs,  this  would  not  be  a  ground 
of  reversal.  Ih.  The  remedy,  in  such  a  case,  is  by  an  action  for 
the  recovery  of  such  amount  as  is  illegally  collected.  J6.  But 
even  if  the  court  had  power  to  reverse  a  judgment  for  the  allow- 
ance of  illegal  fees,  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to  show  merely 
that  the  sum  allowed  was  greater  than  the  ordinary  sum  specified 
by  statute,  because  the  intendment  would  be  that  there  were 
foreign  witnesses,  or  the  like,  which  would  be  legally  taxable 
notwithstanding  the  judgment  might  be  for  more  than  five  dol- 
lars costs.  lb.  After  a  justice  has  once  taxed  the  costs  in  an 
action,  and  entered  up  a  judgment  for  the  damages  and  costs,  it 
is  too  late  for  him  then  to  alter  the  amount  either  by  increasing 
or  reducing  the  same.  Dauchy  v.  Brown,  41  Barb.,  555. 

In  taxing  costs  the  justice  should  include  such  prospective 
costs  as  may  be  incurred  in  carrying  the  judgment  into  effect. 
He  will,  therefore,  include  the  costs  of  entering  the  judgment,  for 
issuing  an  execution,  and  for  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  in  a 
proper  case.  If  the  judgment  is  paid  before  an  execution  is 
issued,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  deduction  of  the  amount 
inserted  for  issuing  the  execution. 

FEES  OF  OPPICBRS,  WITNESSES  XSD   JUKORS. 

Justice's  fees  in  civil  actions. 

A  summons, fO  15 

A  warrant, 0  25 

An  attachment, 0  25 

Drawing  any  bond, ! 0  25 

Indorsement  on  replevin  affidavit, 0  25 

Drawing  affidavits,  applications  and  notices,  where  required  hj  law, 

for  each  folio  of  100  words, 0  05 

Acknowledgment  of  power  of  attorney  to  appear  in  action, 0  25 

Adjournment, 0  25 

Subpoena,  including  all  names  inserted, 0  25 

Hearing  application  for  commission, 0  50 
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Order  for,  and  settling  interrogatories,  &c., lO  50 

Taking  depositions  of  witnesses,  for  each  folio, 0  05 

Return  and  certificates  to  commission, 0  50 

Venire, 0  25 

Swearing  a  jury, 0  25 

Trial  of  issue  of  fact  in  case  of  appearance  and  answer, 0  50 

Administering  an  oath, 0  05 

Swearing  constable, 0  05 

Receiving  aild  entei-ing  verdict  of  jury, 0  20 

Entering  judgment, 0  25 

Execution, * 0  25 

Renewing  execution, 0  25 

Taking  affidavits, 0  10 

Filing  each  necessary  paper, 0  05 

Fees  of  justice  in  special  proceedings  and  in  criminal  cases. 

See  the  statutes  in  full.  Vol.  I,  63,  64. 

Return  to  an  appeal, $2  00 

Transcript  of  judgment  rendered  on  default  in  absence  of  party,    . .  0  25 
Copy  of  process,  pleadings,  proofs,  &c.,  for  each  folio  (see  Yol.  I, 

10,  §  182),  0  05 

To  witnesses. 

Prom  same  county,  subpoenaed  and  attending,  for  each  day, $0  12^ 

From  another  place  or  county,  for  each  day's  actual  attendance, . .     0  25 
Attending  before  commissioner,  same  as  in  justice's  court. 

To  commissioners. 

For  taking  and  returning  testimony, $1  00 

For  every  subpoena  or  oath, 0  06 

Postage  on  commission,  not  to  exceed 1  00 

To  constables. 

Serving  a  civil  warrant, $0  12^ 

Serving  a  summons,     0  12^ 

Copy  of  summons  delivered  on  request,  or  left   at   defendant's 

dwelling, 0  09 

Serving  an  attachment, 0  50 

Copy  of  attachment  and  inventory, 0  50 

Serving  an  execution,  for  each  dollar  collected  up  to  fifty  dollars, .  0  05 

For  every  dollar  collected  over  fifty  dollars, 0  02| 

Traveling  fee  to  serve  summons,  warrant,  attachment  or  execution, 

for  every  mile  more  than  one,  in  going  only  (Vol.  I,  65), 0  06 

Notifying  plaintiff  of  service  of  warrant, 0  12^ 

Traveling  fees,  for  each  mile  more  than  one, 0  06 

Summoning  a  jury, 0  50 

Serving  a  subpoena,  for  each  witness,  not  exceeding  four, 0  12|- 

Serving  subpoenas  for  commission  same  as  in  justices'  courts, 0  12| 

To  jurors. 

To  each  juror  attending,  although  not  sworn, $0  06 

Each  juror  trying  cause, 0  12^ 

To  any  person  rendering  the  service. 

Subpoenaing  each  witness,  not  exceeding  four  in  each  cause, $0  12^ 

Same  fees  on  subpoena  for  executing  a  commission, 0  12^ 

Wait  11—90 
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Sheriff. 
On  executions  issued  by  county  clerk,  same  fees  as  constable  on  justice  B 
execution.  Vol.  I,  65,  §  155. 

CHAPTER  VIII. 

BXECUTIOif. 

Wliat  it  is.]  In  practice  it  is  the  act  of  carrying  into  effect  the 
final  judgment  of  a  court,  or  other  jurisdiction.  But  the  term 
is  usually  applied  to  the  instrument  employed ;  and  an  execution 
is  generally  understood  to  be  the  judicial  writ  or  process  which  is 
founded  upon  a  judgment  obtained  in  a  civil  action,  and  issued 
by  the  court,  or  its  ofllcers,  in  behalf  of  the  party  recovering 
such  judgment,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  satisfaction  or 
full  benefit  of  it. 

Kinds  of  execution.]  In  justices'  courts,  there  are  but  two  kinds 
of  execution,  one  of  them  for  the  recovery  of  specific  personal 
chattels  or  property,  and  the  other  for  the  recovery  of  money. 
Of  the  first  class  is  the  execution  issued  in  replevin  actions.  The 
second  class  includes  executions  against  the  person  or  the  prop- 
erty of  the  party  against  whom  judgment  has  been  rendered  in 
the  action. 

Forms  of  execution.]  There  are  several  different  forms  of  exe- 
cution which  may  be  issued  upon  judgments  rendered  by  justices 
of  the  peace.  The  most  common  form  of  execution  is  that  which 
is  issued  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant.  There 
are  some  cases,  however,  in  which  an  execution  is  issued  against 
the  person,  though  it  is  not  enforced  by  an  imprisonment  of  the 
person  unless  there  is  a  want  of  property  to  satisfy  it.  In  re- 
plevin actions  there  may  be  an  execution  for  the  delivery  of  the 
property  either  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  the  defendant,  according  to 
the  decision  or  judgment  in  the  action,  and  as  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  may  require.  So,  where  a  transcript  of  the  judgment 
has  been  filed  and  docketed  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  an  exe- 
cution may  be  issued  by  the  county  clerk. 

Form  of  execution  against  property. 

FULTON"  COUNTY, ) 
Town  of  Johnstown,  j  *  ' 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  constable  of  said  county, 
greeting:  Whereas,  judgment  has  been  rendered  by  and  before  me,  the 
undersigned,  against  Richard  Roe,  in  favor  of  John  Doe,  for  two  hundred 
dollars  damages,  and  five  dollars  costs,  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  1865,  at 
the  town  aforesaid.  You  ai-e  therefore  commanded,  in  the  name  of  the 
People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  forthwith  to  levy  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  Richard  Roe  (excepting  such  goods  and  chattels  as 
are  bylaw  exempt  from  execution),  the  amount  of  the  said  judgment,  with 
interest  from  the  date  thereof,  until  the  money  is  recovered,  and  to  bring  the 
money  before  me  within  sixty  days,  to  render  to  the  said  John  Doe  for  his 
damages  and  costs.*  And  make  due  return,  according  to  law,  in  sixty 
days  from  the  date  hereof  Dated  at  the  said  town  this  20th  day  of  April, 
1865.  PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 
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Form  of  execution  against  the  iody.]  The  form  of  this  execu- 
tion is  the  same  as  iu  the  preceding  one  down  to  the  *.  And 
where  an  execution  may  issue  against  the  body  add  the  follow- 
ing clause  immediately  after  the  *. 

And  if  no  goods  or  chattels  can  be  found,  or  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  this 
execution,  you  are  further  commanded  to  take  the  body  of  the  Said 
Richard  Roe,  and  convey  him  to  the  common  jail  of  the  said  county,  the 
keeper  whereof  is  hereby  commanded  to  receive  the  said  Richard  Roe,  and 
him  safely  keep  nntil  this  execution  is  paid  and  satisfied,  or  until  he  is 
duly  discharged  according  to  law. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  an  execution  cannot  be  issued 
against  the  body  without  due  proof  by  affidavit.  Vol.  I,  74,  ^ 
212.  And  when  an  affidavit  is  required  it  should  state  with  par- 
ticularity the  facts  authorizing  the  issuing  of  an  execution. 

Affidavit  to  authorize  execution  against  the  iody. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


.    John  Doe  / 

affst.  >  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 

Richard  Roe.  j 


Fulton  County,  ss  :  John  Doe,  the  above  named  plaintiff,  being  duly 
sworn,  says :  That  the  judgment  in  the  said  action  was  rendered  for  money 
collected  by  the  defendant,  as  a  constable  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in 
said  county  (or  for  whatever  the  cause  of  action  may  be). 

JOHN  DOE. 
Sworn  before  me  this  20th  ) 
day  of  April,  1865,         [ 

Peter  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 

If  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  has  been  filed  and  docketed  in 
the  county  clerk's  office,  and  an  application  is  made  to  the  county 
clerk  to  issue  the  execution  the  affidavit  should  be  taken  before 
such  clerk. 

Execution  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  rei)levin. 

FULTON  COUNTY,  )      . 
Town  of  Johnstown,  ) 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  constable  of  said  county, 
greeting:  Whereas  judgment  was  rendered  by  and  before  me,  the  under- 
signed, on  the  20th  day  of  April,  1865,  in  an  action  between  John  Doe, 
plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe,  defendant,  in  favor  of  the  said  John  Doe,  against 
the  said  Richard  Roe,  for  the  delivery  to  the  said  John  Doe,  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  following  described  personal  property,  viz. :  (describe  particu- 
larly) ;  or  if  a  delivery  thereof  cannot  be  had,  then  for  one  hundred  dollars, 
the  value  thereof  duly  assessed,  and  also  for  twenty-five  dollars  for  damages 
for  the  detention  thereof,  together  with  five  dollars  costs  of  the  action. 
You  are,  therefore,  commanded,  in  the  name  of  the  People  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  to  deliver  the  said  personal  property  to  the  said  John  Doe ; 
and  in  case  a  deliveiy  of  said  personal  property  cannot  be  had,  you  are 
further  commanded  to  levy  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with 
interest  thereon  from  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  until  the  money  is 
received ;  and  you  are  further  commanded  to  levy  the  said  sum  for  damages 
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for  detention,  with  interest  as  aforesaid,  together  with  the  costs  and  interest 
thereon,  out  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Richard  Roe  (excepting 
such  goods  and  chattels  as  are  by  law  exempt  from  execution),  and  to 
bring  the  money  before  me  within  sixty  days,  to  render  to  the  said  John 
Doe,  for  his  damages  and  costs,  and  make  due  return,  according  to  law,  in 
sixty  days  from  the  date  hereof.  Dated  at  the  said  town  the  20th  day  of 
April,  1865. 

PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 

Form  of  execution  issued  iy  county  clerJc. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
of  Fulton,  greeting:  Whereas  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  20th  day  of 
April,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-five,  in  an  action  before  Peter 
W.  Plantz,  Esquire,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in 
Fulton  county,  between  John  Doe,  plaintifi",  and  Richard  Roe,  defendant, 
in  favor  of  the  said  John  Doe,  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
a  transcript  whereof,  given  by  the  said  justice  for  that  purpose,  was  filed 
and  the  said  judgment  was  docketed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  said 
county  of  Fulton,  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  sixty-five,  on  which  judgment  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars,  together  with  interest  thereon  from  the  said  20th  day  of  April, 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-five,  is  now  due.  Therefore,  we 
command  you  that  you  satisfy  the  said  judgment  out  of  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  the  said  judgment  debtor,  within  your  county,  belonging  to  him, 
on  the  said  20th  day  of  April,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-five ; 
and  if  sufiicient  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  Richard  Roe  cannot  be 
found  in  your  county,  then  we  command  you  that  you  cause  the  said  judg- 
ment to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  lands  and  tenements  in  your  county,  whereof 
the  said  Richard  Roe  was  seized  on  the  20th  day  of  April,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  sixty-five  (the  day  of  filing  the  transcript  and  docket- 
ing the  judgment  with  the  clerk),  in  whose  hands  soever  the  same  may  be  ;* 
and  that  you  return  this  execution,  within  sixty  days  after  its  receipt  by 
you,  to  the  under  named  clerk  of  the  said  county  of  Fulton. 

MORTIMER  WADE,  County  Clerk  of  Fulton  County. 

If  the  case  is  one  in  which  an  execution  may  issue  against  the 
body  of  the  defendant,  a  clause  of  arrest  may  be  inserted.  And 
if  proof  is  required  before  issuing  such  an  execution,  an  affidavit 
may  be  made  as  in  the  form  already  given.  Ante,  715.  The  exe- 
cution may  be  in  the  same  form  as  the  last  precedent  down  to 
the  * ;  and  then  add  the  clause  of  arrest  as  follows  : 

Execution  against  the  hody. 

And  for  want  of  goods  or  chattels,  lands  or  tenements,  to  satisfy  this 
execution,  we  command  you  to  take  the  body  of  the  said  Richard  Roe,  and 
to  commit  him  to  the  jail  of  the  said  county,  there  to  remain  until  he  shall 
pay  the  said  judgment,  or  until  he  shall  be  discharged  by  due  course  of  law. 

Indorsement  on  execution.]  In  the  foregoing  forms  there  has 
been  a  direction  in  the  body  of  the  execution  for  the  collection 
of  interest  on  the  judgment.  But,  if  it  is  preferred,  such  direction 
may  be  indorsed  on  the  execution  instead  of  being  contained  in 
it.     The  indorsement  may  be  in  the  following  form : 
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Indorsement  on  execution. 

The  constable  (or  sheriff)  will  collect,  by  virtue  of  the  within  execution, 
$150  damages,  and  |5  costs,  with  interest  from  the  20th  day  of  April,  1865. 
PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice,  or 
MORTIMER  WADE,   Clerk  of  Milton  County. 

There  are  cases  in  whicli  an  indorsement  must  be  made  in  the 
case  of  joint  debtors.  Vol.  I,  68,  <^§  1^4,  125. 

Indorsement  on  execution  against  joint  debtors. 

The  within  named  defendant,  James  Peterson,  was  not  served  with  pro- 
cess, and  did  not  appear  in  the  action. 

PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 

Execution,  hy  whom  issued.']  The  justice  who  rendered  the  judg- 
ment is  the  only  person  who  can  properly  issue  an  execution 
thereon,  unless  it  is  in  the  case  of  a  docketed  transcript,  in  which 
case  the  county  clerk  may  issue  an  execution.  Vol.  I,  57,  <^  118 ; 
Id.,  10,  11,  §§  63,  64,  sub.  13.  From  the  time  a  transcript  is 
filed  and  docketed,  the  judgment  is  a  judgment  of  the  county 
court.  Id.,  10,  §  63,   And  see  Post,  917. 

When  execution  is  to  he  issued.]  There  is  now  no  delay  in  issu- 
ing an  execution  as  under  the  former  practice.  And  as  the  law 
now  stands,  an  execution  issued  upon  a  justice's  judgment  may 
be  issued  at  any  time  within  five  years  after  its  rendition.  Vol.  I, 
11,  ^  64,  sub.  12 ;  Id.,  57,  §  118.  An  action  lies  against  a  party 
who  wrongfully  takes  out  an  execution  on  a  judgment  which  he 
knows  has  been  paid  and  satisfied,  if  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant is  taken  and  sold  upon  it,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
or  prove  malice  in  order  to  maintain  the  action.  Brown  v.  Feeter, 
7  Wend.,  301. 

If  a  judgment  has  been  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  he 
may  issue  an  execution  thereon  at  any  time  within  two  years 
after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  his  office.  Vol.  I,  57,  §  119. 
This  rule,  however,  is  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  him 
to  issue  an  execution  at  a  time  more  than  five  years  after  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment.  The  statute  does  not  provide  for  the 
issuing  of  an  execution  on  a  justice's  judgment  after  five  years 
from  its  rendition ;  and  if  no  execution  is  issued  within  that  time 
the  only  remedy  would  seem  to  be  by  suing  upon  the  judgment, 
and  renewing  it.  See  Vol.  I,  13,  §  71 ;  Id.,  11,  §  64,  sub.  12. 

If  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  has  been  properly  docketed  in 
the  county  clerk's  office,  an  execution  may  be  issued  thereon  at 
any  time  within  five  years  from  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  by 
the  justice.  Vol.  I,  10,  §  63:  Id,,  11,  ^  64,  sub.  13. 

An  execution,  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  upon  a  judg- 
ment rendered  by  him,  will  be  entirely  void  if  issued  more  than 
five  years  after  its  rendition.  Bates  v.  James,  3  Duer,  45,  53; 
Morse  v.  Goold,  1  Kern.,  283.  When  a  transcript  has  been  filed 
and  docketed  in  the  county  clerk's  office,  leave  to  issue  an  exe- 
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ciition,  after  five  years,  must  be  obtained  from  the  county  court 
of  the  county  where  the  judgment  was  rendered.  Code,  <^  284. 

There  is  one  case  in  which  a  justice  cannot  issue  an  execution 
until  directed  by  the  surrogate,  and  that  is,  where  a  set-off  is 
established  in  an  action  brought  by  an  executor  or  administrator. 
Yol.  I,  46,  §  54. 

After  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action,  no  execution  can 
be  legally  issued  upon  the  judgment.  Bellinger  Y.Ford,  21  Barb., 
311 ;  Thurston  v.  King,  1  Abb.,  126  ;  Wheeler  v.  BaUn,  12  How., 
537  ;  Jay  v.  Marline,  2  Duer,  654.  The  remedy  is  to  sue  over 
upon  the  judgment,  in  the  name  of  the  proper  person,  and  then 
issue  execution  upon  that  judgment.  Ih.;  Ireland  v.  Litchfield,  22 
How.,  178.  And,  in  case  of  the  death  of  a  party,  an  action  may 
be  brought  within  five  years  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment, 
since  it  is  one  of  the  excepted  cases.  Vol.  I,  599 ;  Id.,  13,  §  71. 
If  an  execution  is  issued  after  the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  the 
application  of  persons  not  appearing  to  have  any  interest  or 
authority  in  the  matter,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  judg- 
ment has  been  assigned,  or  that  there  are  any  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  the  plaintiff,  the  execution  will  be  held  to  be  void. 
Bellinger  v.  Ford,  21  Barb.,  311;  and  see  8.  C,  14  Barb.,  250. 
After  the  death  of  the  defendant  in  an  action,  no  execution  can 
be  legally  issued  by  the  justice  against  his  property.  Griswold  v. 
Stewart,  4  Oow.,  457  ;  Bennet  v.  Davis,  3  Oow.,  68 ;  and  see  Gerry 
V.  Post,  13  How.,  122 ;  Frinlc  v.  Morrison,  13  Abb.,  80,  And  it 
may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  without  exception,  that  where 
there  is  but  a  single  plaintiff  and  a  single  defendant,  and  either 
of  the  parties  dies  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  no  execu- 
tion can  be  issued  by  the  justice  on  such  judgment.  Where 
there  are  several  defendants,  and  one  of  them  dies  after  judg- 
ment, an  execution  may  be  issued  in  form  against  all  of  the 
defendants,  and  enforced  against  the  property  of  the  living  de- 
fendants, but  not  against  that  of  the  deceased  party.  Day  v.  Bice, 
19  Wend.,  644.  So,  where  one  of  several  plaintiffs  dies,  there  is 
the  same,  if  not  stronger  reasons  for  allowing  the  survivors  to 
obtain  and  enforce  an  execution  against  the  defendants.  A  pay- 
ment of  the  judgment  to  one  of  several  plaintiffs  would  be  valid. 
Vol.  I,  1065 ;  so  a  release  by  one  of  them  would  discharge  the 
demand.  Id.,  1006. 

Execution,  wlien  returnable.]  Under  the  former  practice,  a  jus- 
tice's execution  was  returnable  in  some  cases  in  thirty  days,  and 
in  others,  in  ninety  days  from  the  date  thereof,  the  time  for  the 
return  depending  upon  the  amount  of  the  judgment.  But, 
under  the  present  practice,  all  executions  issued  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  must  be  made  returnable  sixty  days  from  the  date 
thereof,  without  any  reference  whatever  to  the  amount  of  the 
judgment.  Vol.  I,  11,  %  64,  sub.  12;  Id.,  59,  %  127.  An  execu- 
tion which  is  made  returnable  "  witjpn"  sixty  days  from  its  date, 
is  as  valid  as  though  returnable  "Wxty  days  from  the  date." 
Price  V.  Shipps,  16  Barb.,  585. 
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General  requisites  of  an  execution.]  The  rules  relating  to  pro- 
cess in  general,  include  executions.  See  ante,  41  to  52.  The 
judgment  and  execution  must  describe  the  party  whose  property 
is  sought  to  be  taken,  and  it  is  not  enough  that  the  right  man  is 
made  to  pay  the  debt.  FarnJiam  v.  Hildreth,  32  Barb.,  277 ;  Cole 
V.  Hindson,  6  Term  E.,  234.  And,  therefore,  a  judgment  and  exe- 
cution against  Freeman  Hildreth  will  not  authorize  a  sale  of  the 
property  of  Truman  Hildreth,  although  the  latter  was  the  party 
actually  intended.  lb.  The  constable  or  sheriff  is  not  authorized 
to  execute  the  process  against  the  person  or  property  of  any  one 
but  the  individual  named  in  it.  lb.  Where  a  defendant,  sued  by 
a  wrong  name,  fails  to  appear  in  the  action,  he  does  not  waive 
his  right  to  object  to  the  misnomer  after  judgment  and  execution. 
lb.  So  where  an  execution  is  issued  against  the  person,  the 
name  of  the  defendant  must  be  correctly  stated,  and  it  will  not 
be  any  defense  that  the  party  arrested  was  the  person  actually 
intended,  unless  he  is  also  the  party  named  in  the  process.  Gris- 
wold  V.  Sedgwick,  1  Wend.,  126 ;  S.  C,  6  Oow.,  456 ;  Miller  v. 
Foley,  28  Barb.,  630 ;  Scott  v.  My,  4  Wend.,  555  ;  Mead  v.  Haws, 
7  Oow.,  332. 

To  whom  directed^  When  the  execution  is  issued  by  the  justice, 
it  must  be  directed  to  any  constable  of  the  same  county.  Vol.  I, 
57,  §  120.  But  where  a  transcript  has  been  docketed,  and  the 
execution  is  issued  by  the  county  clerk,  it  must  be  directed  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  county.  Vol.  I,  11,  '^  64,  sub.  13.  As  to  the 
general  rules  relating  to  the  direction  of  process,  see  ante,  43. 

Signatures,  blanlis.  Sec]  The  execution  must  be  signed  by  the 
justice,  and  must  be  entirely  filled  up  before  its  delivery  to 
the  officer.  Ante,  41,  42. 

Delivery  of  execution  to  officers.]  In  legal  strictness,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  party  in  whose  favor  judgment  is  rendered,  to  demand  an 
execution,  and  to  deliver  it  to  the  officer  for  execution  by  him. 
The  justice  does  not  usuaiUy  issue  an  execution  upon  a  judgment 
rendered  by  him,  unless  he  has  received  instructions  to  that  effect, 
either  before  or  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  If  a  claim 
is  left  with  a  justice  for  collection,  he  will  then  issue  execution 
upon  the  judgment  without  further  instructions,  since  the  leaving 
of  the  claim  is  equivalent  to  such  directions.  The  duties  of  the 
justice,  in  relation  to  the  delivery  of  an  execution  to  an  officer, 
is  the  same  as  that  in  relation  to  other  kinds  of  process.  Ante, 
55,  56. 

Who  to  execute.]  When  a  justice's  execution  is  offered  to  any 
constable  of  the  county  in  which  it  was  issued,  it  is  his  duty  to 
accept  and  diligeijtly  to  execute  it  by  complying  with  its  com- 
mands. He  must  levy  within  the  life  of  the  execution,, give  a 
proper  notice  of  sale,  sell  as  the  law  prescribes,  and  properly 
return  the  execution  and  the  money  collected  to  the  justice  who 
issued  the  execution.  Vol.  I,  59,  \%  131,  132.  Such  constable 
must  execute  the  process  in  person,  and  he  cannot  act  by  deputy 
for  that  purpose.  Vol.  I,  72,  %  198.  Downs  v.  McGlynn,  2  Hilt., 
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14;  S.  C,  6  Abb.,  241.  The  justice  may,  however,  depute  a 
proper  person  to  execute  the  process,  if  requested  by  the  proper 
party  to  do  so.  Ante,  48,  49.  When  the  execution  is  issued  by 
the  county  clerk  upon  a  docketed  transcript,  it  must  be  executed 
by  the  sheriff  of  the  county.  Vol.  1, 11,  -^  64,  sub.  13.  The  sheriff 
may  be  compelled  to  make  a  proper  return,  and  to  pay  over  the 
money  collected.  Id.,  61,  "§.  147.  Neither  a  sheriff  nor  a  consta- 
ble is  permitted  to  execute  final  process  in  his  own  favor ;  and, 
therefore,  neither  of  them  can  serve  an  execution  in  his  own 
favor  by  levying  upon  property  and  selling  it.  Carpenter  v.  Stil- 
well,  1  Kern.,  61,  67 ;  Mills  v.  Young,  23  Wend.,  314, 

Hoiv  executed,:]  When  an  execution  is  regular  in  form  and  valid 
on  its  face,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  execute  it  according  to 
the  commands  therein  contained,  and  in  pursuance  of  legal  rules. 
Yol.  I,  57,  §  120 ;  Id.,  59,  <^§  131,  132 ;  Id.,  60,  §  134. 

There  are  sometimes  difficulties  in  the  way  of  obeying  the 
mandates  of  the  process.  If  the  execution  directs  the  arrest  and 
imprisonment  of  the  defendant,  that  may  be  impracticable  in 
some  cases,  as  where  he  remains  in  his  dwelling  house.  Thfe 
rule  as  to  arrests  on  execution  is  the  same  as  that  relating  to 
warrants.  See  ante,  114, 115,  116.  If  the  property  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  execution  is  in  his  own  dwelling  house,  neither  Si 
constable  nor  a  sheriff  can  lawfully  enter  the  house  to  levy  upon 
it.  The  door  of  the  house  need  not  be  locked  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  it  from  levy ;  and  if  such  door  is  merely  latched,  it 
will  be  a  trespass  in  the  officer  to  unlatch  it  and  enter  the  house 
without  the  consent  of  the  occupant.  Curtis  v.  Htibhard,  1  Hill, 
336 ;  ;S'.  C,  4  Id.,  437 ;  see,  also,  People  v.  HuUard,  24  ^end., 
369.  The  absence  of  the  owner  or  occupant  at  the  time  of  the 
wrongful  entry  by  the  officer  will  not  make  any  difference; 
and  the  act  will  be  as  much  a  trespass  as  though  he  had  been 
present  and  forbidden  the  officer's  entry.  IT).  Such  owner  or 
occupant  may  lawfully  resist  a  constable  or  a  sheriff  if  he  at- 
tempts to  make  such  unlawful  levy.  Ih.  And  even  a  guest 
in  the  house  will  be  justified  in  resisting  or  aiding  in  the  resist- 
ance to  the  officer's  acts,  provided  no  unnecessary  force  is  used. 
Ih.  If,  however,  the  officer  once  gains  a  lawful  and  peaceful 
entrance  into  the  house,  and  he  properly  commences  the  execu- 
tion of  his  process,  he  may  continue  and  complete  his  levy.  And 
if  he  leaves  the  house  and  the  property  after  commencing  an 
inventory  of  articles  levied  on,  he  may  return  the  next  day  and 
complete  it ;  and  if  the  owner  of  the  house  then  refuses  him 
admittance  for  that  purpose,  he  may  lawfully  force  the  doors 
and  enter  the  house,  and  complete  his  levy.  Qlover  v.  Whitten- 
hall,  6  Hill,  597.  So,  if  the  officer  gains  lawful  admission  through 
the  outer  door  of  the  house,  he  may  afterwards  lawfully  break 
open  the  inner  doors  for  the  purpose  of  executing  his  process. 
Lee  V.  Gansel,  Oowp.,  1.  So,  after  gaining  a  peaceful  and  lawful 
entrance  into  the  house,  he  may  also  break  open  cupboards, 
chests,  trunks,  and  the  like,  if  that  is  necessary  for  the  purpose 
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of  getting  at  the  property.  lb.;  Hutchison  v.  Birch,  4  Tannt., 
619,  625.  But  the  oflRcer  will  not  be  justified  in  a  wanton  injury 
or  destruction  of  property;  and,  if  the  owner  should  offer  to 
unlock  or  open  the  doors,  trunks,  &c.,  the  officer  would  be  a 
trespasser  for  breaking  them  after  that.  J&.  This  protection  of 
property  does  not  extend  to  any  building  but  a  dwelling  house 
and  its  curtilage ;  and  if  the  goods  are  in  a  store,  shop,  barn,  or 
other  building  of  a  similar  character,  the  officer  may  lawfully 
break  open  the  doors  and  make  a  levy.  Haggerty  v.  Wilher,  16 
Johns.,  287.  So,  where  the  goods  of  the  defendant  in  the  execu- 
tion are  in  the  house  of  a  vhird  person,  they  will  not  be  protected 
there,  if  such  third  person  refuses  to  open  the  house  on  the  lawful 
demand  of  the  officer,  who  comes  with  a  legal  process  to  make  a 
levy  upon  it.  SemayHc's  Case,  5  Coke,  93,  a ;  Cooke  v.  Birt,  5 
Taunt.,  765,  770.  But  the  oflScer  enters  at  his  peril,  for  if  the 
defendant's  goods  are  not  there,  the  officer  will  be  a  trespasser. 
lb. ;  Johnson  v.  Leigh,  6  Taunt.,  246.  The  manner  of  miaking  a 
levy  will  be  fully  explained  in  a  subsequent  place. 

From  what  time  the  property  is  bound.']  "Whenever  any  execu- 
tion shall  be  issued  against  the  property  of  any  person,  his  goods 
and  chattels,  situated  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  officer  to 
whom  such  execution  shall  be  delivered,  shall  be  bound  only  from 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  same  to  be  executed."  3  R.  S., 
644,  §  13,  5th  ed."  The  title  of  any  purchaser,  in  good  faith,  of 
any  goods  or  chattels,  acquired  prior  to  the  actual  levy  of  any 
execution,  without  notice  of  such  execution  being  issued,  shall 
not  be  divested  by  the  fact  that  such  execution  had  been  de- 
livered to  an  officer  to  be  executed  before  such  purchase  was 
made."  3  E.  S.,  645,  §  17,  5th  ed. ;  see  also  Vol.  I,  651. 

Atter  personal  property  has  been  duly  levied  upon  by  virtue 
of  an  execution,  a  purchaser  from  the  defendant  in  the  execution 
will  not  get  any  title,  even  though  the  purchase  was  made  in 
good  faith,  and  for  value.  Butler  v.  Maynurd,  11  Wend.,  548. 
And  the  mere  fact  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  directed  the 
oflBeer  not  to  make  the  levy  i)ublic  will  not  make  any  difference, 
even  though  the  officer  complies  with  the  request,  Ih. 

But  where  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  directs  the  officer  to 
kpep  the  levy  a  secret,  and  not  to  let  the  defendant  in  the  execu- 
tion know  of  it,  the  levy  will  not  prevent  a  bona  fide  purchaser, 
ibr  value,  from  getting  a  good  title  from  the  defendant  in  the 
execution.  Price  v.  Shipps,  16  Barb.,  585. 

Priority  of  executions^  "  If  there  be  several  executions  issued 
out  of  a  court  of  record  against  the  same  defendant,  that  which 
shall  have  been  first  delivered  to  an  officer  to  be  executed  shall 
have  preference,  notwithstanding  a  levy  may  be  first  made  under 
an  otiier  execution ;  but  if  a  levy  and  sale  of  any  goods  and  chat- 
tels shall  have  been  made  under  sOch  other  execution,  before 
an  actiial  levy  under  the  execution  first  delivered,  such  goods  arid 
chattels  shall  not  be  levied  ui)on  or  sold  by  virtue  of  such  first 
execution."  3  E.  S.,  645,  §  14,  5th  ed. 

Wait  11—91 
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"If  there  be  one  or  more  executions,  and  one  or  more  attach- 
ments against  the  property  of  the  same  defendant,  or  if  there  be 
several  attachments,  the  same  rule  prescribed  in  the  last  section 
shall  prevail  in  determining  the  preference  of  such  execution  or 
attachment."  3  E.  S.,  645,  §  15,  5th  ed. 

"But  any  execution  or  atlachment  issued  out  of  any  court  not 
being  a  court  of  record,  if  actually  levied,  shall  have  preference 
over  any  other  execution  issued  out  of  any  court,  whether  of 
record  or  not,  which  shall  not  have  been  previously  levied."  3  E. 
S.  645,  ^  16,  5th  ed. 

Where  several  executions  are  delivered  to  a  constable  at  dif- 
ferent times,  and  before  he  has  made  a  levy  under  any  of  them, 
the  executions  will  be  entitled  to  priority,  according  to  the  time 
and  order  of  delivery ;  and,  though  a  levy  may  be  first  made  upon 
the  last  execution,  and  the  property  sold  thereon,  yet  the  con- 
stable will  be  bound  to  pay  over  the  proceeds  to  the  plaintiff  in 
the  first  execution,  or  enough  of  them  to  satisfy  it,  if  the  amount 
is  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  Camp  v.  Chamberlain,  5  Denio,  199; 
Bowe  V.  Bichardson,  5  Barb.,  385.  A  sale  upon  the  execution 
last  delivered  will  be  entirely  valid,  and  pass  the  title  of  the 
property  to  the  purchaser.  IJt.  But  the  money  received  upon 
the  sale  must  be  applied  on  the  execution  first  received;  and  if 
the  officer  neglects  or  refuses  so  to  apply  it,  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  pays  it  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  last  execution,  such  officer 
will  be  liable  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  execution  for  the  amount 
due  upon  his  execution,  if  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  amounted  to 
so  much,  or  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  received  where  that  is  less 
than  the  execution.  Lemon  v.  Staats,  1  Cow.,  592 ;  Marsh  v.  Law- 
rence, 4  Id.,  461 ;  Sandford  v.  Boosa,  12  Johns.,  162. 

Where  two  judgments,  one  larger  and  one  smaller,  are  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  different  plaintiffs,  against  the  same  defendant, 
and  docketed  at  the  same  time,  and  executions  upon  both  judg- 
ments are  simultaneously  delivered  to  a  constable  for  execution, 
and,  upon  a  sale  of  the  property,  there  is  not  suflScient  money  to 
pay  both  judgments,  the  constable  must  apply  the  money  equally 
upon  the  two  executions  until  the  smaller  one  is  satisfied  y  and 
then  apply  the  residue  upon  the  larger  execution.  CanvpbM  v. 
Muger,  1  Oow.,  215. 

Where  a  constable  receives  an  execution  against  an  individual 
member  of  a  partnership,  upon  which  he  levies  upon  the  part- 
nership property,  but  before  the  sale  thereof  an  other  execution 
against  all  of  the  members  of  the  firm  is  delivered  to  him,  he 
must  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  partnership  property 
in  satisfaction  of  the  execution  against  all  the  partners,  notwith- 
standing such  execution  was  last  received.  DunJwm  v.  Murdoch, 
2  Wend.,  553 ;  Crane  v.  French,  1  Id.,  311. 

A  party  may  first  deliver  his  execution  to  a  constable,  and  hie 
may  secure  the  advantage  of  a  previous  levy  upon  the  defend- 
ant's property,  and  yet,  he  may,  by  Ms  acts  or  languages,  f(»;feU 
or  lose  the  priority  thus  gained 
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The  statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  give  imme- 
diate notice  of  the  sale  of  property  after  he  has  made  a  levy,  and 
to  sell  it  as  soon  as  it  may  conveniently  be  done.  Vol.  I,  59,  '^^ 
131,  132.  A  mere  delay  on  the  part  of  the  officer,  on  his  own 
motion,  without  any  direction  or  sanction  by  the  plaintiff,  will 
not  affect  the  priority  of  the  execution  as  against  subsequent 
executions  coming  into  the  officer's  hands,  or  into  the  hands  of 
an  other  officer.  Mussell  v.  Gibhs,  5  Oow.,  390;  Herkimer  Co.  Bank 
V.  Brown,  6  Hill,  232 ;  Benjamin  v.  Smith,  12  Wend.,  404.  If  the 
plaintiff  is  not  chargeable  with  anything  more  than  mere  acquies- 
cence in  the  delay,  and  he  has  neither  said  or  done  anything  to 
encourage  it,  his  execution  will  not  lose  its  pi-iority.  11.  But  if 
the  plaintiff  himself  interferes  and  directs  a  delay  in  the  sale,  he 
will,  in  many  cases,  render  his  execution  dormant,  or  postpone 
all  rights  under  it  to  the  claims  of  other  subsequent  execution 
creditors. 

Where  goods  are  levied  upon  by  an  officer,  and  the  plaintiff  in 
the  execution  directs  him  to  leave  them  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendant  therein,  and  they  are  thus  left  in  his  possession  for  a 
year,  and  then  an  other  execution  in  favor  of  an  other  creditor  is 
delivered  to  the  officer,  the  latter  execution  will  have  priority. 
Storm  V.  Woods,  11  Johns.,  110.  So,  where  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
time  of  deUvering  his  execution  to  an  officer,  directs  him  to  levy 
upon  the  property  of  the  defendant ;  but  to  do  nothing  until 
ordered,  unless  crowded  by  younger  executions,  but  by  no  means 
to  let  the  execution  lose  its  preference,  this  will  render  the  exe- 
cution dormant  as  against  a  subsequent  execution,  if  the  officer 
follows  the  instructions,  and  does  nothing  but  make  an  inven- 
tory of  the  property  under  his  levy.  Kellogg  v.  Griffin,  17  Johns., 
274.  So,  where  a  levy  has  been  made  by  an  officer,  if  the 
plaintiff  directs  him  not  to  proceed  to  sell  the  property  unless 
forced  to  do  so  by  subsequent  executions,  and  the  officer  delays 
the  sale  until  subsequent  executions,  in  favor  of  other  parties,  are 
delivered  to  him,  the  first  execution  will  lose  its  priority,  and  it 
will  be  considered  dormant  as  to  the  latter.  Kimhall  v.  Munger, 
2  Hill,  364.  So,  where  ailevy  has  been  made  upon  an  execution, 
and  the  plaintiff  then  directs  the  officer  to  delay  proceedings 
until  further  notice,  which  the  officer  accordingly  does,  this  wiU 
render  the  execution  dormant  as  against  junior  executions,  if  the 
order  for  delay  is  not  revoked  until  the  latter  executions  have 
been  delivered  to  the  officer.  Knower  v.  Barnard,  5  Hill,  377. 

So,  where  the  plaintiff,  after  issuing  his  execution,  (Greets  the 
officer  to  make  a  levy  for  the  mere  purpose  of  securing  a  prefer- 
ence; and  also  instructs  him  to  leave  the  property  in  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  after  levy,  such  execution  will  be 
dormant  as  against  subsequent  executions  in  favor  of  other  credit- 
ors, where  they  ai-e  ddivered  to  the  officer  before  such  instructions 
are  revoked.  I)underdale  v.  Sauvestre,  13  Abb.,  116. 

A  direction  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  officer  to  make  a  levy,  but  to 
keep  it  secret  Irom  the  defendant,  will  render  the  levy  void  as 
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against  a  lona  fide  purchaser  from  the  defendant.  Price  y. 
8hipps,  16  Barb.,  585.  And  where  an  execution  would  be  deemed 
dormant  as  against  a  judgment  creditor,  it  will  be  held  to  be 
fraudulent  as  against  a  subsequent  lona  fide  purchaser.  Ball 
V.  Shell,  21  Wend.,  222. 

What  kind  of  property  may  not  he  levied  upon.]  A  justice's  exe- 
cution does  not  reach  any  kind  of  property  but  goods  and 
chattels.  Vol.  I,  57,  '^  120.  For  this  reason  no  kind  of  real  estate 
can  be  seized  or  sold  upon  such  an  execution.  One  of  the  prin- 
cipal difSculties  arising  in  practice  is  found  in  those  cases  in 
which  the  right  to  levy  upon  fixtures  is  in  question.  See  Vol.  I, 
609 ;  and  see  Id.,  604  to  608. 

Ohoses  in  action,  though  assignable,  are  not  liable  to  levy  and 
sale  upon  an  execution  ;  and  therefore  a  promissory  note  is  not  a 
subject  of  seizure  and  sale  on  execution.  Ingalls  v.  Lord,  1  Oow., 
240.  So  of  shares  in  a  i)ublic  library,  or  shares  of  bank  stock. 
Denton  v.  Livingston,  9  Johns.,  96, 100 ;  and  the  same  rule  ajjplies 
to  bills  of  exchange,  bonds,  or  other  choses  in  action  of  whatever 
nature.  Bogert  v.  Perry,  17  Johns.,  351 ;  Ransom  v.  Miner,  3 
Sandf ,  692. 

Claim  of  property  hy  a  third  person?^  In  serving  an  execution, 
the  constable  ought  to  be  careful  not  to  levy  upon  the  goods  of 
any  person  other  than  the  one  named  in  the  process;  for,  if  he 
seizes  the  goods  of  a  stranger,  he  will  be  liable  to  an  action  of 
trespass.  Vol.  I,  808,  809  ;  Van  Antwerp  v.  Newman,  2  Oow.,  543 ; 
Ackworth  v.  Kempe,  Doug.,  40. 

If  the  officer  has  reasonable  grounds  for  doubting  whether  the 
property  seized  belongs  to  the  debtor,  or  if  the  goods  are  claimed 
by  an  other  person,  he  is  bound,  If  no  indemnity  be  tendered  by 
the  creditor,  to  call  and  impaunel  a  jury  and  try  the  title.  Farr  v. 
Newman,  4  Term  E.,  633 ;  Piatt  v.  Sherry,  7  Wend.,  236,  238  ; 
Toivnsend  v.  Phillips,  10  Johns.,  98.  If  the  jury  find  that  the 
goods  are  not  the  debtor's  the  execution  may  then  be  returned, 
no  goods  found ;  and  the  constable  is  justified  iu  making  that 
return,  unless  an  indemnity  be  then  tendered  by  the  creditor; 
and  in  case  it  is,  the  constable  is  bountPto  proceed  and  sell,  not- 
withstanding the  findingof  the  jury.  Curtis  v.  Patterson,  8  Oow., 
65;  Yan  Cleefv.  Fleet,  15  Johns.,  147.  The  creditor,  however, 
is  not  bound  to  tender  a  bond  of  indemnity  until  after  the  jury 
have  passed  upon  the  question  of  title.  lb.  And  the  officer  acts 
at  his  peril  in  making  a  return  of  no  goods  found,,  under  any  other 
circumstances ;  and,  if  sued  for  a  false  return,  the  burden  is  upon 
him  to  show  property  out  of  the  defendant,  by  thus  i)roving  his 
return  true.  lb.;  Maggie  v.  Seymour,  5  Wend.,  309-311.  If  the 
jury  find  that  the  goods  levied  on  are  the  debtor's,  the  consta- 
ble nuist  proceed  and  sell,  and  the  verdict  will  protect  him  from 
Vindictive  damages.  Townsend  v.  Phillips,  10  Johns.,  98. 

Where  goods  are  in  the  hands  and  under  the  control  of  the 
defendant  iu  the  execution,  and  they  are  pointed  out  as  his  prop- 
erty to  the  constable,  by  the  creditor,  the  constable  is  bound  to 
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levy  upon  them  without  an  indemnity;  and  if  he  neglects  to  do 
so,  and  if  the  goods  are  afterwards  removed  beyond  his  reach  by 
the  defendant  in  the  execution,  he  will  be  answerable  to  the 
creditor  for  his  neglect.  Williams  v.  Loivndes,  1  Hall,  579 ;  Cavq) 
V.  Cliamberlain,  5  Denio,  198,  203.  But  if,  after  a  levy,  a  claim 
to  the  goods  is  interposed  by  a  third  person,  the  constable  should 
proceed  to  call  a  jury,  as  has  been  already  explained.  Ih.  The 
necessity  for  calling  a  jury  may  be  dispensed  with  by  taking  a 
bond  of  indemnity  from  the  creditor  in  the  first  instance,  if  he  is 
willing  to  give  it.  Such  a  bond  is  A^alid,  although  executed 
before  any  levy  has  been  made  on  the  property.  Chamhurlain  v. 
Better,  4  E.  P.  Smith,  115.  And  it  would  be  equally  valid 
though  not  given  until  after  the  levy  and  sale.  Westervelt  v. 
Frost,  1  Abb.,  74. 

If  the  bond  is  given  for  the  purpose  of  indemnifying  against 
the  consequences  of  a  known  trespass,  the  bond  will  be  illegal 
and  void.  Vol.  I,  123,  914,  915. 

.  Where  a  claim  of  property  is  interposed  by  a  third  person,  and 
the  constable  determines  to  call  a  jury  to  try  the  title,  he  ought 
to  summon  six  competent  legal  jurors  for  that  purpose.  And 
when  that  has  been  done,  he  should  give  notice  to  the  claimant 
of  the  property,  the  plaintiif  and  the  defendant  in  the  execution, 
of  the  time  and  place  of  hearing.  The  notice  may  be  in  the  fol- 
lowing form : 

Notice  of  trial  of  claim  to  property. 

[Title  op  action.] 

Take  notice,  that  A.  B.  makes  claim  to  the  property  levied  upon  by  me 
under  an  execution  issued  by  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  Fulton  county,  in  favor  of  John  Doe  against  Richard  Roe,  and  that  I 
shall  proceed  to  try  the  claim  of  the  said  A.  B.  before  a  jui-y  to  be  sum- 
moned by  me  for  that  purpose,  on  the  25th  day  of  April,  1865,  at  one 
o'clock  p.  M.,  at  the  public  house  kept  by  Rodney  H.  Johnson,  Esq.,  in  the 
village  of  Johnstown.  Yours,  &c., 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 
To  A.  B.,  Claimant/  John  Doe,  Plaintiff ;  Ricuakd  Rob,  Defendant. 

This  notice  may  be  served  by  delivering  a  copy  of  it  to  each 
of  the  parties  interested;  and  a  service  by  reading  it  would  be 
equally  valid.  Yet,  as  a  matter  of  careful  practice,  it  will  be  best 
to  serve  it  by  copy. 

There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  prescribes  any  particular  time 
for  the  notice ;  but  the  proper  practice  will  be  to  give  all  the  par- 
ties interested  a  reasonable  and  timely  notice  so  that  they  may 
have  a  full  and  fair  opportunity  of  being  present. 

After  the  jurors  have  convened  at  the  time  and .  place  fixed  for 
the  hearing,  the  constable  should  administer  an  oath  to  each 
of  the  jurors.    The  oath  may  be  iu  the  following  form  : 

Oatlx  to  jurors  on  claim  of  property. 
You  and  each  of  you  do  swear  that  you  will  well  and  truly  try  the  claim 
of  A.  B.,  to  the  property  levied  on  by  me,  James  Pierson,  a  constable  o£ 
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Fulton  county,  under  the  execution  in  favor  of  Jotn  Doe  against  Richard 
Roe,  and  true  inquisition  make  according  to  the  evidence.  So  help  you 
God. 

The  attendance  of  tbe  witnesses  may  be  enforced  by  a  sub- 
poena issued  by  the  justice  who  issued  the  execution.  The 
subpoena  may  be  in  the  usual  form,  except  that  it  must  be  modi- 
fied as  to  the  person  before  whom  the  witnesses  are  to  appear. 
After  the  witnesses  have  appeared  under  the  subpoena,  or  volun- 
tarily, at  the  request  of  any  of  the  parties,  they  are  sworn  before 
giving  their  evidence.  The  constable  may  administer  this  oath, 
which  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Oath  to  witness. 

You  do  swear  that  the  evidence  you  shall  give  to  the  jury,  touching  the 
claim  of  A.  B.,  to  the  propei'ty  levied  upon  by  me,  James  Pierson,  a  con- 
stable of  Fulton  county,  under  the  execution  in  favor  of  John  Doe  against 
Richard  Roe,  shall  be  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth. 
So  help  you  God. 

After  the  witnesses  are  sworn,  they  are  examined  in  the  usual 
manner.  The  several  parties  interested  may  appear  by  counsel, 
and  the  issue  will  be  tried  much  as  a  cause  is  usually  litigated. 
After  the  hearing  the  evidence,  the  jury  ought  to  deliberate  alone 
by  themselves,  as  in  other  jury  trials,  and  after  they  have  agreed 
upon  question  of  title,  they  should  reduce  their  finding  to  the 
form  of  an  inquisition,  in  Avhich  they  should  state  in  whom  they 
find  the  property  to  be.  The  inquisition  should  be  sealed,  and 
signed  by  the  jurors  finding  it,  and  also  by  the  constable  before 
whom  it  was  taken. 

Inquisition  of  jury  upon  claim  to  property. 
[Title  to  action.] 

We  whose  names  are  hereto  signed,  being  a  jury  summoned  and  sworn 
by  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  Fulton  county,  to  try  the  claim  of  A.  B., 
to  the  property  levied  on  by  the  said  constable  under  an  execution  in  favor 
of  John  Doe  and  against  Richard  Roe,  to  wit,  one  piano  forte,  &c.,  &c., 
do  say  upon  our  oath  that  the  title  to  said  property  is  (or  is  not)  in  the 
said  A.  B. 

Witness  our  hands  and  seals,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c. 


Jurors.  Jurors. 


L.  s. 

L.    S. 
L.   S. 


L.  S. 
L.  S.' 
L.    S." 

JAMES  PIERSON, 

A  constable  of  Milton  county. 

Form  of  "bond  of  indemnity  to  constable. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents  that  we,  Daniel  Stewart  and  Daniel 
Edwards,  are  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  the 
county  of  Fulton,  in  the  penal  sum  of  four  hundred  dollars  (or  double  the 
value  of  the  goods),  to  be  paid  to  the  said  James  Pierson,  or  to  his  certain 
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Attorney,  to  which  payment,  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves, 
our  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  jointly  and  severally  by  these 
presents.    Sealed  with  our  seals.    Dated  the  2Sth  day  of  April,  1865.* 

Whereas,  the  said  James  Pierson,  as  constable  aforesaid,  by  virtue  of  a 
certain  execution,  issued  by  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  one  of  the  justices  of 
the  peace  of  said  county,  against  Richard  Roe,  in  favor  of  the  said  Daniel 
Stewart,  for  two  hundred  dollars,  damages  and  costs,  has  seized,  or  is  about 
to  levy  the  said  execution  upon,  one  certain  bay  horse,  with  a  wagon  and 
harness,  now  or  lately  in  the  possession  of  the  said  Richard  Roe,  with 
intent  to  sell  the  same,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  said  execution  ;  Now,  there- 
fore, the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said  Daniel  Stewart 
shall,  at  all  times,  and  forever  hereafter,  keep  the  said  James  Pierson  harm- 
less and  indemnified  of,  from  and  against  all  damages,  costs,  charges,  trouble 
and  expense,  of  what  nature  soever,  which  he  may  be  put  to,  sustain  or 
suffer,  by  reason  of  such  levy  and  sale,  or  either  of  them,  then  this  obliga- 
tion to  be  void,  or  otherwise  of  force. 

DANIEL  STEWART,       [l.  s.] 
DANIEL  EDWARDS,      [l.  s.] 
Sealed  and  delivered  )  • 

in  presence  of       J 

Peter  W.  Plautz. 

If  the  ease  is  one  in  which  a  jury  has  been  called  to  try  the 
title,  and  they  have  found  the  title  of  the  property  to  be  in 
the  claimant,  but  the  plaintiff  still  insists  upon  a  sale  of  the 
property,  he  may  do  so,  and  then  the  form  of  the  bond  will  be 
varied  accordingly. 

In  such  a  case,  the  form  of  the  bond  will  be  like  the  last  one 
down  to  the  * ;  and  then  insert  the  following  recital  and  condition : 

Condition  where  jury  has  tried  title. 

"  Whereas  the  said  James  Pierson,  as  constable  as  aforesaid,  by  virtue 
of  a  certain  execution  issued  by  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  one  of  the  justices 
of  the  peace  of  said  county,  against  Richard  Roe,  in  favor  of  the  said 
Daniel  Stewart,  for  two  hundred  dollars  damages  and  costs  ;  and  whereas 
the  said  James  Pierson,  as  such  constable,  did  levy  upon  certain  goods 
and  chattels,  under  such  execution,  supposed  by  him  to  belong  to  the  said 
defendant,  but  which  were  claimed  by  A.  B.,  and  a  jury  duly  called  for 
that  purpose  having  found  that  the  title  to  the  said  property  was  in  the 
said  claimant,  and  the  said  plaintiff  refusing  to  assent  that  such  property 
be  released  from  such  levy,  but  insisting  that  the  said  constable  should 
retain  such  levy  under  his  execution,  and  that  he  should  sell  the  property," 
Now,  therefore,  &c.,  as  in  the  preceding  form  to  the  end. 

Fraudulent  sales  or  mortgages.']  A  very  common  obstacle  in  the 
way  of  collecting  an  execution  is  the  claim  made  by  third  per^ 
sons,  that  the  property  levied  upon  has  been  sold  or  transferred 
to  them  by  the  judgment  debtor.  So,  claims  are  frequently  made 
by  mortgagees  of  the  property,  and  the  validity  of  all  suchclaims 
is  always  a  matter  subject  to  investigation  by  judgment  cred- 
itors, who  have  a  levy  under  their  execution.  The  subject  of 
fraudulent  sales,  assignments  and  judgments,  has  been  suffici- 
ently noticed  elsewhere.  Vol.  I,  645  to  654 ;  see  also  as  to  chattel 
mortgages,  Vol.  I,  148  to  168. 
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Levy,  wJisn  to  he  made.]  The  law  allows  a  constable  sixty  days 
withiu  which  to  collect  an  execution,  and  therefore  he  may  levy 
upon  the  defendant's  property  at  any  time  within  the  sixty  days, 
provided  the  levy  and  sale  can  all  be  completed  within  such  sixty 
days.  The  statute  expressly  forbids  a  constable  from  levying  npou 
property,  or  from  selling  it,  after  the  return  day  of  the  execution, 
unless  it  has  been  duly  renewed.  Vol.  I,  61,  §  145.  And  so,  too, 
he  is  required  to  return  it  in  sixty  days  after  its  date.  Vol.  I,  11, 
^  64,  snb.  12. 

If  a  constable  levies  upon  property  after  the  return  day  of 
the  execution,  he  will  be  liable  as  a  trespasser.  Vail  v.  Lewis, 
4  Johns.,  450.  And  if  the  levy  is  made  by  the  direction  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  both  he  and  the  officer  are  tres- 
passers. 11. 

If  a  constable  has  two  executions  against  the  same  defendant, 
and  one  of  them  has  priority  oyer  the  other,  and  he  levies  a  part 
of  the  amft)unt  of  the  prior  execution,  and  after  the  return  day; 
of  that  process  he  levies  upon  other  property,  the  money  made 
on  the  second  levy  must  be  applied  on  the  junior  execution.  Sling- 
erland  v.  Swart,  13  Johns.,  255. 

There  may  be  cases  in  which  a  constable  will  not  have  sixty 
days  within  which  to  collect  and  returu  the  money.  If  the  exe- 
cution should  be  issued  to  the  plaintiff,  and  then  retained  by 
him  for  some  time  before  its  delivery  to  the  constable,  the  officer 
will  be  required  to  do  what  he  does  under  the  process  before  its 
return  day.  Vol.  I,  11,  §  64,  sub.  12.  It  is  evident  that  the  officer 
would  have  as  many  days  less  than  sixty  in  which  to  make  the 
money  as  there  were  days  intervening  between  its  date  and  the 
time  when  the  officer  received  it. 

The  rule  is  otherwise  in  relation  to  executions  issued  upon 
judgments  rendered  by  a  court  of  record,  for  in  such  cases  the 
execution  is  made  returnable  within  sixty  days  from  the  time  of 
its  receipt  by  the  officer.  Code,  '^  290.  And  where  a  justice's 
judgment  has  been  docketed  in  the  county  clerk's  office  it  be- 
comes a  judgment  of  the  county  court,  so  that  the  execution 
issued  by  the  clerk  is  made  returnable  within  sixty  days  after  its 
receipt  by  the  officer  instead  of  sixty  days  from  date,  as  would 
have  been  the  form  if  the  justice  had  issued  an  execution  upon 
such  judgment  before  it  was  docketed. 

Levy,  where  made.]  The  levy  may  be  made  by  any  constable 
of  the  county  in  which  the  execution  is  issued  and  in  which  the 
justice  resides.  And  the  officer  may  execute  the  process  by  levy- 
ing upon  the  property  of  the  defendant  wherever  it  may  be 
found  in  such  county.  Mills  v.  Kennedy,  1  Johns.,  502. 

Levy,  how  made.]  When  a  constable  receives  an  execution  his 
plain  duty  is  to  collect  it,  if  possible.  But  however  clear  the 
duty  may  be,  there  is  frequently  a  serious  difficulty  in  determin- 
ing the  manner  in  which  he  shall  perform  it.  He  must  first  be 
certain  that  the  property  levied  upon  is  such  as  is  liable  by  law 
to  be  taken  upon  the  execution  which  he  holds.    But,  even  if  the 
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property  is  of  that  class  which  is  liable  to  seizure  and  sale  on 
execution,  there  may  be  several  persons  who  are  interested  in  it, 
and  the  oflBcer  may  not  feel  quite  certain  as  to  the  proper  course 
to  be  pursued.  And  when  both  of  the  preceding  difficulties  have 
been  obviated,  he  must  still  be  careful  that  his  mode  of  making 
the  levy  is  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  law.  These  three 
subjects  will  each  require  a  brief  discussion  for  the  purpose  of 
rendering  the  discharge  of  these  duties  as  plain  as  possible.  The 
general  rule  in  relation  to  justice's  executions  is,  that  every  kind 
of  personal  property  belonging  to  the  debtor  may  be  levied  upon, 
except  such  as  is  exempt  by  the  common  law,  or  by  virtue  of 
some  statute,  or  unless  the  property  consists  of  mere  choses  iu 
action.  The  officer  may,  therefore,  levy  upon  all  goods  and 
chattels  belonging  to  the  debtor,  unless  they  are  such  as  has  just 
been  mentioned.  Every  kind  of  growing  crop  which  is  raised  by 
means  of  annual  cultivation,  such  as  corn,  oats,  rye,  wheat,  pota- 
toes and  the  like,  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  by  virtue  of  a 
justice's  execution.  But  whenever  the  crop  is  not  one  produced 
by  annual  cultivation,  such  as  grass  growing,  hops  growing  upon 
the  vines,  fruit  growing  upon  the  trees,  and  the  like,  it  is  not 
considered  personal  property,  but  a  part  of  the  real  estate  upon 
which  it  is  growing,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  taken  or  sold  on 
a  justice's  execution.  See  Vol.  I,  639.  Such  articles,  however, 
may  be  severed  from  the  soil,  and  when  that  is  done,  they  then 
become  personal  property  and  may  be  levied  upon  like  any  other 
goods  and  chattels.  There  are  numerous  articles  which  are 
denominated  fixtures,  and  when  they  belong  to  the  owner  of  the 
land  on  which  they  are  placed,  they  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  be 
levied  upon  or  sold  by  virtue  of  a  justice's  execution.  But  if  the 
articles  do  not  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  the  owner 
of  them  is  legally  entitled  to  remove  them  at  any  time,  they  are 
treated  as  personal  property,  and  may  generally  be  levied  upon 
and  sold  as  such  on  execution.  See  numerous  cases  collected, 
Vol.  I,  602  to  609. 

Money  is  a  subject  of  levy,  and  whenever  the  constable  levies 
upon  any  current  gold  or  silver  coin  belonging  to  the  defendant, 
he  must  pay  and  return  it  as  so  much  money  without  exposing  it 
for  sale  at  auction.  3  E.  S.,  645,  %  18,  5th  ed. 

Bank  bills,  or  other  evidences  of  debt  issued  by  any  moneyed 
corporation,  or  by  the  government  of  the  United  States,  and 
circulated  as  money,  may  also  be  levied  upon  and  sold  like  any 
other  personal  property.  3  E.  S.,  645,  §  19,  5th  ed. ;  Handy  v. 
Dobbin,  12  Johns.,  220.  Under  the  recent  acts  of  congress,  the 
law  has  been  materially  changed  iu  relation  to  the  khid  of  money 
which  may  be  lawfully  tendered  in  payment  of  debts.  Vol.  1, 1050, 
1051.  '  What  effect  this  change  in  the  law  will  have  upon  the  prac- 
tice in  relation  to  executions  has  not  yet  been  settled  by  the  courts. 

Where  a  sheriff  or  constable  receives  money,  in  coin,  in  pay- 
ment of  an  execution  which  he  holds  in  his  hands  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  execution,  and  he  has,  at  the  same  time,  an  other 
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execution  wliicli  has  been  issued  against  the  plaintiff,  upon  which 
he  is  not  able  to  find  any.  property  to  satisfy,  except  the  money 
which  he  thus  holds,  he  cannot,  by  virtue  of  the  execution  against 
the  ijlaintiff,  levy  upon  such  money  and  apply  it  to  the  payment 
of  the  latter  execution.  Muscott  v.Woolworth,  14  How.,  477;  Tur- 
ner V.  Fendall,  1  Oranch,  117  ;  and  see  Dubois  v.  Diibois,  6  Cow., 
494.  But  where  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution 
is  levied  upon  and  sold  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  and  there  is  a 
surplus  after  the  payment  of  such  execution,  such  surplus  may 
be  levied  upon  and  sold  to  satisfy  any  other  execution  against 
the  defendant  which  may  be  delivered  to  the  officer  before  the 
surplus  money  is  paid  over  to  such  defendant.  Wheeler  v.  Smith, 
11  Barb.,  345.  And  in  such  a  case  it  does  not  make  any  differ- 
ence whether  the  second  execution  is  delivered  to  the  ofiicer 
before  or  after  the  sale  on  the  first  execution.  Ih. 

Where  goods  or  chattels  are  pledged  for  the  payment  of  money, 
or  for  the  performance  of  any  contract  or  agreement,  the  right 
and  interest  of  the  pledgor  may  be  sold  on  an  execution.  3  E.  S., 
645,  ^  20,  5th  ed. ;  Saul  v.  Kruger,  9  How.,  569.  The  purchaser, 
in  such  a  case,  acquires  the  rights  of  the  defendant,  and  is  enti- 
tled to  the  possession  of  the  goods  and  chattels  on  complying 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  pledge.  lb.;  see  Vol.  I, 
325.  But  the  purchaser  cannot  have  such  possession  until  he 
redeems  it  from  the  pledgee,  who  is  entitled  to  the  possession 
until  his  claim  is  satisfied.  Stief  v.  Hart,  1  Oomst.,  20;  Bakewell  v. 
Ellsworth,  6  Hill,  484.  Where  goods  and  chatt«ls  have  been 
mortgaged,  and  the  mortgagor  has  any  interest  in  the  mortgaged 
property,  such  interest  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  upon  an 
execution.  Vol.  I,  150  to  152.  If  the  title  to  such  property  has 
become  perfect  and  absolute  in  the  mortgagee,  or  if  the  mort- 
gage has  become  forfeited  and  the  mortgagor  has  no  interest 
greater  than  the  equity  of  redemption,  the  property  may  be  levied 
upon  and  sold  by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  against  the  mort- 
gagee. Vol.  I,  150.  But  it  cannot  be  levied  upon  and  sold  by 
virtue  of  an  execution  issued  against  the  mortgagor.  ChampUn  v. 
Johnson,  39  Barb.,  606 ;  Farrell  v.  Hildreth,  38  Barb.,  178,  There 
are  cases  in  which  creditors  may  have  mortgaged  property  levied 
on  upon  an  execution  issued  against  the  mortgagor  in  those  cases 
in  which  the  mortgage  has  not  been  properly  filed,  or  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  has  remained  unchanged.  Vol.  I,  162  to  168. 

Where  goods  and  chattels  belong  to  several  different  persons, 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  an  execution  is  issued  against  the 
property  of  one  of  these  persons,  it  may  be  levied  upon  the  joint 
property  of  all  the  parties,  and  the  interest  of  the  party  against 
whom  the  execution  was  issued  may  be  sold.  The  purchaser,  how- 
ever, will  acquire  nothing  more  than  the  interest  of  the  judgment 
debtor,  even  though  the  officer  should  assume  to  sell  the  prop- 
erty as  the  exclusive  property  of  the  judgment  debtor.  Fiero  v. 
Betts,  2  Barb.,  633 ;  Mersereau  v.  Norton,  15  Johns.,  179.  But, 
notwithstanding  such  sale  will  not  transfer  any  title  except  that 
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of  the  debtor  against  whom  the  execution  is  issiied,  yet  the  sale 
of  the  entire  property  is  such  an  abuse  of  the  process  by  the 
officer  as  to  subject  him  to  an  action  of  trespass  for  the  wrongful 
act.  Waddell  v.  Cooh,  2  Hill,  47,  and  note  a;  Dinehart  v.  Wilson, 
15  Barb.,  595 ;  Walsh  v.  Adams,  3  Denio,  125 ;  Bates  v.  James,  3 
Duer,  45.  If  such  a  sale  is  directed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  execu- 
tion, he  will  also  be  liable  as  a  trespasser.  lb.;  UnderhUl  v. 
Eeinor,  2  Hilt.,  31&.  As  to  what  persons  are  tenants  in  common, 
see  Vol.  r,  284,  285,  278. 

Where  one  of  several  defendants,  named  in  an  execution,  is  a 
partner  in  a  firm,  his  interest  in  the  partnership  property  may  be 
seized  upon  and  sold  on  such  execution.  And,  for  that  purpose, 
the  constable  may  levy  upon  the  partnership  property  and  sell 
the  interest  belonging  to  such  judgment  debtor.  Phillips  v.  Cook, 
24  Wend.,  389 ;  Senigliam  v.  Carter,  12  Id.,  131.  Upon  such  a 
sale,  the  purchaser  becomes  a  tenant  in  common  with  the  remain- 
ing partners.  Ih.  The  constable  is  not  liable  to  an  action  of 
trespass  for  delivering  the  property  sold  to  the  vendee.  Ih.  But 
if  he  should  sell  the  whole  i>roperty  as  that  of  the  judgment 
debtor,  instead  of  limiting  the  safe  to  the  interest  of  such  debtor, 
the  officer  would  be  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass  or  trover. 
Walsh  v.  Adams,  3  Denio,  125 ;  Waddell  v.  Cook,  2  Hill,  47 ;  Bates 
V.  James,  3  Duer,  45. 

Although  a  purchaser  of  the  interest  of  a  partner  succeeds  to 
his  rights  to  the  partnership  property,  it  is  still  to  be  remembered 
that  such  purchaser  takes  the  property  subject  to  all  the  rights 
of  the  other  partners,  and  subject  to  an  accounting  with  them, 
and  also  subject  to  the  claims  of  the  creditors  of  the  flrni  to  the 
partnership  property.  Phillips  v.  Cook,  24  Wend.,  389 ;  Walsh  v. 
Adams,  3  Denio,  125. 

If  an  execution  is  issued  against  one  of  two  partners,  and  the 
constable  levies  upon  the  firm  property  and  sells  it  as  the  exclu- 
sive property  of  such  debtor,  the  other  partner  may  maintain  an 
action  of  trover  against  the  officer  to  recover  the  value  of  one- 
half  of  the  go(>ds,  which  he  is  entitled  to  recover  as  the  measure 
of  damages  without  regard  to  the  debts  of  the  firm,  or  the  state  of 
the  copartnership  accounts.  Ih. 

As  to  the  rights  of  husband  and  wife,  when  an  execution  is 
issued  against  either  of  them,  see  Vol.  I,  657  to  663. 

Where  an  execution  is  issued  against  joint  debtors,  the  statute 
provides  for  the  mode  of  its  execution,  and  as  to  the  property 
which  may  be  levied  upon.  Vol.  I,  58,  §<^  124,  125.  So  it  also 
provides  for  the  case  of  executions  issued  in  actions  commenced 
by  attachments,  and  in  which  there  was  not  a  personal  service 
of  the  process,  in  which  case  no  levy  can  be  made  upon  any 
property  but  that  attached.  Vol.  I,  76,  <^  221. 

Where  property  is  sold  upon  condition  that  the  title  is  not  to 
pass  until  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price,  the  title  of  the 
unpaid  vendor  is  superior  to  that  of  a  judgment  or  execution 
creditor.  Vol.  I,  480  to  487. 
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What  acts  will  constitute  a  valid  levy  under  an  execution  is 
not  now  a  matter  of  doubt.  If  the  officer  takes  the  property 
into  his  actual  possession  and  custody,  by  removing  it  from  the 
premises  or  possession  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  there 
coiild  not  be  any  doubt  as  to  the  existence  of  a  levy.  But  such 
acts  are  not  essential  to  the  making  of  a  valid  levy,  as  the  cases 
cited  will  show.  Iq  the  first  place,  to  constitute  a  valid  levy 
upon  personal  property,  the  officer  must  assume  dominion  over 
the  property,  and  have  it  within  his  power,  and  subject  to  his 
immediate  seizure.  Price  v.  SMpps,  16  Barb.,  585 ;  Green  v. 
Burke,  23  Wend.,  490 ;  Both  v.  Wells,  2  Tiff.,  471. 

"  In  order  to  constitute  a  valid  levy,  as  to  third  persons,  the 
goods  must  not  only  be  within  the  view  of  the  officer,  but  must 
be  subjected  to  his  control.  He  "  must  take  actual  possession," 
which,  although  the  goods  are  present,  can  only  be  done  by 
manual  acts,  or  by  an  oral  assertion  that  a  levy  is  intended,  and 
which  is  acquiesced  in  by  those  who  are  present  and  interested  in 
the  question.  A  levy  cannot  rest  in  a  mere  undivulged  intention 
to  seize  property.  Something  more  is  required ;  there  must  be 
possessory  acts  to  indicate  a  levy,  or  it  must  be  asserted  by  word 
of  mouth,  so  that  what  is  thus  done  by  the  officer,  if  not  justified 
by  the  process  in  his  hands,  will  make  him  a  trespasser."  Camp 
V.  Chamberlain,  5  Denio,  198,  202,  203,  Bbakdslet,  Oh.  J. 

Where  an  officer  is  instructed  to  keep  the  levy  a  secret  from 
the  defendant  in  the  execution,  which  is  done,  and  the  property  is 
not  takeu  by  the  officer,  but  is  subsequently  sold  by  the  defend- 
ant to  a  purchaser  in  good  faith,  the  latter  will  hold  the  property 
in  preference  to  the  otficer.  Price  v.  Shipps,  16  Barb.,  585. 

So,  when  an  officer  does  not  see  the  property  intended  to  be 
levied  upon,  but  merely  sits  on  his  horse,  or  in  his  carriage  in  the 
road,  and  takes  a  memorandum  of  the  property  as  it  is  named 
over  by  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  but  without  any  know- 
ledge what  property  the  defendant  had  at  the  time,  or  where  such 
property  was  at  that  time,  this,  although  it  may  be  treated  as  a 
valid  levy  as  against  the  judgment  debtor,  will  not  be  sufficient 
to  aifect  the  rights  of  a  subsequent  iona  fide  purchaser  from 
such  judgment  debtor.  Dresser  y.  Ainsworth,  9  Barb.,  620,  629. 

So,  making  an  actual  levy  upon  a  part  of  the  defendant's 
property,  and  then  including  in  the  inventory  other  property  not 
in  view  of  the  officer,  is  not  such  a  levy  as  to  give  priority  to  the 
levy  over  an  actual  levy,  subsequently  made  under  an  other 
execution  by  an  other  officer.  Bay  v.  Harcourt,  39  Wend.,  495. 

In  the  last  case  a  part  of  the  property  in  question  was  a  mile 
and  a  half  distant,  and  the  residue  about  two  miles  and  a  half 
from  the  officer  at  the  time  of  making  the  levy. 

So,  where  an  officer  went  on  to  the  farm  of  the  defendant  in 
the  execution,  and  made  a  levy  on  his  property,  a  part  of  which 
was  in  a  field  where  the  officer  was  at  the  time  with  the  defendant, 
and  in  sight,  and  an  other  part  of  the  property,  being  a  yoke 
of  oxen,  were  in  an  other  lot  on  the  same  farm,  eighty  rods 
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distant,  bnt  not  seen  by  reason  of  an  intervening  bill,  the  levy 
as  to  the  oxen  was  held  invalid  as  against  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  them  from  the  defendant  in  the  execution.  Van  Wyclc  v.  Pine, 
2  Hill,  666;  Bond  v.  Willet,  29  How.,  47. 

It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  there  should  be  a  manual 
interference  with  the  property  in  order  to  constitute  a  valid  levy. 
It  is  sufficient  if  the  property  is  present,  and  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  officer  having  the  execution,  and  that  he  then  openly 
and  pnblicly  states  that  he  levies  upon  the  property,  and  asserts 
his  authority  over  it  by  virtue  of  such  process  and  levy.  Barker 
V.  Binninger,  4  Kern.,  270  ;  Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend.,  490 ; 
Connah  v.  Hale,  23  Id.,  462 ;  Bond  v.  Willet,  29  How.,  47. 

Where  personal  property  is  taken  by  virtue  of  a  justice's  attach- 
ment, the  lien  continues  until  judgment  can  be  rendered,  and  an 
execution  thereon  issued;  but  if  the  creditor  desires  to  continue 
his  lien  after  that  time,  he  must  procure  an  execution  and  have  it 
levied  upon  the  attached  property  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  he 
will  risk  the  loss  of  his  lien.  Sterling  v.  Welcome,  20  Wend.,  238. 
In  such  a  case  the  execution  is  no  lien  upon  the  property  until  an 
actual  levy  upon  it.  lb.  And  the  levy  must  be  made  within  the 
county  in  which  the  justice  issuing  the  execution  resides.  See 
ante,  6  to  11. 

The  whole  matter  in  relation  to  a  levy  may  be  summed  up 
thus :  It  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  levy  promptly ;  and  iu 
making  such  levy  his  acts  must  be  public,  positive  and  unequiv- 
ocal, showing  an  intention  on  his  part  to  subject  the  property  to 
the  process  which  it  is  his  duty  to  execute.  In  doing  this  it  may 
sometimes  be  necessary  to  remove  the  property  levied  upon.  In 
other  cases  there  may  not  be  any  necessity  for  its  removal.  But 
whether  it  is  removed  or  not,  the  officer  must  indorse  upon  the 
execution  the  time  of  making  the  levy.  Vol.  I,  59,  i^  131.  It  is 
also  the  usual  and  the  correct  practice  to  make  an  inventory  of 
the  property  levied  upon,  and  to  do  it  at  the  time  of  making  the 
levy.  But  an  omission  to  do  this  will  not  invalidate  the  levy, 
because  an  inventory  is  not,  in  strictness,  essential  to  the  validity 
of  a  levy.  Watts  v.  Cleaveland,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  553.. 

The  officer  ought  always  to  levy  upon  sufficient  property  to 
satisfy  the  execution,  if  so  much  property  can  be  found  ;  and  yet 
he  ought  not  to  take  an  unreasonable  quantity  of  property,  since 
the  object  of  the  law  is  to  secure  the  debt  with  as  little  incon- 
venience as  possible  to  the  debtor.  But  the  law  does  not  impose 
any  restriction  a«  to  the  amount  of  property  which  may  be 
taken,  nor  does  it  require  that  all  of  the  property  which  is  taken 
shall  be  levied  upon  at  the  same  time.  Denvrey  v.  Fox,  22  Barb., 
522.  And  even  though  an  officer  were  to  levy  upon  property 
sufficient  to  satisfy  an  execution,  and  he  should  then  levy  upon 
other  property  at  a  different  and  subsequent  time,  and  sell  that 
to  satisfy  the  execution,  this  would  not.  be  sufficient  ground  to 
sustain  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  officer  for  making  the 
second  levy.  26.    The  remedy  against  an  officer  in  such  a  casp 
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would  be  for  an  excessive  levy.  lb.  To  constitute  a  levy  the 
oflBLcer  must  undoubtedly  see  the  goods,  and  they  must  be  within 
his  power,  at  least  so  far  as  to  assert  title  to  them  in  the  presence 
of  those  who  may  be  opposed  to  the  execution  of  the  process ; 
but  it  is  never  necessary  that  the  debtor's  consent  should  be 
obtained,  or  that  he  should  acquiesce  in  the  levy.  Artisans'  Bank 
V.  Treadwell,  34  Barb.,  653.  If  an  oflBcer  should  wantonly  make 
an  excessive  levy,  the  execution  debtor  would  have  a  remedy  by 
an  action  on  the  case.  Degell  v.  Odell,  3  Hill,  215. 

Form,  of  indorsement  hy  constable  of  a  levy. 

By  virtue  of  the  within  execution,  I  have  levied  on  two  red  cows,  one 
bay  mare,  the  property  of  the  defendant,  &c.,  this  28th  day  of  April,  1865. 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 

Same,  wJiere  an  inventory  is  attached: 

By  virtue  of  the  within  execution,  I  have,  this  28th  day  of  April,  1S65, 
levied  on  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  mentioned  in  the 
annexed  inventory.  JAMES  PIERSON,  GmstuMe. 

Form  of  an  inventory  to  he  attaclied. 

An  inventory  of  goods  and  chattels  this  day  levied  upon  and  taken  into 
my  custody,  by  virtue  of  the  annexed  execution : 

One  red  cow,  One  stack  of  hay, 

Ten  sheep.  Ten  common  chairs, 

Three  hogs.  One  sofa. 

JAMES  PIERSON,  Constabk. 

Disposition  of  goods  after  levy."]  It  has  been  already  seen,  ante, 
732,  that  an  officer,  on  making  a  levy,  is  not  bound  to  remove  the 
goods,  but  may  leave  them  in  the  defendant's  possession  ;  and  if 
he  does  this  without  security  it  is  at  his  own  risk.  The  usual 
practice,  however,  is  for  the  officer  to  take  a  receipt  for  the  goods 
and  chattels  levied  on,  with  an  agreement  to  deliver  it  to  the 
officer  on  demand,  or  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  execution.  This 
receipt  is  usually  signed  by  some  friend  of  the  defendant,  and 
the  property  is  then  left  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  until 
such  time  as  may  be  appointed  for  its  sale.  The  liabilities  of  a 
receiptor  have  been  pointed  out  elsewhere.  Vol.  I,  367,  368. 

Form  of  receipt  for  goods  levied  upon. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

Daniel  Stewart  ) 

against  > 

Peter  li.  Frederick.        \ 


Execution  issued  by  Peter  W.  Plantz,  one  of  the  justices  of  tbe  peace  of 

the  county  of  Fulton,  for $175  00 

Constable's  fees  for  collecting, 2  50 

$177  50 

Under  and  by  virtue  of  the  execution  above  described,  James  Pierson,  a 
constable  of  the  county  of  Pulton,  has  levied  upon  the  following  gOod«  and 
chattels,  the  property  of  the  said  Peter  L.  Frederick,  viz. :  {En«m«rat&or 
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describe  the  articles.)  Received  this  28th  day  of  April,  1865,  of  the  said 
James  Pierson,  the  goods  and  chattels  above  mentioned,  which  I  promise  to 
deliver  to  him,  at  any  time  when  he  shall  demand  the  same,  at  the  dwelling 
house  (or  bai-n,  or  other  agreed  place)  of  the  above  named  Peter  L.  Frede- 
rick, in  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton ;  or,  in  default 
thereof,  I  do  hereby  agree  and  promise  to  pay  him  the  amount  of  the  said 
execution,  with  the  said  costs  and  fees  for  the  collection  thereof. 

BRADFORD  T.  SIMMONS. 

The  constable  may  specify  in  the  receipt  the  time  and  place  for 
the  delivery  of  the  property  levied  upon,  and  the  receiptor  will 
then  be  bound  to  comply  with  its  terms.  Bat  no  action  will  lie 
against  the  receiptor  until  a  proper  demand  of  the  property  has 
been  made.  Vol.  I,  312.  And  in  an  action  against  him  it  will  be 
a  good  defense  to  show  that  the  property  has  been  taken  from 
him  by  the  rightful  owner.  Harvey  v.  Lane,  12  Wend.,  563. 

Mights  wild  liabilities  of  constahle  after  levy. 2  After  making  a 
levy  upon  goods,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  exercise  proper 
care  for  their  safety.  Vol.  I,  312.  And  if  they  are  iujured,  he 
may  maintain  an  action  against  the  wrongdoer.  Id.,  806,  815. 
He  is  not  regarded  as  an  insurer  of  the  goods,  though  he  will  be 
held  responsible  if  they  are  lost  through  his  own  neglect,  or  from 
that  of  others  to  whom  he  may  have  intnasted  their  keepings 
Browning  v.  Hanford,  5  Hill,  588  ;  8.  C,  5  Denio,  586. 

Where  an  execution  is  levied  upon  the  goods  in  a  store,  it  is  a 
continuing  levy  which  will  cover  goods  purchased  by  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  levy,  and  during  the 
life  of  the  execution,  and  placed  in  the  same  store,  if  such  goods 
are  of  the  same  general  description  as  those  levied  on,  and  have 
been  purchased  to  supply  the  place  of  those  sold  by  the  debtor, 
after  such  levy,  or  as  an  addition  to  the  original  stock.  Both  v. 
Wells,  41  Barb.,  194.  And  where  goods  have  thus  been  levied 
upon,  if  the  debtor  removes  or  sells-  a  portion  of  them,  and  he 
then  substitutes  others  of  a  similar  description  in  their  place, 
the  property  thus  substituted  takes  the  place  of  that  which  was 
sold  or  removed,  and  becomes  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  execution 
\vithout  any  new  levy.  Ih.  And  if  the  debtor,  when  called  upon 
under  such  circumstances,  refuses  to  designate  the  property  which 
he  claims  is  not  covered  by  the  levy,  he  will  be  estopped  irom 
subsequently  maintaining  an  action  against  the  officer  for  the 
value  of  the  property  taken  by  him  under  the  execution.  Ih. 

A  sheriff  who  levies  upon  goods  under  an  execution,  as  the 
jM-operty  of  the  defendant  therein,  may,  when  he  discovers  that 
the  goods  belong  to  an  other  person,  relinquish  the  levy,  and 
return  the  execution,  no  goods  found.  Blivin  v.  BleaJcley,  23  How., 
124.  But  if  an  action  is  brought  against  the  officer  for  a  false 
return  to  the  execution,  the  burden  of  showing  property  out  of 
the  defendant  in  the  execution  is  thrown  upon  him,  when  the 
good  faith  of  the  return  is  put  in  controversy.  lb. 

Where  a  sheriff  levies  upon  property  which  cannot  be  immedi- 
ately removed  or  reduced  to  possession,  as  upon  growing  crops 
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of  grain,  it  will  be  suflScient  to  make  the  levy  op6nly  and  pub- 
licly, and  the  sale  may  then  be  deferred  until  the  time  for 
harvesting  it.  Whipple  v.  Foot,  2  Johns.,  418. 

Effect  of  a  levy-l  It  has  been  held,  in  some  of  the  older  cases, 
that  the  mere  act  of  levying  upon  sufficient  personal  property  to 
satisfy  the  execution,  amounts  to  a  satisfaction  or  extinguish- 
ment of  the  judgment  on  which  it  was  issued,  unless  the  property 
was  fraudulently  withdrawn  by  the  defendant  from  the  possession 
of  the  officer.  But  such  is  not  the  present  rule  ;  and  although 
the  levy  may  cover  property  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution,  yet 
if  it  fails  to  produce  a  satisfaction  in  fact,  without  any  fault  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  he  may  proceed  to  obtain  satisfaction  by 
a  new  levy  upon  other  goods.  A  mere  levy  upon  sufficient 
goods  and  chattels  to  satisfy  an  execution  where  nothing  more  is 
done  by  the  officer  than  to  make  the  levy,  will  never  amount  to 
a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  People  v.  Hopson,  1  Denio,  574, 
578 ;  Waddell  v.  Mmendorf,  5  Denio,  447.  A  mere  levy  neither 
gives  anything  to  the  creditor  nor  takes  anything  from  the 
debtor.  It  does  not  divest  a  title;  it  only  creates  a  lien  upon 
the  property.  It  frequently  happens  that  the  levy  is  overreached 
by  some  other  lien,  is  abandoned  for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor,  or 
is  defeated  by  his  misconduct ;  and  in  such  cases  there  is  no 
reason  for  holding  that  the  judgment  is  satisfied.  J&. 

If  property  is  sold  upon  an  execution  issued  upon  a  justice's 
judgment,  and  the  execution  is  returned  satisfied,  but  the  defend- 
ant subsequently  sues  the  plaintiff'  in  the  execution,  and  recovers 
the  value  of  the  property  sold,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  exempt 
by  law  from  execution,  the  plaintiff  may  sue  and  recover  a  new 
judgment,  and  then  issue  execution  thereon  and  collect  the 
amount.  Piper  v.  Hlwood,  4  Denio,  165.  A  justice  has  no  power 
to  strike  out  the  return  on  the  execution  and  then  issue  a  new 
one,  and,  therefore,  an  action  upon  the  judgment  is  the  appropri- 
ate remedy.  Ih.  A  mere  levy  upon  property  sufficient  to  satisfy 
an  execution  will  not  amount  to  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment, 
although  the  officer  remains  in  possession  of  the  goods  tor  a  day 
and  a  half,  when  he  abandons  the  levy,  and  leaves  the  goods  in 
the  defendant's  possession,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
refused  to  indemnify  him.  Baddev.  Whitney,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  378. 

So,  where  a  levy  was  made  by  a  constable  who  was  at  the  time 
a  minor,  and  he  abandoned  the  levy  to  relieve  himself  from  the 
consequences  of  his  unlawful  act  in  taking  upon  himself  the  duties 
of  the  office  while  under  age,  this  was  held  not  to  be  a  satisfac- 
tion of  the  judgment,  although  the  value  of  the  property  levied 
upon  was  equal  to  the  amouut  of  the  judgment.  Green  v.  BurJce, 
23  Wend.,  490.  Where  the  debtor  has  neither  paid  the  debt  nor 
been  deprived  of  his  property,  a  mere  levy  upon  his  property  will 
not  amount  to  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  Peck  v.  Tiffany, 
2  Comst.,  451.  But  where  an  officer  levies  an  ej^ecution  upon 
property  sufficient  to  satisfy  it,  and  through  his  negligence  or 
misconduct  the  property  is  lost,  destroyed,  or  disposed  of,  so  that 
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tlie  defendant  is  deprived  of  the  benefit  thereof,  it  is  a  satisfac- 
tion of  tlie  jtidgmeiit,  and  the  plaintiflF  must  seek  his  remedy 
against  the  officer.  lb.  Where  goods  and  chattels  are  levied 
upon  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  the  levy  will  enure  to  the  benefit 
of  any  other  execution  which  is  subsequently  delivered  to  the 
officer  during  the  life  of  the  first  execution,  and  without  making 
any  new  levy  under  the  latter  executions.  li.;  Birdseye  v.  Ray, 
4  Hill,  160;  Cresson  v.  Stout,  17  Johns.,  116;  Buss^ll  v.  Gihhs,  5 
Govv.,  390 ;  Jones  v.  Atherton,  7  Taunt.,  56. 

Sale  of  property.^  After  a  constable  has  levied  upon  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  or  the  party  against  whom  the 
execution  has  been  issued,  the  latter  may  prevent  further  pro- 
ceedings, by  paying  the  amount  levied  to  the  officer ;  and  this 
will  be  deemed  a  good  payment  to  the  plaintiflF,  or  to  the  party 
entitled  to  it.  Jaclcson  v.  Law,  5  Oow.,  248.  If  the  money  is  not 
paid,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  constable  to  proceed  immediately  in 
the  matter  of  making  a  sale.  Vol.  I,  59,  §  131. 

A  constable  who  has  levied  upon  goods  and  chattels  is  not 
permitted  to  advance  his  own  money  for  the  payment  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  then  to  retain  a  right  to  subsequently  enforce  the 
execution  upon  the  property  for  his  own  benefit.  EeeS  v.  Pruyn, 
7  Johns.,  426.  Nor  can  he  take  a  bond,  or  other  security,  from 
the  defendant,  and  retain  the  execution  in  his  hands,  and  use  it 
afterwards  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  money  advanced  by 
him.  li. ;  Sherman  v.  Boyce,  15  Johns.,  443 ;  Carpenter  v.  Stihvell, 
1  Kern.,  61,  67 ;  Bigeloic  v.  Provost,  5  Hill,  566.  ISov  can  he 
deliver  the  goods  to  the  plaintiff  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  but 
they  must  be  sold,  and  so  much  of  the  avails  paid  over  to  him 
as  will  satisfy  his  execution.  Tlwmson  v.  Clerk,  Oro.Eliz.,504.* 
The  plaintiflF,  however,  may  purchase  the  goods  at  the  sale ;  and 
in  that  case  the  officer  may  deliver  them  to  him,  without  pay- 
ment, and  credit  the  amount  to  the  defendant  on  the  execution. 
Nichols  V.  Ketcham,  19  Johns.,  84.  But  if  the  purchase  amounts 
to  more  than  the  sum  due  on  the  execution  the  balance  must  be 
paid  over  to  the  officer,  who  must  return  it  to  the  defendant.  lb. 

A  plaintiflF  who  bids  oft'  goods  which  are  sold  on  an  execution 
in  his  own  fJavor,  need  not  pay  the  money  in  ordinary  cases ;  and 
yet,  if  there  is  a  dispute  between  him  and  other  execution  credit- 
ors, as  to  who  is  entitled  to  the  money  arising  from  the  sale,  the 
constable  may  refuse  to  accept  his  bid,  or  to  deliver  the  property 
to  him  until  the  money  is  paid ;  and  if  payment  is  refused  he 
may  resell  the  property.  Russell  v.  Gibbs,  5  Oow.,  390,  396. 

But  if  the  property  is  sold  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiflF  by  the 
officer,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  the  price  bid,  if  the 
plaintiflF  can  show  that  the  money  legally  belongs  to  him.  lb. 

The  right  and  interest  of  the  pledgor  of  goods  and  chattels 
cannot  be  sold  on  an  execution,  unless  they  are  preserit  and 
within  the  view  of  those  attending  the  sale.  Bakewell  v.  Ellsworth, 
6  Hill,  484;  Stiefv.  Hart,  1  Comst.,  20.  Where  such  right  and 
interest  have  been  levied  upon,  the  officer  may  take  actual  pos- 

*  But  see  Bemaman  v.  Bowker,  11  Exch.,  760. 
Wait  11—93 
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session  of  the  chattels,  and  hold  them  until  he  'Sells.  Ih.  But 
after  the  sale,  the  pledgee  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  them, 
which  he  may  retain  until  the  purchaser  redeems  them.  li. 

Sale,  when  to  he  made.']  The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any 
particular  time  when  a  sale  is  to  be  made,  except  in  the  general 
provision  that  it  must,  be  done  before  the  return  day  of  the  execu- 
tion. Vol.  1, 61,  §  145.  The  officer  may  levy  upon  the  defendant's 
property  as  soon  as  the  process  is  received  by  him,  and  then  sell 
it  after  duly  advertising  it  for  sale.  Vol.  I,  59,  j  131.  The 
language  of  the  statute  requires  him  to  advertise  immediately 
after  making  a  levy  upon  the  goods  and  chattels  seized ;  but  this 
direction  is  practically  disregarded  by  officers.  A  levy  is  usually 
made  at  the  earliest  practicable  time,  and  the  officer  then  delays 
the  sale  for  a  reasonable  time  to  enable  the  defendant  to  raise 
the  money  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  execution,  if  such  indulgence 
is  asked.  So,  too,  the  officer  frequently  advertises  the  property 
immediately,  and  then  postpones  the  sale  from  time  to  time  for 
the  same  purpose.  There  are  times  when  such  an  indulgence 
is  eminently  proper,  as  where  the  defendant  is  willing  but  unable 
to  pay  immediately,  though  he  will  be  able  to  do  so  in  a  reasona- 
ble time  without  a  sale  of  his  property.  In  such  a  case,  every 
just  and  humane  officer  will  exercise  the  power  he  possesses  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  cause  as  little  injury  to  the  defendant  as  is 
consistent  with  a  proper  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his  office.  If, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  is  abundantly  able  to  pay,  and 
he  delays  payment  for  the  mere  purpose  of  depriving  the  plaintiff 
of  the  use  of  his  money,  the  officer  will  enforce  the  execution.  It 
will  be  seen  that  a  very  considerable  discretion  is  conlided  by 
law  to  the  officer,  as  to  the  time  within  which  the  execution  is  to 
be  enforced.  The  execution  itself  runs  for  sixty  days,  and  if  the 
money  is  collected  within  that  time  the  command  of  the  process 
will  have  been  obeyed.  But,  while  the  officer  may  exercise  a 
discretion  in  relation  to  the  time  of  making  a  sale  within  the  life 
.of  the  execution,  he  has  no  power  whatever  to  sell  the  property 
after  the  return  day  of  the  process,  unless  it  has  been  duly 
renewed.  Vol.  I,  61,  <§  145. 

Notice  of  sale.]  The  time  and  manner  of  giving  notice  of  sale 
is  prescribed  by  statute.  Vol.  I,  59,  §  131.  The  notice  must  de- 
scribe the  goods  and  chattels  levied  upon ;  must  be  signed  by 
the  officer,  and  put  up  in  three  public  places  in  the  town  or  city 
where  the  goods  are  to  be  sold ;  and  this  must  be  done  at  least 
five  days  before  the  day  of  sale.  Vol.  I,  69,  §  131.  As  to  the 
mode  of  computing  time,  see  ante,  45,  46. 

Constable's  notice  of  sale. 

By  virtue  of  an  execution  (or  several  executions)  issued  from  a  justice's 
CQurt,  against  the  property  of  Richard  Roe,  I  have  seized,  and  taken  (name 
the  articles  with  particularity),  which  I  will  expose  to  sale  at  public  ven- 
due, to  the  highest  bidder,  on  the  10th  day  of  May,  1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in 
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the  forenoon,  at  the  dwelling  house  (or  barn)  of  said  Richard  Roe,  in  the 
town  of  Broadalbin.  GARRET  VAN  VRANKEN,   Constable. 

Dated,  May  4th,  1865. 

Time  aitd  place  of  sale.]  The  sale  must  be  made  at  the  time 
and  place  fixed  by  the  notice,  unless  the  sale  is  for  some  cause 
])ostponed.  The  sale  must  take  jjlace  where  the  property  is,  and 
if  the  property  is  not  present,  but  at  a  distance  of  several  miles 
from  the  place  of  sale,  such  sale  will  be  void.  Cresson  v.  Stout,  17 
Johns,  116 ;  and  see  Vol.  I,  59,  "^^  132.  The  sale  must  be  made 
between  the  hours  of  nine  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  and  sunset. 
3  K.  S.,  650,  '^  50,  5th  ed.  A  sale  of  property  upon  an  execution 
is  entirely  void,  if  made  after  suaset.  Carnrick  v.  Myers,  14 
Barb.,  9. 

Postponement  of  sale.]  The  constable  having  an  execution  to 
collect  may  postpone  the  sale  thereon  from  time  to  time  as  he 
may  deem  proper,  except  that  he  cannot  extend  the  time  beyond 
the  return  day  of  the  process.  This  right  of  postponement  may 
be  exercised  at  any  time  before  the  sale  is  complete ;  and,  there- 
fore, a  postponement  will  be  regular  and  legal,  although  it  may 
have  been  made  after  the  sale  has  been  commenced  by  receiving 
bids  on  the  property.  Tinhorn  v.  Purdy,  5  Johns.,  345.  Such 
postponement  may  be  to  a  different  place  from  that  specified  in 
the  notice,  and  a  sale  completed  at  the  adjourned  place  will  be 
valid  if  there  is  no  fraud  or  abuse  of  the  process.  lb. 

If  the  officer  finds  that  a  sale  at  the  time  advertised  cannot 
take  place,  without  producing  a  great  sacrifice  of  property,  and 
that  no  injury  can  result  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  delay,  it  is  his 
duty  to  postpone  the  sale.  McDonald  v.  Neilson,  2  Oow.,  140, 190, 
191.  He  is  bound  to  take  all  lawful  and  necessary  measures  to 
secure  the  sum  which  he  is  directed  to  levy ;  but  as  to  the  time, 
manner,  and  place  of  sale,  he  is  vested  with  a  sound  discretion. 
Ih.  The  sale,  however,  must  not  be  out  of  the  town  in  which  the 
goods  and  chattels  were  taken,  when  the  execution  is  issued  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace.  Vol.  I,  59,  %%  131,  132. 

Sale,  how  conducted.']  The  sale  must  take  place  at  the  time  and 
place  specified  in  the  notice  of  sale,  or  at  such  time  and  place  as 
may  be  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  adjournment.  The  property 
must  be  sold  at  vendue,  and  to  the  highest  bidder.  Vol.  I,  59, 
§132.  The  property  must,  as  a  general  rule,  be  present  at  the 
sale,  see  above,  and  it  ought  to  be  pointed  out  so  that  bidders 
may  examine  and  inspect  the  articles  to  be  sold.  Ih.;  Warring 
V.  Loomis,  4t  Barb.,  484.  The  articles  ought  to  be  so  specifically 
pointed  out  and  designated  that  the  purchaser  knows  precisely 
what  particular  article  or  articles  he  is  purchasing.  Ih.  Where  a 
constable  levied  upon  thirteen  sheep,  generally,  and  on  the  day 
of  the  sale  the  sheep  of  the  defendant,,  numbering  some  twenty* 
two,  were  all  present  and  in  a  flock,  and  the  officer  offered 
thirteen  of  them  for  sale,  without  designating  which,  and  in 
reply. to  the  question  of  a  bidder  as  to  which  sheep  he  sold,  he 
replied  "  the  best,  the  fattest  of  them,"  it  was  held  that  no  title 
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passed  to  sheep  thus  sold.  Ih.  In  siTch  a  case  the  purchaser  does 
not  acquire  any  right  to  select  thirteen  sheep  out  of  the  flock, 
and  he  will  be  liable  in  trover  for  their  value  if  he  does  so.  lb. 

An  officer  who  makes  a  judicial  sale  must  separate  the  property 
he  sells,  from  the  mass  of  property  with  which  it  is  mixed,  or 
the  title  will  not  pass.  Stevens  v.  Eno,  10  Barb,,  95.  The  officer 
has  no  right  to  leave  any  question  to  be  settled  between  the 
purchaser  and  the  defendant  in  the  execution  as  to  what  property 
was  sold,  nor  to  leave  unsettled  any  question  as  to  the  quantity 
purchased  by  the  bidder.  Ih.  Where  hay  is  put  up  into  a  stack 
an  officer  cannot  sell  a  si)ecified  number  of  i)ounds  of  it,  as  it 
stands  in  the  stack,  and  reserving  a  right  to  the  purchaser  to 
separate  it  at  a  future  time.  J&.  And  if  the  purchaser  subse- 
quently takes  any  portion  of  the  hay,  he  will  be  a  trespasser  for 
the  reason  that  the  sale  is  entirely  void.  i6. 

Where  personal  ijrojjerty  consisting  of  several  articles  is  sold 
on  an  execution,  subject  to  a  chattel  mortgage,  the  whole  ought 
to  be  sold  in  one  parcel.  Tifft  v.  Barton,  4  Denio,  171 ;  and  see 
Manning  v.  Monaghan,  9  E.  P.  Smith,  539.  And  where  the 
pro[)erty  so  sold  consisted  of  a  great  many  articles,  which  were 
at  different  places  in  the  buildings  and  fields,  upon  the  defendant's 
farm,  so  that  the  whole  of  them  could  not  readily  be  brought  at 
one  time  within  view  of  the  officer,  it  was  held  that  he  ought 
first  to  declare  and  point  out  to  the  bidders  the  property  to  be 
sold,  and  that  he  might  then  sell  the  whole  together  on  the 
premises,  although  it  should  not  all  be  at  once  within  his  view. 
J6.  So  there  may  be  other  cases  in  which  the  property  need  not 
be  within  the  actual  view  of  the  bidder  at  the  time  of  the  sale* 
Where  the  property  in  a  printing  and  publishing  establishment 
was  sold  under  an  execution,  and  a  part  of  the  articles  consisted 
of  stereotype  plates,  which  were  not  actually  in  view  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  but  were  in  a  vault  connected  with  the  building,  and 
in  a  separate  room,  which  was  open,  and  the  plates  readily  acces- 
sible for  examination  by  any  person  wishing  to  see  them,  it  was 
held  that  the  sale  might  be  made  by  exhibiting  impressions  from 
the  plates,  especially  when  it  appeared  that  this  was  the  usual 
mode  of  selling  them,  and  that  they  would  be  likely  to  suffer 
injury  from  handling.  Bruce  v.  Westervelt,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  440. 

Where  property  is  sold  under  an  execution,  and  a  part  of  it  is 
present  at  the  sale,  while  the  remainder  is  absent  therefrom,  the 
sale  will  be  valid  as  to  that  part  which  was  present,  although  it 
may  be  void  as  to  that  which  is  absent.  Linnendoll  v.  Doe,  14 
Johns.,  222. 

If  no  bidders  attend  the  sale  the  officer  ought  to  postpone  it, 
and  he  should  then  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  that  fact,  and 
of  the  time  and  place  to  which  the  sale  has  been  adjourned.  In 
that  case  it  is  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  attend  the  sale  and  bid 
on  the  property  himself,  and  if  he  neglects  or  refuses  to  do  so, 
and  no  other  bidders  attend,  the  officer  may  return  that  the 
goods  remain  on  hand  for  want  of  bidders.    The  rule  is  the  same 
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where  the  property  cannot  be  sold  except  at  a  great  sacrifice. 
And  if  an  officer  should  sell  goods  at  a  very  great  sacrifice,  he 
would  be  liable  to  an  action  in  favor  of  the  Injured  party  whose 
property  was  thus  sacrificed.  Keightley  v.  Birch,  3  Camp.,  521. 
If  an  officer  should  sell  property  worth  three  or  four  hundred 
dollars,  for  the  sum  of  seventy-five  dollars,  and  an  action  was ' 
brought  against  him  for  damages,  it  would  be  no  legal  excuse  or 
defeijse  to  show  that  the  property  was  sold  to  the  highest  bidder, 
lb.  A  sale  upon  an  execution  will  pass  no  greater  title  to  the  pur- 
chfiser  than  the  detiendant  in  the  execution  has  in  the  same  prop- 
erty. Farrantv.  TJiompson,  5  Barn.  &  Aid.,  826.  In  the  case  last 
cited,  it  appeared  that  certain  mill  machinerj',  together  with  a  mill, 
had  been  demised  to  a  tenant  for  a  certain  term,  and  that  he, 
without  the  permission  of  his  landlord,  had  severed  the  machinery 
from  the  mill,  and  that  it  had  been  afterwards  seized  by  an  officer 
under  an  execution,  and  sold  by  him,  and  it  was  held  that  no 
title  to  the  property  passed  to  the  vendee,  and  that  the  landlord 
might  maintain  trover  for  the  machinery,  even  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  term.  Ih.;  see  also  the  cases  cited  in  the  note  to 
Morley  v.  Attenborough,  3  Exch.,  500,  514 ;  see  also  Vol.  I,  1083. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  sell  property  enough  to  satisfy  the 
execution  held  by  him ;  but  if  he  sells  property  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  execution,  and  he  then  sells  other  property,  he  will  be 
liable  in  trover  for  the  excess  of  property  thus  sold.  Batchelar  v. 
Vyse,  4  Moore  &  Scott,  552 ;  Aldred  v.  Constable,  6  Q.  B.,  370 ; 
Stead  V.  Gascoigne,  8  Taunt,  527.  As  to  the  effect  which  the 
statute  of  frauds  has  upon  sales,  see  Vol.  I,  536  to  548.  Where 
a  sale  is  made  at  auction,  the  contract  is  not  complete  until  the 
bid  is  accepted,  by  striking  off  the  article  to  the  purchaser ;  and 
at  any  time  before  this  is  done,  the  bidder  may  retract  his 
offer,  which  will  terminate  the  contract.  Payne  v.  Cave,  3  Term 
E.,  148.  The  bid  is  a  mere  proposition  by  one  party,  and  it  can- 
not form  a  contract  until  it  is  accepted  by  the  other.  lb.  If, 
however,  the  goods  are  actually  struck  off  to  the  bidder,  before 
the  bid  is  retracted,  the  sale  is  then  complete,  and  the  bidder  is 
liable  for  the  price.  And  if  he  refuses  to  accept  and  pay  for 
them,  the  officer  may  immediately  put  them  up  at  auction  and 
resell  them  to  the  highest  bidder ;  and  if  there  is  a  deficiency 
between  the  price  bid  by  the  first  purchaser  and  the  sum  for 
which  the  goods  sold  on  the  resale,  the  first  purchfiser  is  liable 
for  the  difference.  Vol.  I,  510,  675,  676.  When  the  value  of  th© 
goods  sold  exceeds  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  the  requirements  of 
the  statute  of  frauds  must  be  observed.  Vol.  I,  536.  A  proper 
entry  in  the  memorandnm  book  of  the  sale  will  be  sufficient; 
and  so  will  a  part  payment  or  a  part  delivery  of  the  goods.  lb. 
But  to  prevent  all  questions,  the  prudent  course  will  be  to  require 
a  written,  signed  memorandum  from  the  purchaser,  which  may 
be  brief^  as  in  the  following  form. 
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Memorandum  of  sale  of  goods,  &c. 

IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

JoliQ  Doe  , 

■  Before  Haelet  Baktlett,  Esq.,  Justice. 

Richard  Roe. 


'      May  2d,  1865,  William  Vail  bought  of  Jacob  Lawyer,  constable,  at 
auction,  on  an  execution  issued  in  this  action, 

One  bay  horse, 8150  00 

WILLIAM  VAIL. 

The  memorandum  may  also  be  signed  by  the  oflScer,  though  this 
is  not  necessary,  since  the  statute  merely  requires  that  it  shall  be 
signed  by  the  party  who  is  to  be  charged  upon  it.  Yol.  I,  536,  537. 

Constable's  right  to  fees,  &c.]  A  constable  who  has  not  made  a 
levy,  or  done  any  other  act  under  an  execution,  is  not  entitled  to 
any  fees  or  poundage  thereon.  Batlibun  v.  Woodwortli,  1  How., 
151.  But  where  a  levy  has  been  actually  made,  the  officer's 
right  to  poundage  attaches  on  the  whole  amount  directed  to  be 
levied ;  and  he  will  not  be  deprived  of  his  right  merely  because 
the  judgment  is  satisfied  without  a  sale  of  the  property,  nor  by 
reason  of  any  arrangement  between  the  parties,  nor  because  the 
property  was  incumbered  beyond  its  value  by  prior  liens  or 
claims.  Ih.;  Parsons  v.  Bowdoin,  17  Wend.,  14;  Hildreth  v. 
Elliee,!  Oaines,  192.  So,  an  officer  is  entitled  to  poundage  on 
serving  an  execution  against  the  body  of  the  defendant,  even 
though  the  execution  should  be  unproductive  by  reason  of  the 
defendant's  subsequent  discharge  under  an  insolvent  law.  Adams 
V.  Hopliins,  5  Johns.,  252. 

The  officer's  fees,  on  an  execution,  are  no  part  of  the  judgment, 
but  are  merely  an  incident  to  it ;  and  if  the  judgment  is  satisfied 
by  an  arrangement  between  the  parties,  the  officer  cannot  sub- 
sequentlj'^  proceed  and  sell  the  defendant's  property  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  collecting  his  fees ;  his  remedy  is  against  the  plaintiff 
in  the  execution.  Jackson  v.  Anderson,  4  Wend.,  474 ;  Craft  v. 
Merrill,  4  Kern.,  456 ;  Banli  of  WJiiteliall  v.  Weed,  8  How.,  104. 

Execution  in  replevin  actions!]  The  execution  itself  points  out 
the  constable's  duty  when  the  action  was  for  the  recovery  of  the 
possession  of  personal  property.  Seeform,aftte,  715.  If  the  prop- 
erty is  in  possession  of  the  successful  party  at  the  time  of  render- 
ing the  judgment,  there  will  not  be  any  need  of  a  clause  in  the 
execution  directing  a  return  or  delivery  of  the  property  to  that 
party.  The  execution  will  be  sufficient  in  that  case,  if  it  directs  the 
collection  of  the  damages  and  costs  awarded  by  the  judgment.  If 
the  plaintiff  succeeds  in  the  action,  and  the  property  is  in  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  in  pursuance  of  the  law  permitting 
him  to  retain  it  by  giving  a  bond,  ante,  212, 213,  the  officer  should 
demand  the  property  of  the  defendant.  If  the  demand  is  com- 
plied with,  the  officer  will  take  the  property  and  deliver  it  to  the 
plaintiff.  If  the  property  is  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant, 
and  it  is  in  a  place  where  the  officer  may  lawfully  take  it,  he 
should  promptly  take  it  into  his  possession  and  return  it  to  the 
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plain tiflf.  Whether  an  oflBcer  has  any  greater  powers  upon  such 
an  execution  than  is  possessed  when  he  has  an  ordinary  execution 
against  property,  has  not  been  adjudged  in  this  state.  The  stat- 
ute permits,  or  rather  comrflands,  the  officer  to  break  open  build- 
ings in  some  instances  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  property 
upon  the  replevin  process.  Ante,  203  to  205.  But  there  is  no  such 
direction  as  to  the  execution  of  the  final  process  of  execution. 
And  in  the  absence  of  a  statutory  authority,  or  of  a  judicial  deci- 
sion, permitting  the  breaking  of  a  dwelling  house  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  the  property,  the  prudent  course  will  be  for  the  officer 
to  decline  doing  so.  But  there  are  other  reasons  besides  the 
want  of  express  authority  which  would  lead  to  the  same  conclu- 
sion. If  the  defendant  has  retained  the  property  by  means  of 
giving  the  bond  required  by  law,  and  the  officer  cannot  lawfully 
obtain  the  property,  the  sureties  of  the  defendant  will  be  liable 
by  the  very  terms  of  their  bond.  Ante,  213. 

Again,  the  defendant  may  have  an  abundance  of  other  prop- 
erty upon  which  a  levy  may  be  made  and  the  value  of  the 
property  be  collected  in  case  the  property  itself  cannot  be  obtained. 
And  when  there  is  such  other  property,  the  officer  should  collect 
the  amount  of  the  execution  from  that,  if  he  has  been  unable  to 
get  the  specific  property  demanded  by  the  judgment  and  execu- 
tion. If  the  specific  property  is  delivered  to  the  officer,  and  the 
execution  also  directs  the  collection  of  damages  and  costs,  he 
must  then  levy  upon  the  defendant's  property  and  make  the 
amount  as  in  ordinary  cases.  If  the  plaintiff  has  taken  the  prop- 
erty on  his  replevin  proceedings,  and  has  retained  them  since 
that  time  until  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  and  such  judgment 
is  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  a  return  of  the  property  to  him, 
the  practice,  as  to  the  right  to  break  buildings,  and  the  like,  will 
be  the  same  as  where  the  plaintiff  has  an  execution  for  the  return 
of  the  property. 

"Whether  a  justice's  execution  may  contain  a  clause  for  the 
arrest  of  the  defendant,  upon  a  deficiency  of  property  to  satisfy 
the  execution,  is  not  settled  by  any  reported  adjudication  of  the 
courts  of  this  state.  The  action  of  replevin  is  one  founded  upon 
a  tort,  and  the  general  rule  is,  that  an  execution  may  direct  the 
imprisonment  of  the  defendant  in  such  actions  where  he  has  no 
property  upon  which  a  levy  can  be  made.  Vol.  I,  57,  §  120.  Upon 
general  principles  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  right  to  insert 
such  a  clause  in  the  execution. 

In  courts  of  record  an  execution  is  first  issued  against  the  prop- 
erty, and  if  it  is  returned  unsatisfied,  an  execution  against  the 
person  may  then  be  issued  in  a  proper  case.  But  in  Justices' 
courts  no  such  practice  prevails,  for  the  statute  expressly  directs 
that  the  execution  shall  command  the  officer  first  to  collect  the 
amount  out  of  the  defendant's  personal  property,  if  he  has  suf- 
ficient for  that  purpose,  and  in  case  he  has  not,  then,  if  the  action 
is  one  in  which  an  execution  may  issue  against  the  person,  he  is 
commanded  to  arrest  and  imprison  the  defendant.  Vol.  I,  57, 
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§  120.  There  is  no  good  reason,  therefore,  why  an  ^execiition  in 
a  replevin  action  may  not  contain  a  clause  of  arrest  in  defoult  of 
property  to  satisfy  the  amount  due. 

Execution  against  the  'person.']  Whenever  judgment  is  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  a  cause  of  action  on  which  he  might 
have  arrested  the  defendant  on  a  civil  warrant,  there  an  execu- 
tion may  be  issued  against  the  body  of  the  defendant.  As  to  the 
cases  in  which  a  warrant  may  issue,  see  ante,  87  to  93.  But,  even 
where  the  defendant  is  liable  to  imprisonment  upon  an  execution, 
he  cannot  be  arrested  if  he  has  sufficient  property  liable  to  execu- 
tion, which  is  within  reach  of  the  officer  if  he  chose  to  levy  upon 
it.  Upon  receiving  such  an  execution,  the  £rst  duty  of  the  pfficer 
is  to  search  for  goods  and  chattels  upon  which  to  levy  and  make 
the  amount  required  by  the  execution.  Hollister  v.  Johnson,  4 
Wend.,  639.  If  there  is  sufficient  property  available  to  satisfy 
the  execution,  the  officer  has  no, right,  to  arrest  and  imprison  the 
defendant,  and  any  such  arrest  would  subject  him  to  an  action 
for  a  false  imprisonment.  lb.  If  an  officer,  without  searching  or 
inquiring  for  property,  proceeds  at  once  to  arrest  the  defendant, 
and  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant  had  property  in  his  open  and 
visible  possession  at  the  time,  which  was  liable  to  execution,  the 
officer  will  be  liable  for  making  the  arrest.  lb. 

The  acts  or  declarations  of  the  defendant  may,  in  some  cases, 
relieve  an  officer  from  searching  for  property,  as  where  he  informs 
the  officer  that  he  has  no  property  upon  which  a  levy  can  be 
made,  and  if  the  officer  takes  him  at  his  word,  and  in  good  faith 
arrests  liim  for  want  of  property  on  which  to  levy,  the  defendant 
will  be  estopped  from  questioning  the  legality  of  the  arrest.  Jfe. 

A  constable  has,  in  all  cases,  a  reasonable  time  to  search  for 
property  before  he  is  bound  to  arrest  the  defendant,  and  if  he 
acts  in  good  faith  he  will  not  dncur  any  responsibility  by  omit- 
ting to  take  the  body  until  such  search  can  be  made.  li.  But 
where  an  officer  has  an  execution  for  the  arrest  of  a  party,  he  is 
bound  to  use  all  reasonable  endeavors  to  execute  it,  and  he 
should,  at  the  least,  go  to  the  residence  of  such  party  to  find  him, 
and  if,  instead  of  this,  he  relies  upon  the  vague  information  which 
he  may  happen  to  obtain  from  mere  casual  inquiries  in  the  streets, 
iie  does  it  at  the  peril  of  being  liable  for  a  false  return,  wh^re  he 
returns  that  the  defendant  could  not  be  found,  when  the  faqt  is 
really  otherwise.  Sinnian  v.  Borden,  10  Wend.,  367. 

The  general  rules  relating  to  arrests  upon  a  civil  warrant  are 
equally  applicable  to  an  execution.  Ante,  111  to  117. 

If  the  defendant  is  arrested  upon  the  execution,  and  it  is  not 
then  paid,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  take  the  body  of  the 
defendant  and  convey  him  to  the  common  jail  of  the  city  or 
county,  and  to  deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof.  Vol.  I,  60,,  %  134. 
If  the  plaintiff  is  defeated  in  an  action  of  tort,  and  the  cause  of 
action  is  such  that  he  might  have  imprisoned  the  defendant,  in 
case  he  had  been  successful,  the  defendant  is,  in  thait  case, 
entitled  to  an  execution  against  the  person  trf'  the  plaiiitiff.  Eeeler 
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V,  ClarJc,  18  Abb.,  154;  Miller  v.  Scherder,  2  Oomst.,  262;  Klop- 
penherg  v.  Neefu^,  4  Sandf.,  655. 

It  has  been  held,  at  special  term,  tbat  in  courts  of  record  there 
may  be  cases  in  which  the  defendant  cannot  issne  an  execution 
against  a  plaintiff  who  has  been  defeated  in  an  action  of  replevin. 
Purchase  v.  Bellows,  23  How.,  421.  But  in  that  case  the  defend- 
ant could  not  have  been  arrested  upon  the  execution  if  the 
judgment  had  been  against  him ;  and  unless  he  could,  there 
would  be  no  reason  why  he  should  be  entitled  to  arrest  the  plain- 
tiff. The  effect  of  taking  the  body  of  a  party  in  execution  is,  as 
a  general  rule,  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment;  and,  while  the 
imprisonment  continues,  no  other  remedy,  by  way  of  enforcing 
the  judgment,  is  permitted.  Cooper  v.  Bigalow,  1  Cow.,  56 ;  Sun- 
derland V.  Loder,  5  Wend.,  58;  Wakeman  v.  Lyon,  9  Wend., 
241 ;  Chapman  v.  Hatt,  11  Id.,  41 ;  Vol.  1, 967,  968.  If,  however, 
the  defendant  escape,  the  plaintiff  is  remitted  tohis.former  rights, 
the  imprisonment  is  no  longer  a  satisfaction,  and  the  plaintiff 
may  use  the  judgment  as  a  set-off  against  a  demand  of  the  defend- 
ant, or  proceed  anew  against  his  person  or  property.  McGuinty 
V.  Herrick,  5  Wend.,  240 ;  Wesson  v.  Chamberlain,  3  Oomst.,  331. 
As  to  the  effect  of  a  discharge  of  the  defendant  by  the  direction 
of  the  plaintiff,  see  Vol.  I,  967. 

Dischar^  of  defendant  from  jail.']  If  a  defendant  has  been 
imprisoned  upon  an  execution,  he  may  be  discharged  after  remain- 
ing in  jail  the  prescribed  time.  See  the  statute,  Vol.  I,  60,  ^^  134 
to  141,  both  inclusive. 

Form  of  affidavit  to  obtain  discharge  from  jail. 

JUSTICE'S  COURT.  ' 

John  Doe  ) 

agst.  y  Before  Peter  W.  Plantz,  Esq.,  Justice. 

Richard   Roe.  \ 

Fulton  County,  ss  :  Richard  Roe,  the  above  named  defendant,  being 
duly  sworn,  says  that  he  has  a  family  in  this  State  for  which  he  provides 
(or  that  he  has  no  family),  and  that  be  is  not  a  freeholder,  and  that  he  has 
remained  in  prison  in  the  jail  of  said  county  (or  on  the  liberties  of  the 
jail,  &c.),  thirty  (or  sixty)  days,  on  an  execution  issued  in  the  above  action. 

RICHARD  ROE. 
Swoi'n  before  me  this  ) 
4th  day  of  May,  1865,  J 

Peter  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 

Escape.]  The  law  in  relation  to  escapes  is  suflSciently  explained 
in  an  other  place.  Vol.  I,  742  to  746. 

Property  exempt  from  execution.']  The  general  rule  is  that  all 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  party  against  whom  an  execution  has 
been  issued  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold,  unless  they  are  speci- 
fically exempted  therefrom  by  statute,  or  by  some  rule  of  the 
common  law.  The  statute  exempting  certain  specified  articles 
will  be  found,  Vol.  I,  61,  62,  §§  148,  149. 

The  evident  object  of  the  statute  is  to  place  the  articles  ex- 
empted beyond  the  power  of  the  creditor,  or  of  the  officer  who 
Wait  11—94 
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holds  the  execution.  The  object  itself  is  a  humane  one,  and  the 
courts  construe  the  statute  favorably  and  liberally  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving'  it  full  effect.  Carjpenter  v.  Herrington,  25  Wend., 
370';  Sail  v.  Penney,  11  Id.,  44;  Griffin  v.  Sutherland,  14  Barb., 
456.  Spinning  wheels,  looms,  and  stoves,  put  up  or  kept  for  use, 
as  well  as  a  sewing  machine,  are  exempt  articles.  Vol.  I,  62, 
§  148,  sub.  1.  So  of  the  family  bible,  family  pictures,  and  school 
books,  and  the  family  library,  if  not  above  fifty  dollars  in  value. 
Id.,  sub.  2. 

It  has  been  held  that  medical  books,  which  are  necessary  to  a 
physician  or  surgeon,  are  exempt  as  a  part  of  his  family  library. 
EoUnson's  Case,  3  Abb.,  466.  The  same  principle  would  exempt 
the  books  of  any  professional  person,  if  they  were  necessary  to  a 
proper  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his  profession,  and  if  they  did 
not  exceed  fifty  dollars  in  value. 

The  statute  expressly  exempts  ten  sheep  with  their  fleeces,  and 
the  cloth  or  wool  manufactured  therefrom.  Vol.  I,  62,  §  148,  sub. 
4.  And  the  courts  hold  that  the  yarn  or  cloth  which  may  be 
manufactured  from  the  fleeces  of  the  sheep  shall  be  exempt, 
although  the  owner  of  such  yarn  or  cloth  is  not  the  owner  of  any 
sheep.  Hall  v.  Penney,  11  Wend.,  44.  The  object  of  the  legisla- 
ture was  to  exempt  as  much  wool,  or  the  articles  manufactured 
from  it,  as  could  be  obtained  from  the  flexes  of  teiAheep,  and 
that  object  will  be  carried  into  effect  by  exempting  such  yarn  or 
cloth,  &c.  li. 

There  may  be  cases  in  which  such  yarn  or  cloth  would  not  be 
exempted  from  levy  and  sale  upon  an  execution.-  If  the  party 
claiming  the  exemption  should  intentionally  reduce  or  convert 
all  his  property  into  money,  or  choses  in  action,  except  exempt 
articles,  it  has  been  held  that  it  would  be  a  proper  question 
for  a  jury  whether  the  act  was  not  done  for  the  purpose  of 
hindering  and  delaying  creditors,  and  if  they  found  that  such  was 
the  case,  they  should  find  for  the  creditor  by  sustaining  the  levy. 
Brackett  v.Watlcins,  21  Wend.,  68. 

If  a  householder  owns  a  cow  and  ten  sheep,  there  will  also  be 
exempt  as  much  hay  as  will  be  necessary  to  keep  them  through 
the  next  foddering  season  after  the  hay  is  harvested.  Farrell  v. 
Migley,  Hill  &  Denio,  87.  This  principle  exempts  as  much  hay 
as  may  be  necessary  to  winter  such  cow  and  sheep,  and  until  the 
pasturing,  season  commences.  II).  The  statute  also  exempts  as 
much  pork,  beef,  fish,  flour  and  vegetables  as  may  be  necessary 
to  keep  the  family  until  the  next  annual  period  for  laying  up  such 
provisions.  Ih.  The  statute  does  not  limit  the  quantity  to  such 
an  amount  as  may  be  sufficient  for  sixty  days,  but  exempts  all 
such  articles  of  food  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  season,  if  they 
■were  actually  laid  in  for  family  use.  Ih.  No  more  fuel  is  exempt 
than  suflicient  to  last  sixty  days.  Ih. 

Potatoes  which  have  been  planted  for  family  use  are  as  much 
exempt  from  execution  while  growing  as  they  are  after  they  have 
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been  dug  and  put  up  for  family  use.  Carpenter  v.  Rerrington,  25 
Wend.,  370. 

Where  a  widow  lives  with  her  infant  children,  and  provides 
for  them,  a  milch  cow  kept  and  used  by  her  for  the  use  of  the 
family,  is  exempt  from  any  execution  issued  against  her.  Brig- 
ham  V.  Biisli,  33  Barb.,  596. 

The  necessary  wearing  apparel  of  every  judgment  debtor  is 
exempt  from  execution,  while  in  actual  use,  whether  he  is  a 
householder  or  not ;  and  the  fact  that  his  clothes  are  temporarily 
off'  of  his  person,  as  when  asleep  in  bed,  will  not  render  them 
liable  to  be  seized  on  execution.  Bwfiipus  v.  Maynard,  38  Barb., 
626 ;  and  see  Smibolf  v.  Alfoi^,  3  Mees.  &  Wels.,  248. 

If  a  party  claims  that  wearing  apparel  is  exempt  because  he  is 
a  householder,  he  must  establish  the  fact  that  he  is  a  householder. 
Bowne  v.  Witt,  19  Wend.,  475.  An  adult  person  who  resides 
with  his  stepmother,  and  transacts  her  business,  is  not  a  house- 
holder or  a  member  of  her  family  within  the  statute  as  to  exemp- 
tions of  clothing.  J6.  In  the  case  last  cited,  the  action  was  for 
taking  the  plaintiff's  cloak,  which  he  claimed  was  exempt  because 
he  was  a  householder ;  but  the  question  whether  it  was  exempt  as 
necessary  wearing  apparel,  was  not  made  in  the  case,  except  as 
connected  with  the  question  whether  he  was  a  householder 

The  necessary  tools  and  implements  of  a  mechanic,  and  neces- 
sary working  tools  owned  by  a  householder,  are  exempt  from 
execution  if  they  do  not  exceed  in  value  tbe  sum  fixed  by  law. 
Vol.  I,  62,  §  148,  subs.  6,  7.  The  decisions  of  the  courts  have 
settled,  in  some  instances,  what  articles  are  to  ,be  considered 
"  tools  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

The  surgical  instruments  of  a  physician  and  surgeon  are 
exempt  from  execution,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  "  tools,"  if 
he  is  a  householder  and  supports  a  family.  Bobinson^s  Case,  3 
Abb.,  466.  But  a  threshing  machine  is  not  exempt,  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  a  "  working  tool,"  under  the  act  of  1842  and  its 
amendments.  Ford  v.  Joluihon,  34  Barb.,  364.  A  printing  press 
is  not  a  "  tool,"  within  the  statute.  BucMngham  v.  Billings,  13 
Mass.,  82.  Neither  are  printing  types  and  forms.  Danforth  v. 
Woodward,  10  Pick.,  423.  ISov  is  a  portable  machine,  called  a 
"  Billy  and  Jenny,"  which  is  used  for  manufacturing  cloth,  a 
tool.  Kilhurn  v.  Deming,  2  Verm.,  404.  And  the  rule  is  the 
same  as  to  a  mill  saw,  belonging  to  a  saw-mill.  Bachelder  v. 
SJiapleigh,  I  Fairf.,  135.  Although  a  team  is  exempt  in  certain 
cases,  the  decisions  of  the  court  have  not  been  entirely  harmoni- 
ous upon  the  question  what  shall  constitute  a  team.  The  horse 
of  a  practicing  country  physician,  whosa  patients  reside  at  too 
great  .a  distance  from  him  to  visit  them  on  foot,  is  a  necessary 
team,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Wlieeler  v.  Cropsey,  5 
How.,  288.  In  determining  whether  the  team  is  necessary,  it  is 
entirely  immaterial  whether  the  debtor  has  or  has  not  other 
means  to  pay  the  debt,  because  the  exemption  does  not  depend 
upon  the  pecuniary  ability  of  the  debtor.  Ih.    The  law  was 
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intended  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  to  whom  a  team  is  neces- 
sary in  the  successful  or  convenient  prosecution  of  their  business 
in  their  calling  or  profession.  II.  So,  when  the  defendant  is  a 
carman,  and  is  a  householder,  having  a  family  for  which  he  pro- 
vides, his  horse,  harness  and  cart  will  be  exempt  as  a  team, 
although  there  is  but  one  horse.  Hartliouse  v.  Bikers,  1  Duer, 
606.  A  buggy  wagon,  used  by  a  practicing  physician  in  his  pro- 
fessional business,  is  exempt  from  execution.  Van  Buren  v.  Loper, 
29  Barb.,  388  ;  Eastman  v-  Caswell,  8  How.,  75. 

A  single  horse  may  be  considered  as  a  team  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  where  it  is  kept  and  used  as  such.  Loclcwood 
v.  Younglove,  27  Barb.,  505.  And  where  the  debtor  has  only 
one  horse,  but  he  hires  an  other  horse  to  work  with  it,  and  the 
two  make  up  the  team  which  he  usually  works,  his  own  horse 
will  be  exempt,  if  within  the  value  limited  by  the  statute.  lb. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  defendant  should  be  the  sole  owner 
of  a  horse  as  a  condition  of  its  exemption,  for  if  the  defendant  is 
merely  a  part  owner  of  a  horse  used  as  a  team,  or  as  a  part  of  a 
double  team,  such  horse  is  exempt  when  belonging  to  a  house- 
holder, &c.  Eadcliff  v.  Wood,  25  Barb.,  52 ;  Hoyt  v.  Van  Alstitte, 
15  Barb.,  571.  A  wagon  is  not  of  itself  alone  exempt  from  exe- 
cution ;  but  it  may  become  a  part  of  a  team  where  it  is  custom- 
arily used  in  connection  with  a  horse  or  horses,  and  harness, 
^nd  in  such  a  case  it  may  be  exempt.  Dains  v.  Prosser,  32  Barb., 
290  ;  Morse  v.  Keyes,  6  How.,  18,  is  overruled. 

A  tow-line  used  for  the  purpose  of  towing  canal  boats  by  a 
span  of  horses,  is  a  part  of  the  team  and  exempt  from  execution. 
Fields  V.  Maul,  15  Abb.,  6.  It  is  no  answer  to  the  claim  of 
exemption  tliat  the  article  is  new  and  has  never  been  applied  to 
the  use  for  which  it  was  purchased,  and  for  which  it  had  been 
prepared  by  the  owner.  II.  Food  for  a  team  for  ninety  days  is 
exempt.  Vol.  I,  62,  §  148,  sub.  7. 

A  very  great  number  and  variety  of  articles  are  exempt  from 
execution,  under  the  general  denomination  of  necessary  house- 
hold furniture.  Two  questions  may  arise  in  relation  to  the 
meaning  of  these  words.  One  of  them  is,  are  the  articles  neces- 
sary ?  and  th^  other,  are  the  articles  properly  household  furniture  ? 
In  most  cases  there  will  not  be  any  great  difficulty  in  determining 
either  of  the  questions  ;  but  in  others  there  may  be  quite  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion.  Whether  articles  conceded  to  be  household 
furniture  are  necessary  is  a  question  of  fact ;  but  whether  the 
articles  claimed  to  be  exempt  are  such  as  fall  within  the  defi- 
nition of  the  statute,  has  in  most  of  the  cases  been  treated  as  a 
question  of  law.  A  clock,  if  necessary,  is  exempt ;  and  the  rea- 
son which  exempts  that  may  be  equally  available  to  render  a 
watch  exempt.  If  the  defendant  has  no  clock,  and  a  time-piece 
is  necessary  to  the  X)roper  carrying  on  of  his  business,  and  it  is 
used  for  that  purpose,  it  is  exempt,  when  owned  by  a  householder, 
&c.  Bitting  v.  Vandenburgh,  17  How.,  80.  A  clock  may  be  a 
necessary  article  of  household  furniture,  but  that  fact  must  be 
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shown  by  the  party  dauning  the  exemption,  awd  it  is  a  question 
of  fact  which  will  be  concluded  by  the  verdict  of  a  JAiry.  Willmn 
V.  Mils,  1  Denio,  462. 

Notwithstanding  the  general  rule  which  exempts  certain  arti- 
cles from  levy  and  sale  on  execution,  this  exeiription  is  not 
unqualified  and  absolute  in  all  cases.  Those  axticles  exempted 
by  the  provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  may  be  regarded  as 
absolntely  exempt  from  execution.  But  those  articles  exempted 
by  the  Laws  of  1842,  and  its  amendments,  are  liable  to  be  taken 
on  an  execution  issued  for  the  purchase-money,  or  on  a  claim  for 
services  rendered  by  a  domestic  servant.  Vol.  I,  62, 

Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  on  a  demand  for  the  purchase- 
money  of  any  of  the  articles  exempted  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Laws  of  1842,  the  execution  issued  upon  such  judgment  may  be 
levied  upon  the  articles  for  which  such  debt  was  incurred,  or  upon 
any  other  articles  exempted  by  the  Laws  of  1842,  even  although 
such  articles  may  not  have  been  purchased  of  the  plaintiff.  Vol.  I, 
62,  §  148,  sub.  7 ;  Craft  v.  Curtiss,  25  How.,  163.  But  an  execu- 
tion which  is  issued  upon  a  judgment  founded  upon  a  demand  for 
the  purchase  of  property  exempted  by  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1842,  cannot  be  levied  upon  property  which  is  exempted  from 
execution  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statntes, 
notwithstanding  such  execution  majF  be  levied  upon  any  other 
property  exempted  by  the  act  of  1842.  Dams  v.  Peabody,  10 
Barb.,  91.  And  so  property  which  is  exempt  from  execittion  by 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  canncjt  be  talien 
upon  an  execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  rendered  for  the  pur- 
chase-money, nor  can  it  be  levied  on  an  execution  issued  upon  a 
judgment  rendered  upon  a  demand  for  the  purchase  price  of  any 
other  property  exempted  from  execntion  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Eevised  Statutes.  Oolev. Stmens,  9 Barb.,  676 ;  S.  C, 6  How.,  424. 

Where  property,  exempt  from  execution  by  virtue  of  the  act 
of  1842,  is  purchased,  and  the  purchaser  gives  a  note  for  the 
purchase-money,  and  a  third  party  signs  or  indorses  the  note  as 
a  mere  surety,  ttie  liability  incurred  by  such  surety  isi  not  that 
of  a  purchaser  of  the  property,  and,  therefore,  his  exempt  prop- 
erty will  not  be  liable  to  be  seized  upon  an  execution  issued  on  a 
judgment  rendered  on  such  note.  Davis  v.  Peabody,  10  Barb.,  91. 
The  head  note  of  this  case  is  incorrect.  See  11  Barb.,  vii,  errata. 

If  a  creditor  would  enforce  his  claim  for  the  purchase-money 
by  levying  upon  exempt  property,  he  must  enforce  the  clainj 
separately.  For  if  he  takes  a  judgment  which  is  founded  upon 
such  claim,  and  also  founded  upon  an  other  claim;  which  cannot 
be  enforced  against  exempt  property,  he  will  lose  all  right  to  levy 
ijpon  the  property  sold.  Hickox  v.  Fay,  36  Barb.,  9.  By  uniting 
both  claims  in  a  single  judgment,  where  one  claim  would,  author- 
ize the  taking  of  exempt  property,  and  the  other  would  not,  the 
creditor  bars  himself  from  taking  any  exempt  property  to  satisfy 
Ms  judgment  either  in  whole  or  in  part.  Ih. 

The  t^m  "  purehase-money,"  as  used  in  the  act  of  1842y  means 
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the  money  which'  the  purchaser  promised  or  agreed  to  pay 
for  the  property.  Hoyt  v.  Tan  Alstyne,  15  Id.,  568.  And  before 
exempt  property  can  be  legally  seized  and  sold  on  execution,  it 
must  appear  that  the  judgment  was  rendered  upon  a  demand  for 
the  purchase-money  of  the  property  sold,  or  for  other  similar 
property.  lb..  If  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  an  action  for  the 
wrongful  takmg  or  conversion  of  personal  i)roperty  which  might 
properly  be  a  subject  of  exemption,  such  judgment  is  not  ren- 
dered on  a  claim  for  the  purchase-money  of  exempt  property, 
and,  therefore,  an  execution  issued  upon  such  judgment  cannot 
be  levied  upon  property  exempted  by  the  act  of  1842.  lb. 

A  party  who  claims  that  certain  articles  are  exempt  from 
execution,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  necessary,  must  prove 
affirmatively  that  his  claim  is  well  founded.  Griffin  v.  Sutherland, 
14  Barb.,  456 ;  Willson  v.  ^llis,  1  Denio,  462 ;  Dains  v.  Prosser, 
32  Barb.,  290.  It  is  not  enough  to  show  that  an  article  is  con- 
venient or  useful  in  a  family,  unless  the  jury,  or  the  justice  in 
their  place,  is  satisfied  that  the  article  is  also  necessary.  Tan 
Siclder  v.  Jacobs,  14  Johns.,  434 ;  Willson  v.  Ellis,  1  Denio,  462. 
Upon  the  question  whether  the  article  is  necessary,  the  decision 
of  the  justice,  or  the  finding  of  a  jury,  is  conclusive.  lb. 

So,  the  party  claiming  that  property  is  exempt,  must  show 
affirmatively  that  it  does  wot  exceed  in  value  the  sum  fixed  by 
the  statute.  Dains  v.  Prosser,  32  Barb.,  290.  If  a  wagon  is 
claimed  to  be  exempt  because  it  is  a  part  of  a  team,  it  must  be 
proved  that  the  wagon,  harness  and  horses  do  not  altogether 
exceed  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  in  value.  lb.  If  there  is  no 
proof  as  to  the  value  of  the  articles  in  the  aggregate,  nor  of  the 
value  of  the  separate  parts,  the  exemption  of  the  wagon  will  be 
disallowed.  lb. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  by  a  party  to  recover  damages  for 
taking  and  selling  household  furniture  which  is  claimed  to  be 
exempt  from  execution,  the  plaintiff  must  show  the  quantity 
quality  and  value  of  such  furniture  which  is  left  after  the  sale 
made  by  the  defendant,  and  it  must  be  made  to  appear  affirma- 
tively that  the  amount  of  property  allowed  by  law,  as  exempt, 
was  not  left  after  the  sale.  Tuttle  v.  Bucli,  41  Barb.,  417.  The 
evidence  ought  to  show  that  the  property  sold  was  exempt,  and 
its  value.  76.  Until  evidence  is  given  as  to  the  value  of  the 
furniture  left  to  the  defendant  after  the  execution  sale,  there  AVill 
be  no  question  of  fact  as  to  the  exemption,  and  no  sufficient 
proof  to  warrant  a  finding  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  prop- 
erty sold  was  exempt  property.  lb. 

If  the  exemption  is  claimed  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  is 
a  householder,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  him  to  show  that  fact. 
Griffin  v.  Sutherland,  14  Barb.,  456.  The  fact  whether  a  party 
is  or  is  not  a  householder,  must  be  proved  by  competent  evidence; 
and  cannot  be  proved  by  reputation  or  hearsay.  Eastman  v.  Gas- 
well,  8  How.,  75. 

Jurors  are  frequently  at  a  loss  how  to  decide  upon  the  matter 
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of  exemption,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  question  whether  the 
article  is  a  necessary  one.  And  no  better  exposition  of  the  law 
or  of  the  practice  can  be  found  than  that  furnished  by  Sakdpord, 
J.,  in  Diclcerson  v.  Van  Tine,  1  Sandf.,  724,  730.  In  speaking  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  and  of  the  act  of  1842,  as  to  exempt  prop- 
erty, he  said ;  "  The  principal  difficulty  arises  under  the  Revised 
Statutes ;  though  under  the  act  of  1842  there  may  be  a  great 
choice  in  respect  of  the  condition  and  state  of  repair  of  the  furni- 
ture, and  its  being  more  or  less  saleable.  In  respect  of  both 
statutes,  I  think  that  what  is  necessary  for  the  householder  and 
his  family  is  to  be  determined  by  circumstances.  When  the  six 
chairs,  the  table,  and  like  articles  enumerated,  which  are  specified 
and  set  apart,  are  such  as  ttte^  debtor  had  in  common  use  iu  his 
family  before  his  failure,  and  were  reasonable  and  proper  for  him 
and  them,  in  respect  to  their  station  in  life,  I  do  not  believe  that 
a  sound  construction  of  the  law  requires  that  he  should  be 
deprived  of  such  articles,  and  put  upon  taking  such  inferior 
ehairs  and  table,  as  he  and  they  had  not  been  accustomed  to  use. 
I  would  not  suffer  a  debtor  to  cover,  under  these  exemptions, 
extravagant  or  expensive  articles  of  luxury,  or  such  as  may  be 
believed  he  has  bought  with  a  view  to  screen  his  effects  from  his 
creditors  ;  nor  would  I  add  to  the  misfortunes  of  his  family,  by 
saying  to  them,  in  effect,  that  tbey  were  no  longer  worthy  of  fill- 
ing their  usual  seats,  or  eating  from  their  accustomed  table.  The 
same  principle  should  guide  in  determining  what  is  necessary 
household  furniture,  under  the  act  of  1842."  Where  the  debtor 
has  several  articles  of  the  class  allowed  as  exempt  property,  he 
may  .elect  which  of  the  articles  he  will  retain,  so  long  as  the  arti- 
cles retained  do  not  exceed  in  value  the  sum  prescribed  by  the 
statute.  Seaman  v.  Luce,  23  Barb.,  240 ;  Lockwood  v.  Younglove, 
27  Barb.,  506,  508.  In  the  last  case,  the  court  said,  "  But  where 
one  or  more  animals,  or  articles  of  a  particular  kind,  or  a  particu- 
lar quantity  in  value  out  of  several  kinds  are  exempt,  and  the 
debtor  has  a  larger  number  or  quantity  in  value,  as  some  one 
must  determine  which  shall  be  taken  and  what  left,  it  is  but 
reasonable  that  the  debtor  should  determine  which  he  will  claim 
as  exempt.  The  statute  giving  this  exemption  is  for  the  benefit 
of  families,  from  motives  of  public  policy,  and  it  has  repeatedly 
been  held  to  confer  a  personal  privilege  upon  the  debtor,  the 
benefit  of  which  he  may  waive  altogether,  or  insist  upon,  as  he 
may  elect.  He  may  waive  his  privilege  as  to  every  article  but 
one,  and  insist  upon  it  as  to  that  article,  if  it  belongs  to  the  kind 
or  class  of  exempt  property.  This  shows,  I  think,  that  the 
right  of  choice  necessarily  belongs  to  the  debtor."  But,  while 
the  debtor  may  elect  which  articles  he  will  retain  as  exempt,  this 
does  not  prevent  the  officer  from  making  a  levy  upon  all  of  the 
articles.  And  after  this  is  done,  the  defendant  is  bound,  within 
a  reasonable  time,  to  notify  the  officer  which  articles  will  be 
retained  as  exempt  property.  Seaman  v.  Luce,  23  Barb.,  240.  If 
the  debtor  is  present  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  he  may  make  his 
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electioB,  and  give  the  oflBcer  notice  at  once,  and  this  will  be 
sufBcient.  76. 

The  right  to  claim  property  as  exempt  is  a  mere  personal  privi- 
lege, of  which  no  one  but  the  debtor  can  avail  himself.  A  mere 
naked  bailee  of  the  property,  who  has  it  in  his  possession  for  the 
purposes  of  the  bailment,  as  in  the  case  of  an  agistor  of  sheep, 
camiot  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  for  taking  the  property, 
on  the  ground  that  they  were  exempt  from  levy  and  sale  on  an 
execution  issued  against  the  bailor.  MicMes  v.  Tousley,  1  Cow., 
114.  So,  where  an  oflBcer  has  levied  upon  property  which  is  con- 
verted by  the  defendant,  the  latter  is  not  permitted,  in  an  action 
agaitist  him  by  the  officer,  to  show  that  the  property  was  exempts 
from  levy  under  the  execution  held  by  the  officer,  because  that 
exemption  cannot  be  urged  by  any  person  except  the  defendant 
in  siich  execution.  Ea/d  v.  Camp,  16  Wend.,  563.  A  general 
assignee  of  the  judgment  debtor  cannot  set  up  the  claim  of 
exemption,  if  he  stood  by  at  the  officer's  sale  of  the  property,  and 
made  no  objection  at  that  time.  Smith  v.  Hill,  22  Barb.,  656. 
And,  independently  of  that,  the  claim  of  exemption  cannot  be 
made  by  any  one  but  the  debtor.  Ib^  The  right  to  claim  a 
homestead  as  exempt  property  is  also  a  personal  privilege  avait 
able  to  the  debtor  alone.  Smith  v.  BracJcett,  36  Barb.,  571 ;  Allen 
V.  Coolc,  26  Barb,  374.  As  to  a  waiver  of  the  exemption  laws, 
see  Vol.  I,  1088 ;  and  see,  also,  Kneettle  v.  Newcomib,  8  E.  P. 
Smith,  249. 

Where  a  party,  whose  property  had  been  levied  on  by  execu- 
tion, objected  to  the  sale,  on  the  ground  that  the  property  was 
exempt  from  execution,  but  he  afterwards  turned  out  the  prop- 
erty to  the  officer  to  be  sold  at  a  future  day,  it  was  held  that  the 
acts  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution  amounted  to  nothing 
more  ttiau  a  waiver  of  the  exemption,  for  the  purpose  of  gaining 
time,  and  that  the  act  of  the  officer  in  selling  the  property  was 
dotie  under  a  claim  of  authority  given  by  law,  instead  of  an 
authority  given  by  the  defendant,  and  that  a  sale  of  the  property 
was  such  an  abuse  of  the  process  as  rendered  the  officer  a  tres- 
passer from  the  beginning.  Carnrick  v.  Myers,  14  Barb.,  9  ;  and 
see  Vol.  I,  776. 

The  exemption  of  property  from  levy  and  sale  on  execution  is 
confined  to  cases  in  which  the  party  claiming  its  benefits  is' a 
houseliolder  or  person  having  a  family  for  which  be  provides. 
Vol.  I,  61,  62,  ^  148.  There  is  seldom  any  difficulty  in  determin- 
ing whether  a  party  is  a  householder  or  a  person  having  a  family 
for  which  he  provides.  A  man  who  has  children,  for  whom  he 
provides,  is  a  householder,  although  his  wife  may  be  dead  at  the 
time.  Griffin  v.  Sutherland,  14  Barb.,  456 ;  Cox  v.  Stafford,  14 
How.,  519.  And  it  is  not  necessary  that  his  furniture  should 
be  constantly  in  use  in  order  that  he  may  retain  the  advantages 
of  the  exemption  laws.  lb.  He  may  cease  honsekeeping,  and 
store  his  furniture  temporarily,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
visit  to  a  distant  place,  or  for  any  other  proper  purpose,  without 
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Isubjecting  his  farniture  to  levy  upon  an  execution,  when  his 
intention  is  to  return  and  resume  housekeeping.  Ih.  If  a  woman 
has  a  family  which  she  is  bound  to  provide  for,  she  is  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  exemption  laws,  notwithstanding  she  keeps  a 
house  of  ill-fame  as  a  means  of  getting  a  livelihood.  Bowman  v. 
Quackeiihoss,  3  Code  Eep.,  17.  A  father  who  has  cbildren  for 
M'bich  he  provides  is  not  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  exemption 
laws  merely  because  his  children  are  temporarily  absent  at  school 
to  be  educated.  Roiinson^s  Case,  3  Abb.,  466. 

The  statute  expressly  exempts  property  while  being  removed 
from  one  place  of  residence  to  an  other.  Vol.  I,  62,  §  148.  And 
the  rule  would  be  the  same  independently  of  any  statute  upon 
that  point. "  Woodward  v.  Murray,  18  Johns.,  400. 

Tlie  exemption  act  of  1842  does  not  apply  in  those  cases  in 
which  the  demand  was  incurred  for  the  services  performed  in  any 
family  by  a  domestic  servant.  Vol.  I,  62,  '^  149.  As  to  the 
amendment  of  an  execution,  see  the  next  chapter. 

Omission  to  return  execution.']  An  omission  to  return  an  execu- 
tion within  five  days  after  its  return  day  will  subject  the  con- 
stable and  his  sureties  to  an  action,  in  favor  of  the  party  in  whose 
behalf  the  execution  was  issued.  Vol.  I,  61,  §  143. 

In  an  action  for  not  returning  an  execution  within  the  pre- 
scribed time,  it  is  no  defense  to  show  that  the  constable  to  whom 
it  was  delivered  afterwards  delivered  it  to  an  other  constable,  who 
collected  the  money  thereon,  and  offered  it  to  the  plaintiff  upon 
his  deducting  a  sum  which  he  promised  in  case  the  money  was 
collected.  Doivns  v.  McGlynu,  2  Hilt.,  14;  S.  C,  6  Abb.,  241,  and 
see  Vol.  I,  72,  §  198. 

A  mere  neglect  to  return  the  execution  in  due  time  is  sufficient 
to  render  the  constable  and  his  sureties  liable  to  an  action  ;  it  is 
not  necessary  to  show  that  any  moneys  were  collected  by  the 
officer.  Sloan  v.  Case,  10  Wend.,  370;  and  see  Moore  v.  Smith,  10 
How.,  361.  In  such  an  action  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  execution,  with  interest  from  the  time  of  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment.  Vol.  I,  61,  §  143.  Bnt  before  a  plain- 
tiff can  recover  against  a  constable  and  his  sureties,  for  not 
returning  an  execution,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  judgment  was 
valid,  and  that  the  justice  who  issued  such  execution  had  juris- 
diction of  both  the  defendant  and  of  the  subject  matter  of  the 
action.  WestbrooJc  v.  Douglass,  21  Barb.,  602;  Cornell  v.  Barnes, 
7  Hill,  35. 

A  mere  consent  by  the  plaintiff  in  an  execution,  given  without 
consideration,  that  the  constable  who  had  collected  the  money 
thereon  might  retain  it  a  short  time  for  a  temporary  purpose  will 
not  discharge  the  constable's  sureties  from  liability.  Boice  v. 
Main,  4  Denio,  55. 

An  action  does  not  lie  against  a  constable  for  not  paying  over 

money  collected  by  him  on  a  justice's  execution,  where  it  is 

shown  that  he  has  been  sued  and  a  recovery  had  against  him  for 

soiling  the  property,  by  the  sale  of  which  the  money  collected  by 

Wait  11—90 
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him  was  made,  wlfere  such  recovery  is  equal  to  the  amount  of 
the  execution,  or  exceeds  that  sum.  Newland  v.  Baker,  21  Wend., 
264.  And  the  action  cannot  be  maintained,  even  though  the 
plaintiff  in  the  execution  executed  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  the 
constable,  on  the  delivery  of  the  execution  to  him,  and  notwith- 
standing the  constable  has  brought  an  action  upon  such  bond.  lb. 

If  property  is  sold  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  an  execution, 
and  there  is  a  surplus  left  after  paying  the  execution  and  costs, 
the  constable  must  return  such  surplus  to  the  defendant  in  the 
execution.  Vol.  I,  59,  ^  132.  But  no  action  can  be  sustained 
against  the  officer  before  the  return  day  of  the  execution,  where 
no  demand  has  been  made  of  the  money.  Bortel  v.  Ostrander,  15 
How.,  572. 

"Every  person  chosen  or  appointed  to  the  office  of  constable, 
before  he  enters  on  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  within  eight  days 
after  he  shall  be  notified  of  his  election  or  appointment,  shall  take 
and  subscribe  the  oath  of  office  prescribed  by  the  Constitution, 
and  shall  execute,  in  the  presence  of  the  supervisor,  or  town  clerk 
of  the  town,  with  one  or  more  sureties,  to  be  approved  of  by  such 
supervisor  or  town  clerk,  an  instrument  in  writing,  by  which  such 
constable  and  his  sureties  shall  jointly  and  severally  agree  to  pay 
to  each  and  every  person  who  may  be  entitled  thereto  all  such 
sums  of  money  as  the  said  constable  may  become  liable  to  pay 
on  account  of  any  execution  which  shall  be  delivered  to  him  for 
collection."  1  E.  S.,  826,  §  43,  5th  ed. 

"The  supervisor  or  town  clerk  shall  indorse  on  such  instru- 
ment his  approbation  of  the  sureties  therein  named,  and  shall 
then  cause  the  same  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  town  clerk, 
and  a  copy  of  such  instrument,  certified  by  the  town  clerk,  shall 
be  presumptive  evidence  in  all  courts  of  the  execution  thereof  by 
such  constable  and  his  sureties."  1  R.  8.,  826,  §  44,  5th  ed. 

"All  actions  against  a  constable  or  his  sureties,  upon  any  such 
instrument,  shall  be  prosecuted  within  two  years  after  the  expirar 
tion  of  the  year  for  which  the  constable  named  therein  shall  have 
been  elected."  1  E.  S.,  862,  §  45,  5th  ed. 

Under  this  statute  it  is  sufficient  that  there  is  an  instrument  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  constable  and  his  sureties,  if  it  engages 
that  the  constable  will  collect  all  executions  that  are  collectible, 
and  that  the  signers  will  be  accountable  to  all  persons  in  whose 
favor  any  execution  may  come,  for  the  damages  in  the  same,  if 
not  paid  over  according  to  the  statute,  &c.  Skellinger  v.  Yendes, 
12  Wend.,  306.  An  action  may  be  maintained  upon  such  an 
instrument  by  any  creditor  who  has  put  an  execution  into  the 
constable's  hands  for  collection,  where  the  execution  has  never 
been  returned.  Ih.  Neither  the  constable  nor  his  sureties  can 
object,  in  such  an  action,  that  the  instrument  is  not  under  seal ; 
nor  that  it  is  not  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute ;  nor  that 
it  has  not  been  approved  by  the  town  clerk  or  supervisor  of  the 
town  for  which  the  constable  was  elected.  Ih.  An  omission  to 
file  the  instrument  within  the  eight  days  prescribed  by  the  statute 
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does  not  affect  its  validity,  because  the  statute  is  merely  directory 
in  this  particular.  Dutton  v.  Kelsey,  2  Wend.,  615.  Where  an 
action  is  brought  against  the  constable  or  his  sureties,  and  it  is 
founded  upon  the  instrument,  it  must  be  commenced  within  two 
years  after  the  expiration  of  the  year  for  which  the  constable  was 
elected.  Ante,  754,  ^  45. 

But  where  the  action  is  against  the  constable,  for  money  had 
and  received,  there  is  no  doubt  but  the  action  will  be  in  time  if 
brought  at  any  time  within  six  years  from  the  time  when  he 
received  the  money. 

Form  of  instrument  to  he  given  by  a  constable  and  his  sureties. 

James  Pierson,  chosen  (or  appointed)  constable  of  the  town  of  Johns- 
town, county  of  Fulton,  and  Eli  Pierson  and  Daniel  Edwards,  as  sureties, 
do  hereby,  jointly  and  severally,  agree  to  pay  to  each  and  every  person 
who  may  be  entitled  thereto,  all  such  sums  of  money  as  the  said  constable 
may  become  liable  to  pay,  on  account  of  any  execution  which  shall  be 
delivered  to  him  for  collection.     Dated  the  5th  day  of  May,  1865. 

JAMES  PIERSON,         [l.  s.' 
ELI  PIERSON,  [l.  s.' 

DANIEL  EDWARDS,  [l.  s.' 
Executed   in   the   presence  of,  ) 
and  the  sureties  approved  by,    j 

Allen  C.  Ohitkchill,  Supervisor  of  Johnstown,  or 
Jacob  P.  Millbe,  Toion  Clerk  of  Johnstown. 

Return  of  an  execution.]  The  statute  declares  that  an  execution 
shall  have  sixty  days  to  run,  and  the  justice  has  no  power  to 
make  it  returnable  in  a  less  time.  Spencer  v.  Omjler,  Yl  How., 
157 ;  S.  C,  9  Abb.,  382. 

No  constable  can  be  compelled  to  return  an  execution  before 
its  return  day.  IT).;  Morange  v.  Edwards,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  414. 
He  may,  however,  return  it  at  any  time  within  the  sixty  days, 
either  where  he  has  made  the  debt,  or  where  he  is  satisfied  that 
there  is  no  property ;  though,  if  he  returns  it  unsatisfied,  he  does 
it  at  his  own  risk.  J6. 

Execution  satisfied. 

I  have  levied  the  within  sum,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  within 
named  Richard  Roe,  as  I  am  within  commanded. 
Dated,  &c.  JAMES  PIERSON,  Constable. 

Part  satisfied,  and  commitment  for  residue. 

I  have  levied  $50,  part  of  the  sum  within  mentioned,  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  within  named  Richard  Roe,  and,  for  want  of  further  goods 
or  chattels  of  the  defendant,  I  have  taken  the  body  of  the  defendant  and 
committed  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county. 
.Dated,  &c.  J.  P.,  Constable. 

Commitment  generally. 

I  could  find  no  goods  or  chattels  of  the  within  named  Richard  Roe, 
whereon  to  levy,  and  I  have  therefore  taken  his  body  and  committed  him 
to  the  jail  of  the  county. 

-Dated,  &e.  J.  P.,  Constable. 
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No  goods  or  tody  to  he  found. 

I  could  not  find  either  goods  or  chattels,  or  the  body  of  the  defendant, 

within  the  county.  r  -n     n      .  r.i 

,  Dated,  &c.  J-P-.   Constable, 

Fart  satisfied,  and  no  goods  or  body  as  to  residue. 

I  have  levied  $50,  part  of  the  sum  within  mentioned,  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  within  named  Richard  Roe,  and  no  more  goods  or  chattels, 
or  the  body  to  be  found.  ^  ^     ^ 

Dated,  &c.  J-  ?•>  Constable. 

Levy,  and  goods  unsold  for  ivant  of  Udders. 
I  have  levied  upon  one  bay  horse,  the  property  of  the  within  named 
Richard  Roe,  which  remains  in  my  hands,  unsold  for  want  of  bidders. 
Dated,  &c.  J-  ?•>  Constable. 

Eenewal  of  executions.]  The  statute  makes  ample  provisions  for 
the  renewal  of  executions.  Vol.  I,  59,  §<^  128,  129.  So  there  may 
be  a  new  or  further  execution  issued  in  a  proper  case.  Id.,  §  130. 

Before  a  justice  renews  an  execution  for  the  collection  of  either 
the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  judgment,  he  should  require  a  proper 
retnrn  from  the  constable,  in  which  it  should  appear  whether  the 
officer  has  collected  anything,  and  if  he  has,  then  the  amount 
should  be  stated  in  the  return. 

Where  a  part  of  the  execution  has  been  collected,  and  the  exe- 
cution is  renewed  for  the  residue,  the  indorsement  of  renewal 
ought  to  express  the  sum  due  on  tlie  execution.  Vol.  I,  59,  ^  129. 

if  the  indorsement,  however,  clearly  shows  how  much  is  due, 
jt  will  be  sntficient,  although  it  does  not  in  terms  specify  the 
amount.  And  where  an  execution  was  issued  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  upon  which  the  plaintiff"  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  a 
specified  sum,  by  indorsing  the  amount  thereon,  and  dating  the 
receipt  on  the  day  when  the  money  was  received,  and  the  justice 
subsequently  renewed  the  execution  by  an  indorsement  below 
the  receipt,  in  the  following  form  :  "  I  hereby  renew  the  within 
execution,"  and  dated  and  signed  the  renewal,  this  was  held  to 
be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute.  Ostrander  v.  Walker, 
2  Hill,  329.  In  such  a  case  the  renewal  is,  in  legal  effect,  a 
renewal  for  the  amount  unyjaid.  Ih. 

Where  a  constable  has  levied  upon  property  sufficient  to  satisfy 
an  execution,  and  he  has  returned  that  the  property  remains  on 
hand  for  want  of  bidders,  the  justice  may  renew  such  execution 
on  the  last  day  which  it  has  to  run,  and  the  renewal  will  retain 
the  lien  of  the  previous  levy.  Chapman  v.  Fuller,  7  Barb.,  70.  A 
justice  may  renew  an  execution  after  its  retnrn  day,  and  from 
time  to  time  as  the  plaintiff"  may  desire  it  done.  Yisger  v.  Ward, 
1  Wend.,  551. 

And  so  a  justice  may  renew  an  execution  while  it  remains 
unsatisfied,  notwithstanding  there  was  a  levy  upon  sufficient 
property  to  satisfy  it,  and  the  property  is  held  under  the  levy, 
when  there  is  not  sufficient  time  to  advertise  and  sell  the  ijrop- 
eity  before  the  return  day.  People  v.  Hopson,  1  Denio,  574. 
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As  to  renewals  by  a  justice  whose  term  of.  office  has  expired, 
Bee  Vol.  I,  71,  §  190. 

Form  of  general  reneioal  of  an  execution. 
The  witHii  execution  renewed.     Dated  May  5th,  18f)5. 

PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 

Renewal  where  a  part  has  heen  paid  or  collected. 

The  within  execution  renewed  for  one  hundred  dollars,  with  interest  from 
this  date.     May  5th,  1865.  PETER  W.  PLANTZ,  Justice. 

CHAPTER  IX. 

AMEKDMBNTS. 

In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  in  an  action,  from  its  com- 
mencement to  its  termination,  there  are  frequently  errors  and 
omissions.  And  where  a  correction  of  the  mistake  is  important, 
and  justice  will  be  promoted  by  an  amendment,  the  statute  gives 
full  power  to  remedy  the  defect.  The  statute  relating  to  justice's 
courts  confers  all  the  necessary  powers  that  are  conferred  upon 
courts  of  record.  Vol.  I,  37,  §  1.  And  there  is  a  general  statute 
applicable  alike  to  courts  of  record,  and  to  justices'  courts,  so 
far  as  the  provisions  are  applicable  or  appropriate.  These  sec- 
tions of  the  statute  are  as  follows,  3  R.  S.,  721  to  723,  5th  ed. : 

§  1.  The  court  in  which  any  action  shall  be  pending,  shall  have 
power  to  amend  auy  process,  pleading  or  proceeding  in  such 
action  either  in  form  or  substance,  for  the  furtherance  of  justice, 
on  such  terms  as  shall  be  just,  at  auy  time  before  judgment  ren- 
dered therein. 

S  2.  If  such  amendment  be  made  to  any  pleading  in  matter  of 
substance,  the  adverse  party  shall  be  allowed  an  opportunity  ac- 
cording to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  court,  to  answer  the 
pleading  so  amended. 

S  3.  Process  by  which  any  action  shall  have  been  commenced 
and  on  which  any  defendant  shall  have  been  arrested,  shall  not 
be  amended  in  the  return  day  thereof. 

g  4.  After  judgment  rendered  in  any  cause,  any  defects  or  im- 
perfections, in  matter  of  form,  contained  in  the  record,  i)leadings, 
process,  entries,  returns  or  other  proceedings  in  such  cause,  may 
be  rectified  and  amended  by  the  court  in  affirmance  of  the  judg- 
ment, so  that  such  judgment  shall  not  be  reversed  or  annulled; 
and  any  variance  in  the  record  from  any  ju-ocess,  pleading  or 
proceeding  had  in  such  cause  shall  be  reformed  and  amended, 
according  to  such  original  process,  pleading  or  proceeding. 

S  5.  All  returns  made  by  any  sheriff  or  other  officer,  or  by  any 
court  or  subordinate  tribunal,  to  any  court,  may  be  amended  in 
matter  of  form,  by  the  court  to  which  such  retiunis  shall  be  made, 
in  their  discretion,  as  well  before  as  after  judgment. 

S  6.  Any  imperfection  or  defect  in  the  award  of  any  venire  or 
any  omission  to  award  such  venire  on  the  record  may  be  amended 
or  supplied  by  the  court  in  which  such  record  is. 


758  AMENDMENTS. 

g  7.  When  a  verdict  shall  have  been  rendered  in  any  canse, 
the  judgmeut  thereon  shall  not  be  stayed,  nor  shall  the  judgment 
upon  snch  verdict  or  any  judgment  upon  confession,  default  nihil 
dicit  or  non  sum  informatus,  be  reversed,  impaired  or  in  any  way 
affected  by  reason  of  the  following  imperfections,  omissions,  de- 
fects, matters  or  things,  or  any  of  them,  in  the  pleadings,  process, 
proceedings  or  record,  namely: 

1.  For  want  of  any  writ,  original  or  judicial ; 

2.  For  any  default  or  defect  in  process,  or  for  misconceiving 
any  process  or  awarding  the  same  to  a  wrong  officer,  or  for  the 
want  of  any  suggestion  for  awardiijg  process,  or  for  any  insuffi- 
cient suggestion ; 

3.  For  any  imperfect  or  insufficient  return  of  any  sheriff  or 
other  officer,  or  that  the  name  of  such  officer  is  not  set  to  any 
return  actually  made  by  him  ;      < 

4.  For  any  variance  between  the  original  writ,  bill,  plaint  and 
declaration,  or  between  either  of  them ; 

5.  For  any  mispleading,  miscontinuance  or  discontinuance, 
insufficient  pleading,  lack  of  color,  jeofail  or  misjoining  of  issue ; 

6.  For  the  want  of  any  warrant  of  attorney  by  either  party, 
except  in  cases  of  judgment  by  confession,  where  such  warrant  is 
expressly  required  by  law ; 

7.  For  any  party  under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  having  ap- 
peared by  attorney,  if  the  verdict  or  judgment  be  for  him  ; 

8.  For  the  want  of  any  allegation  or  averment  on  account  of 
which  omission  a  special  demurrer  could  have  been  maintained. 

9.  For  omitting  any  allegation  or  averment  of  any  matter,  with- 
out proving  which  the  jury  ought  not  to  have  given  such  verdict. 

10.  For  any  mistake  in  the  name  of  any  party  or  person,  or  in 
any  sum  of  money,  or  in  the  description  of  any  property,  or 
in  reciting  or  stating  any  day,  month  or  year  when  the  correct 
name,  time,  sum  or  description  shall  have  been  once  rightly 
alleged  in  any  of  the  pleadings  or  proceedings. 

11.  For  a  mistake  in  the  name  of  any  juror  or  officer. 

12.  For  the  want  of  a  right  venue,  if  the  cause  was  tried  by  a 
jury  of  the  proper  county. 

13.  For  any  informality  in  entering  a  judgment  or  making  up 
the  record  thereof,  or  in  any  continuance  or  other  entry  upon 
such  record. 

14.  For  any  other  default  or  negligence  of  any  clerk  or  officer 
of  the  court,  or  of  the  parties,  or  their  counselors  or  attorneys, 
by  which  neither  party  shall  have  been  prejudiced. 

S  8.  The  omissions,  imperfections,  defects  and  variances  in  the 
preceding  section  enumerated,  and  all  others  of  the  like  nature, 
not  being  against  the  right  and  justice  of  the  matter  of  the  suit, 
and  not  altering  the  issue  between  the  parties  or  the  trial,  shall 
be  supplied  and  amended  by  the  court,  where  the  judgment 
shall  be  given,  or  by  the  court  into  which  such  judgment  shall  be 
removed  by  writ  of  error. 

S  9.  No  process,  pleading  or  record  shall  be  amended  or  im- 
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paired  by  the  clerk  or  other  officer  of  any  court,  or  by  any  other 
person  without;  the  order  of  such  court,  or  of  some  other  court  of 
competent  authority. 

S  10.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  extend  to  all  actions  in 
courts  of  law,  and  to  all  suits  for  the  recovery  of  any  debt  due 
to  the  people  of  this  state,  or  for  any  debt,  duty  or  revenue 
belonging  to  them,  and  also  to  all  actions  for  penalties  and 
forfeitures,  to  all  writs  of  mandamus  and  prohibition,  to  all  inform- 
ations in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  to  writs  of  scire  facias, 
and  to  the  proceedings  thereto. 

AmendmeM  of  process,  &c.]  One  of  the  well  settled  rules  on  the 
subject  of  amendments,  is  that  a  justice's  court  possesses  all  the 
necessary  powers  of  amendment  that  are  possessed  by  courts  of 
record.  Fulton  v.  Heaton,  1  Barb.,  552 ;  Brace  v.  Benson,  10  Wend., 
214,  215.  An  other  rule  is  that  justices  are  required  to  allow 
amendments  liberally  in  all  cases  where  justice  demands  it, 
especially  where  the  rights  of  the  opposite  party  will  not  thereby 
be  put  in  jeopardy.  1%.  Though  process  is  amendable  where  a 
mistake  has  occurred,  the  power  to  amend  is  not  available  in 
those  cases  in  which  the  affidavit  on  which  the  process  was 
issued  is  defective.  If  a  warrant  is  issued  upon  a  defective  affi- 
davit, the  affidavit  is  not  amendable  so  as  to  avoid  the  conse- 
quences of  the  defect.  Ante,  101.  And  the  same  rule  applies  to 
the  case  of  defective  affidavits  on  attachment  cases.  Ante,  150, 
151.  A  different  rule  prevails  in  replevin  actions,  and  a  defec- 
tive affidavit  is  amendable  in  a  proper  case  for  the  allowance  of 
an  amendment.  Ante,  193.  When  nothing  but  the  given  name 
of  a  plaintiff  is  inserted  in  a  summons,  the  justice  may  amend  it 
by  inserting  the  surname,  as  where  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  was 
Oorydon  Stanton,  and  the  summons  at  the  time  of  the  service 
contained  the  name  Oorydon  alone,  but  the  justice  inserted  the 
word  Stanton,  on  the  return  day,  and  this  was  held  proper.  Stan- 
ton V.  Leland,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  88.  So,  where  the  summons  served 
contained  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  as  Joseph  S.  Keeler,  it  was 
held  that  the  summons  might  be  amended  on  the  return  day  by 
striking  out  the  word  Joseph  and  inserting  the  word  Jasper. 
Brace  v.  Benson,  10  Wend.,  213.  It  has  been  held  that  where 
the  name  of  one  of  several  plaintiffs  was  inserted  by  mistake,  the 
court  had  power  to  strike  it  out.  Agreda  v.  Faulherg,  3  E.  D. 
Smith,  179.  But  it  has  also  been  held  that  a  justice  has  no 
power  to  amend  the  process  or  pleadings,  in  an  action  on  a  joint 
contract  against  two  or  more  defendants,  by  striking  out  the 
name  of  one  defendant  and  rendering  judgment  against  one 
defendant,  and  in  favor  of  the  other.  Webster  v.  Hopkins,  11 
How.,  140.  So,  in  an  action  for  a  tort,  it  has  been  held  that  if 
an  amendment  is  allowed  by  striking  out  the  name  of  one  of  two 
plaintiffs,  the  justice  has  no  power  to  amend  by  restoring  the 
party  as  a  plaintiff,  at  a  subsequent  day,  if  the  amendment  is 
objected  to  by  the  defendant.  Gates  v.  Ward,  17  Barb.,  424;  but 
see  Lowier  v.  Childs,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  577. 
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Where  the  date  of  a  summons  is  incorrectly  stated  by  mistake, 
the  iustice  may  amend  the  process  by  stating  the  true  date,  and 
this  may  be  done  either  before  or  after  the  service  or  return  of 
the  process.  Arnold  v.  Maltby,  4  Denio,  498.  So,  too,  it  may  be 
overlooked  or  disregarded  without  any  amendment.  lb. 

An  attachment  may  be  amended,  even  after  its  service  and 
return,  by  inserting  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  as 
stated  in  his  affidavit  for  procuring  the  process.  Near  v.  Van 
Alstyne,  14  Wend.,  230. 

A  summons  which  is  issued  on  a  demand  for  money  on  a  con- 
tract, may,  if  the  defendant  appears  in  the  action,  be  amended  on 
the  return  day,  before  issue  joined,  by  changing  it  to  a  demand 
for  an  injury  to  personal  property.  Cooper  v.  Kinney,  2  Hilt.,  12 ; 
S.  a,  6  Abb.,  380. 

A  justice  has  power  to  permit  a  constable  to  amend  his  return 
to  a  summons  ;  and  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to  appear  on  the 
return  day  will  not  deprive  the  justice  of  this  right.  Perry  v. 
Tynen,  22  Barb.,  137.  So  he  has  power  to  permit  a  constable  to 
amend  his  return  to  an  attachment,  or  of  the  inventory.  Churchill 
V.  Marsh,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  369. 

Amendment  of  pleadings.']  The  Code  makes  ample  provision  for 
amendments  to  the  pleadings,  whether  before  the  trial,  during 
the  trial,  or  upon  an  appeal.  Vol.  I,  11,  '§  64,  sub.  11. 

In  noticing  some  of  the  adjudged  cases  as  to  amendments, 
those  decide<l  before  the  enactment  of  the  Code  will  be  first 
examined,  and  afterwards  those  decided  since  the  Code  will  be 
stated. 

Under  the  old  system  a  justice  had  power  to  allow  an  amend- 
ment, by  permitting  the  plaintiff  to  add  a  new  count  to  his 
declaration,  even  after  issue  joined,  and  after  the  cause  bad  been 
adjourned.  Babcoclc  v.  Lipe,  1  Denio,  139.  And  it  was  also  held 
that  a  justice's  court  had  the  same  power  to  allow  amendments 
that  courts  of  record  possess.  lb.;  Mosher  v.  Lawrence,  4  Denio, 
419.  So  an  amendment  might  be  made  as  to  the  description  of 
a  paper,  or  the  variance  might  have  been  disregarded.  lb.  So, 
too,  an  amendment  of  the  declaration  might  be  made  in  relation 
to  a  jurisdictional  question  as  well  as  upon  any  other,  as  where 
the  declaration  claimed  damages  for  an  amount  exceeding  the 
justice's  jurisdiction,  it  was  held  that  an  amendment  might  be 
made  by  reducing  the  claim  to  an  amount  within  his  jurisdiction. 
Woolley  V.  Wilber,  4  Denio,  570,-*  and  see  ante,  314, 

Amendments  of  the  pleadings  on  the  trial  are  of  less  import- 
ance now  than  they  were  under  the  former  practice.  A  variance 
between  the  pleadings  and  the  proofs  Avill  now  be  disregarded, 
while  under  the  old  system  it  would  have  been  a  grave  if  not  a 
fatal  error.  Ante,  408  to  412. 

Under  the  present  practice,  an  amendment  of  the  complaint 
will  not  be  permitted  where  it  changes  the  entire  nature  of  the 
action,  as  from  an  action  in  tort  to  one  founded  upon  contract. 
Bansom  v.  Wetmore,  39  Barb.,  104.     And  where  an  action  was 
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brought  for  a  tort  in  wrongfully  taking  and  converting  the  plain- 
tiff's property,  and  there  was  an  entire  failure  to  prove  that  the 
taking  was  wrongful  or  tortious,  or  that  there  was  any  fraudu- 
lent intent  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  onght  to  have  been  nonsuited  on  the  trial,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not,  at  the  close  of  the  case,  waive  the  tort, 
and  recover  as  upon  a  contract.  Ih.  A  defendant  is  not  obliged, 
in  that  stage  of  the  case,  to  assent  to  so  important  and  material 
a  change,  or  by  failing  to  do  so,  to  waive  his  rights  already 
acquired  by  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit.  lb. 

So,  where  a  cause  has  been  tried  until  the  plaintiff  has  rested 
his  case,  which  he  fails  to  sustain,  the  plaintiff  canuot  be  permit- 
ted to  amend  his  complaint  by  adding  a  new  and  different  cause 
of  action.  Waldheim  v.  Sichel,  1  Hilt.,  45. 

Where  the  pleading  is  demurred  to,  and  the  pleading  is  held  to 
be  defective,  an  order  to  amend  such  pleading  is  a  matter  of 
course.  Ante,  333. 

Where  an  amendment  is  asked  for  the  purpose  of  interposing 
a  strict  defense,  such  as  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  courts  have 
sometimes  refused  to  allow  the  amendment.  Osgood  v.  Whittlesey, 
20  How.,  72;  Wolcott  v.  McFarlan,  6  Hill,  227;  Hallagan  v. 
Golden,  1  Wend.,  302. 

So,  too,  it  has  been  held  that  the  defense  of  usury  must  be 
interposed  at  the  joining  of  issue,  and  that  it  will  not  be  allowed 
to  be  set  up  by  way  of  an  amefdment.  Lovett  v.  Cowman,  6  Hill, 
223.  But  the  recent  cases  do  not  make  any  discrimination  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  defense,  if  it  is  a  legal  bar  to  the  action.  And, 
where  the  amendment  is  allowed  for  the  furtherance  of  justice, 
the  party  amending  may  interpose  the  statute  of  limitations,  or 
usury,  or  illegality,  as  well  as  any  other  defense.  Sheldon  v. 
Adams,  41  Barb.,  54 ;  and  see  Bank  of  Kinderhook  v.  Gifford,  40 
Barb.,  659. 

The  allowance  of  amendments  is  a  matter  of  discretion  in 
some  cases,  and  where  an  amendment,  if  allowed,  would  cause 
an  injury  to  the  opposite  party,  a  refusal  to  permit,  the  amend- 
ment carmot  be  reviewed  on  an  appeal.  Tattersall  v.  Hass,  1  Hilt., 
56.  In  the  case  just  cited  the  justice  refused  to  permit  the 
defendant  to  amend  by  introducing  a  new  defense  at  the  trial, 
which,  if  it  had  been  allowed,  would  have  operated  as  a  surprise 
upon  the  plaintiff.  It  is  not  proper  for  a  justice,  in  a  case  before 
him,  to  volunteer  and  make  amendments  of  the  pleadings,  which 
are  not  asked  for  by  either  party.  Loyd  v.  Fox,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  101. 

Amendment  of  verdict  and  judgment^  Tbe  power  to  correct  or 
amend  a  verdict  bas  been  mentioned.  J.Hfe,  626.  So  the  power  of 
the  justice  to  reduce  or  increase  the  judgment,  or  to  change  it 
materially,  has  been  sufficiently  explained  already.  Ante,  626. 

Where  an  action  sounding  in  tort  is  commenced  for  the  con- 
version of  a  ijromissory  note,  and  the  pleadings  are  framed 
accordingly,  and  the  suit  is  tried  as  an  action  of  tort,  it  is  too 
late  for  the  plaintiff",  after  an  appeal,  to  ask  that  the  complaint 
Wait  11—96 
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be  amended,  and  that  the  suit  be  regarded  as  an  action  to  recover 
the  avails  of  the  note  as  money  had  and  received.  Andrews  v. 
Bond,  16  Barb.,  633. 

If,  however,  there  is  a  mere  misdescription  of  a  cause  of  action 
arising  upon  a  contract,  as  where  a  plaintiff  sues  for  use  and 
occupation,  when  he  should  have  declared  in  covenant  upon  a 
lease,  the  appellate  court  will  not  interfere  with  the  determina- 
tion of  the  question  in  the  court  below.  Bedford  v.  Terhune,  27 
How.,  422. 

When  amendments  are  allowed  by  an  appellate  court,  it  will 
be  done  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  the  judgment  appealed 
from,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  it  erroneous.  Englis 
v.  Furniss,  3  Abb.,  82.  When  tlie  power  to  grant  an  amend- 
ment exists,  but  the  court  refuses  to  grant  the  amendment  on 
the  ground  of  its  doubt  of  the  power  to  allow  it,  the  refusal  will 
be  error  if  the  amendment  would  have  been  granted  but  for  such 
doubt.  Russell  v.  Conn,  6  E.  P.  Smith,  81  ;^  Beaoli  v.  Clmmierlain, 
3  Wend.,  3G6;  Packer  v.  French,  Hill  &  Denio,  103. 


PART  VIII. 

APPEALS. 

CHAPTER  I. 

THE   PRACTICE    ON   APPEALS.  . 

SECTION  L 

GENERAL   PRINCIPLES   RELATING  TO   APPEALS. 

Historical  sicetch.']  The  right  to  review  judgments  rendered  by 
any  tribunal  of  original  jurisdiction,  is  so  general  that  it  has 
found  a  place  under  nearly  every  mode  of  practice,  and  in  every 
system  of  jurisprudence  which  regards  the  principles  of  the 
common  law. 

Judgments  rendered  by  inferior  tribunals  ought  to  be  subject 
to  a  full  and  careful  review  at  the  instance  of  any  party  who 
feels  aggrieved  by  them. 

In  this  state,  judgments  rendered  by  justices  of  the  peace 
have  always  been  subject  to  some  mode  of  review.  And  in 
looking  over  the  changes  in  the  law  in  this  respect,  it  will  be 
seen  that  the  practice  has  varied  frequently,  and  sometimes 
materially,  although  the  prominent  object  of  a  full  and  fair 
review  has  always  been  kept  clearly  in  view.  It  will  not  be 
useful  to  notice  the  practice  from  an  earlier  date  than  from  the 
year  1787. 

Under  a  law  enacted  in  that  year,  judgments  rendered  by  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  were  reviewed  on  a  writ  of  certiorari  returnable 
in  the  supreme  court.  Before  the  writ  was  allowable  there  must 
have  been  an  affidavit  showing  proper  grounds  therefor.  If  the 
writ  was  allowed,  the  justice  made  a  return  thereto,  and  the  cause 
was  decided  by  the  supreme  court,  in  the  first  instance,  without 
any  review  in  the  common  pleas.  Laws  1787,  ch.  89,  §  17. 

In  1801,  material  changes  were  made  in  the  law  relating  to 
justices'  courts,  but  the  practice  in  relation  to  reviewing  judg- 
ments rendered  by  them  remained  substantially  the  same.  Laws 
1801,  ch.  165,  §  19. 

By  the  Eevised  Laws  of  1813,  the  justice's  court  act  was 
modified,  but  the  system  of  review  by  the  supreme  court,  upon 
a  writ  of  certiorari  founded  upon  an  affidavit,  was  still  retained. 
1  Revised  Laws  1813,  ch.  53,  §  17. 

In  1818  a  material  change  was  made  in  the  law  relating  to  the 
review  of  cases  tried  in  justices'  courts.  If  issue  was  joined, 
and  a  judgment  was  rendered  for  more  than  twenty-five  dollars, 
the  remedy  of  the  aggrieved  party  was  by  an  appeal  to  the  court 
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of  common  pleas  or  tlie  mayor's  court.  The  appeal  was  brought 
by  the  service  of  a  notice  ot"  appeal  upon  the  justice,  paying  his 
fees  for  making  a  return,  and  giving  a  bond,  &c.  Laws  1818,  ch. 
94,  §  17.  After  the  return  was  properly  made  and  filed,  the  cause 
was  tried  in  the  common  pleas.  lb.,  §§  18,  19.  In  cases  not  pro- 
vided for  by  way  of  rehearing  on  an  appeal,  the  former  mode  of 
review  by  certiorari  was  retained.  li.,  §  21. 

In  1824  a  change  was  made  in  the  laws  relating  to  justices' 
courts,  but  the  system  of  review  by  appeal  was  retained.  Laws 
1824,  ch.  238,  §  36.  The  issues  of  fact  were  retried  in  the  com- 
mon pleas  by  a  jury.  76.,  §  38.  In  cases  not  provided  for  by 
that  act,  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  supreme  court  was  an  appro- 
priate remedy.  lb.,  §  36. 

The  Eevised  Statutes  of  1830  introduced  a  mode  of  review 
which  was  new  in  some  respects.  For  the  first  time,  the  law 
gave  a  remedy  by  way  of  review  on  a  writ  of  certiorari  issued 
by  the  court  of  common  pleas  and  returnable  into  that  court. 
The  writ  was  founded  upon  an  affidavit  setting  forth  the  grounds 
of  error  complained  of.  2  R.  S.,  255,  256,  ^^  170,  171, 172, 1st  ed. 
A  bond  was  required.  lb.,  §  173.  After  the  return  was  made, 
the  cause  was  heard  and  decided  upon  the  return.  lb.,  257,  <^  181. 
But  no  cause  was  brought  up  by  certiorari  when  the  amonnt 
of  the  judgment  exceeded  $25,  exclusive  of  costs.  lb.,  §  170. 
Where  the  judgment  exceeded  $25,  exclusive  of  costs,  the  remedy 
was  by  way  of  an  appeal  to  the  common  pleas.  2  K.  S.,  258, 
§  186,  1st  ed.  This  appeal  was  founded  upon  an  affidavit  and 
the  allowance  of  a  proper  judge  or  officer.  lb.,  %  187,  188,  If 
the  ai>peal  was  allowed,  a  return  was  made  and  the  cause  retried 
in  the  common  pleas.  lb.,  257-264.  For  the  particulars  of  the 
practice  the  statute  must  be  consulted. 

The  Constitution  of  1846  abrogated  the  conrt  of  common  pleas 
and  substituted  the  county  court  with  a  single  judge.  The  judi- 
ciary act  of  1847  did  not  change  the  practice  in  relation  to  certi- 
oraris  or  appeals,  except  so  far  as  to  make  the  existing  statutes 
relating  to  the  common  pleas  applicable  to  the  county  courts. 
Laws  1847,  ch.  280,  ^  35. 

The  Code  of  1848  made  the  most  material  changes  in  relation 
to  the  review  of  jiidgments.  By  that  act  all  former  modes  of 
review  were  abrogated.  Code  of  1848.  §  301.  Besides  this  there 
was  but  one.  mode  of  review,  whatever  might  be  the  amount  of 
the  judgment  rendered  in  the  justice's  court.  By  that  act  the 
appellant  was  required  to  make  an  affidavit  stating  the  sub- 
stance of  the  testimony  and  proceedings  in  the  court  below, 
together  with  the  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  was  founded. 
Code  of  1848,  -^  303,  A  copy  of  this  affidavit,  with  a  notice  of 
apfieal,  was  also  required  to  be  served  on  the  respondent.  lb., 
^  304.  Security  for  staying  proceedings  was  also  provided  for. 
lb.,  ^  305,  306,  307.  The  respondent  was  permitted  to  serve 
counter  affidavits.  lb.,  §  309.  The  cause  might  be  heard  on  the 
affidavits,  or,  if  they  were  conflicting,  a  return  by  the  justice 
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m\ght  be  ordered.  Ih.  If  no  return  was  ordered,  judgment  was 
rendered  upon  the  facts  appearing-  in  the  atiidavits.  lb.,  ^  317. 
If  a  return  was  made,  the  case  was  heard  and  decided  upon  that. 
li.  The  county  court  had  power  to  affiiui  or  reverse,  or  to  order 
a  new  trial  before  the  same  justice,  Ih.,  <^^  317,  319,  or  before 
any  other  justice  in  the  same  county.  lb.,  §  320. 

The  Code  as  amended  in  1849,  changed  tlie  practice  so  far  as  to 
require  the  justice  to  make  a  return  in  the  lirst  instance,  and  no 
order  of  the  court  was  necessary  for  that  purpose.  Code  of  1849, 
•^  360. 

When  the  return  was  filed  the  cause  was  heard  and  decided 
on  that.  lb.,  %  364,  366. 

In  1851,  changes  were  made  in  the  Code,  but  no  material  modi- 
fications were  made  in  the  genei'al  features  mentioned.  Code,  as 
amended  1851,  <5.>^  353,  354,  359,  366. 

In  1852,  a  very  important  change  Avas  made  in  the  law,  by 
which  all  affidavits  were  dispensed  with,  whether  on  the  part  of 
the  appellant  or  the  respondent.  Code  as  amended  1852  ;  Laws 
1852,  ch.  392,  §>§  353,  354,  360. 

It  will  be  observed  that  under  every  change  in  the  law,  fron^ 
the  enactment  of  the  Code  in  1848,  down  to  the  year  1862,  there 
was  but  one  mode  of  review  or  trial  in  the  county  couit.  The 
cause  was  always  heard  and  decided  on  the  affidavits,  while 
they  were  allowed ;  or  upon  the  return,  and  there  was,  in  no 
instauce,  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court.  This  was  the  rule 
whether  the  amount  of  the  judgment  was  large  or  small,  when 
the  question  related  to  the  merits  of  the  action. 

In  1862,  the  law  was  again  changed,  and  it  has  been  since 
modified.  For  the  statutes  relating  to  this  subject,  see  Vol.  I,  27 
to  34,  §<§.  351  to  371,  both  inclusive. 

As  the  law  now  stands,  a  judgment  may,  in  some  cases,  be 
reviewed  upon  the  justice's  return  ;  while  in  other  cases  the  cause 
may  be  retried  in  the  county  court. 

The  brief  outline  thus  given  was  merely  intended  to  present 
to  the  young  lawyer,  in  the  most  concise  manner,  some  of  the 
prominent  features  of  the  various  modes  of  review  heretofore  in 
use  in  this  state.  This  branch  of  the  subject  must  now  be  dis- 
missed, and  the  subject  which  next  demands  attention  is  the 
practice  as  it  now  exists. 

What  an  appeal  is.']  A  notice  of  appeal  is  in  the  nature  of  pro^ 
cess,  since  it  serves  to  remove  a  cause  from  the  original  jurisdic- 
tion to  an  appellate  tribunal.  It  answers  the  place  of  the  former 
writ  of  error,  or  a  certiorari,  and  that  of  an  appeal.  The  object 
of  removing  a  cause  to  an  appellate  court  is  always  the  same, 
■whatever  may  be  the  mode  by  which  the  object  is  attained ;  and 
the  principal  object,  generally  is,  to  review  the  proceedings  or 
judgment  below  for  alleged  errors,  either  of  law  or  of  fact. 
Sometimes,  however,  the  object  is  to  obtain  relief  from  a  default 
"Which  has  occurred  through  an  excusable  mistake,  or  for  some 
other  equally  available  cause. 
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Kinds  of  appeal.']  In  one  respect,  appeals  may  all  be  said  to  be 
included  in  a  single  class,  or  that  it  is  effected  in  all  cases  by  a 
notice.  But,  when  the  object  of  an  appeal  is  considered,  they 
may  be  divided  into  several  classes,  viz. :  1.  When  the  appellant 
desires  to  renew  the  proceedings  and  judgment  upon  the  facts 
appearing  on  the  face  of  the  return ;  2.  When  he  desires  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings  or  judgment  for  error  in  fact;  3.  When  he 
desires  relief  from  a  default  taken  against  him  ;  4.  When  he  de- 
sires to  review  some  order  made  by  the  court  below ;  5.  When 
he  desires  to  have  the  advantage  of  a  new  trial  in  the  county 
court ;  or,  6.  Where  the  appeal  is  taken  from  some  summary  or 
special  proceedings. 

There  are  some  peculiarities  in  the  practice  in  relation  to  each 
of  these  separate  classes  of  appeals,  and  the  various  classes  will 
each  receive  a  proper  notice  in  the  course  of  this  chapter. 

Who  may  appeal.]  Where  there  are  but  two  parties,  a  plaintiff 
and  a  defendant,  no  one  will  doubt  the  right  of  either  of  them  to 
appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  against  him  in  favor  of  the 
opposite  party.  But  where  there  are  several  plaintiffs  and  several 
defendants,  and  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  all  of  the  defend- 
ants, or  against  all  of  the  plaintiffs,  there  is  sometimes  a  question 
made  whether  an  appeal  must  be  brought  by  all  the  parties 
against  whom  such  judgment  is  rendered,  or  whether  an  appeal 
may  be  brought  by  some  of  the  parties  when  they  alone  feel 
aggrieved  by  the  judgment.  It  is  not  important  to  inquire  what 
the  old  law  was  in  that  respect,  unless  that  law  controls  the 
question  under  the  present  practice.  For  the  rule  under  the  old 
practice,  see 'People  v.  Rensselaer  Com.  Pleas,  11  Wend.,  174; 
Thompson  v.  Yalarino,  3  Denio,  179. 

The  Code  expressly  provides  for  such  a  case.  "Any  party 
aggrieved  may  appeal  in  the  cases  prescribed  in  this  title."  Code, 
^  325.  And  the  title  thus  mentioned  includes  appeals  from  jus- 
tices' and  other  inferior  courts.  There  are  numerous  instances 
in  which  but  one  of  several  defendants  has  any  valid  ground  of 
appeal.  If  an  action  of  trespass  is  brought  against  two  defend- 
ants, there  may  be  a  plain  case  made  out  against  one  of  them, 
and  as  to  the  other,  there  may  not  be  anything  like  a  legal  case 
proved  ;  and  yet  a  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  both 
defendants.  In  such  a  case,  it  is  entirely  evident  that  one  partv 
would  be  "  aggrieved,"  while  the  other  might  not  have  any  just 
cause  of  complaint.  Upon  such  a  state  of  facts,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  aggrieved  party  may  bring  and  sustain  an  appeal 
without  joining  the  other  defendant.  Mattison  v.  Jones,  9  How., 
154. 

There  may  be  instances,  too,  in  actions  arising  upon  contract 
m  which  the  same  rule  would  prevail,  as  in  the  case  of  a  judg- 
ment against  the  maker  and  indorser  of  a  negotiable  promissory 
note.  If  a  case  was  proved  against  the  maker,  but  not  against 
the  indorser,  and  judgment  was  rendered  against  both,  there  can 
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be  no  doubt  that  the  indorser  might  briug  his  appeal  without 
joining  the  maker. 

These  cases  supposed  are  mere  instances  for  illustration,  and 
whenever  any  party  can  show  that  he  is  legally  aggrieved  by  a 
judgment,  he  may  sustain  an  appeal  without  joining  a  co-defend- 
ant or  a  co-plaintiff,  who  is  not  aggrieved  by  the  judgment. 

One  who  is  not  a  party  to  an  action,  but  a  mere  stranger  to  it, 
cannot  briug  an  appeal.  E.  B.  v.  E.  C.  B.,  8  Abb.,  44 ;  Matter  of 
Bristol,  16  Abb.,  397 ;  Martin  v.  Eanouse,  2  Abb.,  390.  The 
legal  representatives  of  a  deceased  party  to  an  action  will  be  in- 
cluded in  the  term  "  aggrieved  party,"  and  they  may  therefore 
bring  an  appeal  in  those  cases  where  the  deceased  party  could 
have  done  so  had  he  survived.  Beach,  v.  Gregory,  2  Abb.,  209 ; 
Martin  v.  Kanouse,  Id.,  392. 

Where  a  party  is  sued  by  a  fictitious  name,  and  a  judgment  is 
rendered  against  him  by  such  name,  he  may,  notwithstanding, 
bring  an  appeal  in  his  true  name.  McCaie  v.  Doe,  2  B.  D.  Smith, 
64.  The  right  of  appeal  is  not  restricted  to  the  party  against 
whom  the  judgment  is  rendered,  and  both  parties  may  appeal 
from  the  same  judgment. 

"When  no  cross  appeal  is  taken  by  the  respondent,  he  cannot 
take  any  advantage  of  an  error  committed  to  his  prejudice  in 
the  court  below,  nor  will  it  be  a  ground  of  reversal  in  his  behalf, 
although  such  error  clearly  appears  from  the  return  on  the  appeal 
brought  by  the  appelant.  Rohbins  v.  Codman,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  316 ; 
Glassner  v.  Wheaton,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  352. 

A  plaintiff  who  has  been  nonsuited  in  the  court  below,  at  his 
own  request,  cannot  reverse  the  judgment,  upon  an  appeal,  even 
though  questions  of  law  were  decided  against  him  by  the  court, 
and  notwithstanding  the  nonsuit  was  submitted  to  with  the 
avowed  purpose  of  reviewing  these  decisions  on  the  appeal. 
O'Douglierty  v.  AldricJi,  5  Denio,  385. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  a  judgment  should  be  rendered  against 
the  party  appealing  to  entitle  him  to  sustain  an  appeal,  for  a 
party  may  reverse  a  judgment  rendered  in  his  own  favor  where 
he  is  injured  or  aggrieved  by  it.  Barker  v.  Newland,  1  Hill,  87. 
Where  a  justice  improperly  excludes  evidence  offered  by  a 
plaintiff,  who,  in  consequence  thereof,  recovers  judgment  for  less 
than  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  the  evidence  had  been 
admitted,  such  plaintiff  may  bring  an  appeal  and  reverse  the 
judgment.  Bissell  v.  Marshall,  6  Johns.,  100. 

But  a  party  will  not  be  permitted  to  reverse  a  judgment  in  his 
own  favor  for  errors  committed  by  the  court  below,  unless  such 
error  is  a  cause  of  injury,  or  legally  "  aggrieves  "  him.  Hughes 
v.  SticJcney,  13  Wend.,  280 ;  Williams  v.  Gwyn,  2  Saund.,  46. 

From  what  judgments  an  appeal  lies.']  An  appeal  lies  from 
judgments,  rendered  by  justices  of  the  peace,  by  justices'  courts 
in  the  cities,  by  the  district  courts  of  the  city  of  New  York,  or 
by  the  general  term  of  the  marine  court  of  that  city.    To  what 
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court  the  appeal  must  be  taken  will  be  explained  in  the  next 
section. 

The  general  rule  is  that  no  appeal  will  lie  before  the  judgment 
in  the  court  below  is  complete  and  perfect.  As  illustrative  of 
this,  it  has  been  held  that  an  appeal  would  not  lie  from  a  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit,  where  no  costs  were  awarded  against  the 
plaintiff.  MonneU  v.  Weller,  2  Johns.,  8;  Nellis  v.  Turner,  4 
Denio,  553 ;  Haulenleclt  v.  Gillies,  7  Abb.,  431 ;  S.  C,  2  Hilt.,  239. 

But  if  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  improperly  granted,  and  it  is 
entered  with  costs  against  the  plaintiff,  an  appeal  will  lie  to 
reverse  such  judgment.  Smith  v.  Sutts,  2  Johns.,  9.  And  where 
a  justice  is  about  to  nonsuit  a  plaintiff  for  a  defect  in  his  proofs, 
the  defendant  cannot  prevent  a  review  of  the  judgment  on  an 
appeal  by  asking  to  have  the  judgment  entered  without  costs ; 
and  if  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  entered  against  the  plaintiff,  with 
costs,  an  appeal  lies  from  the  judgment.  Nellis  v.  TuoJcer,  5 
Denio,  82. 

If  a  county  court  should  order  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  an 
appeal  would  lie  from  it,  even  though  no  costs  were  awarded 
on  the  record.  Lovell  v.  Evertson,  11  Johns.,  52.  The  reason 
assigned  is  that  the  plaintiff  is  aggrieved  by  being  defeated  of 
his  right  of  action,  and  by  being  deprived  of  his  costs  for  prose- 
cuting it.  Ih.  And  there  is  no  reason  why  the  same  rule  should 
not  prevail  in  relation  to  judgments  rendered  in  justices'  courts. 

Where  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  is  rendered  with  costs,  on 
account  of  the  want  of  jurisdiction  by  the  justice  by  reason  of 
his  relationship  to  one  of  the  parties,  such  judgment  may  be 
ajjpealed  from,  and  will  be  reversible.  Edwards  v.  Russell,  21 
Wend.,  63 ;  Randall  v.  Hall,  Hill  &  Denio,  239  ;  ante,  25. 

When  a  justice  renders  a  judgment  which  is  void  on  account 
of  his  warit  of  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action, 
an  appeal  will  lie  to  reverse  such  judgment.  Striker  v.  Mott,  6 
Wend.,  465.  In  stich  a  case  it  is  no  answer  to  the  appeal  tp  say 
that  the  judgment  is  void,  and  that  it  therefore  need  not  be 
reversed.  li.  But  where  a  party  procures  a  judgment  to  be 
rendered  in  his  own  favor,  which  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction, 
he  will  not  be  permitted  to  reverse  it  on  appeal  for  the  irregu- 
larity in  procuring  it.  Fairbanks  v.  Corlies,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  582 ; 
S.  C,  1  Abb.,  150.  It  is  only  the  party  who  is  aggrieved  that 
is  allowed  to  bring  the  appeal,  or  reverse  the  judgment,  lb. 

Where  a  justice  renders  a  judgment  in  an  action  of  which  he 
has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  and  an  appeal  is 
brought  in  a  case  in  which  anew  trial  would  ordinarily  be  proper, 
the  county  court  ought  to  refuse  to  entertain  the  cause  or  to 
render  any  judgment  therein.  Mo/lonev.  Clark,  2  Hill,  658. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  action  should  have  been  a  litigated 
one  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  appeal ;  for  if  the  judgment 
against  him  is  a  final  one,  he  may  appeal  even  though  he  did  not 
at  any  time  appear  in  the  action  in  the  court  below,  nor  object  ^o 
the  introduction  of  illegal  evidence.  Ante,  635.    So  where  there 
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!s  no  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  a  jndg- 
meut  is  rendered  against  him  in  his  absence,  he  may  appeal  from 
the  judgment  and  reverse  it.  Witlins  v.  Wheeler,  28  Barb.,  669 ; 
Fitch  V.  Devlin,  15  Barb.,  47.  So  where  a  judgment  is  rendered 
against  a  defendant,  in  his  absence,  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  allowed  for  appearance,  on  the  false  statement  of  the  plaintiff 
that  the  defendant  did  not  intend  to  appear,  an  appeal  lies  to 
reverse  such  judgment.  Beach  v.  McCann,  1  Hilt.,  256. 

When  a  judgment  is  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  a 
civil  action  of  which  he  has  jurisdiction,  an  appeal  lies  from  it 
without  any  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  action,  whether  it  arose 
lipon  contract  or  for  a  tort.  And  this  rule  includes  every  class 
of  civil  actions  of  which  a  justice  niay  take  cognizance.  It  does 
not  make  any  difference  whether  the  judgment  was  rendered 
upon  an  issue  of  law  or  upon  an  issue  of  fact,  for  an  appeal  lies 
in  either  case.  Vol.  I,  27,  §  352. 

A  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  summary 
proceedings  between  landlord  and  tenant  is  appealable.  3  R.  S., 
840,  §  52,  5th  ed. ;  Laws  1849,  ch.  198,  §  5 ;  Sprdkef  v.  Cooh,  2  E., 
P.  Smith,  567,  574 ;  Deuel  v.  Rust,  24  Barb.,  438 ;  Williums  v. 
Bigelow,  11  How.,  83.  So  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  In  an  action  to  enforce  a  lien  under  the  mechanics'  lien 
law,  is  also  appealable.  People  v.  Judge  of  Rensselaer  Co.,  13 
How.,  398,  401,  and  cases  there  cited. 

Appeal  the  only  mode  ofrevietv.']  The  Code  has  abrogated  every 
mode  of  reviewing  justices'  judgments,  except  that  prescribed 
by  that  instrument  itself.  Vol.  I,  27,  §  351.  The  effect  of  this 
.  change  in  the  practice  is  to  render  many  of  the  old  decisions  of 
very  little  value,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  existing  system  of  prac- 
tice. And  yet  the  rules  of  Construction  settled  and  enforced  in 
some  of  those  cases,  will  be  applied  to  the  settlement  of  questions 
as  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  various  sections  of  the  Code. 
But  while  the  mere  rules  of  practice,  or  the  machinery  by  which 
a  cause  is  transferred  from  an  inferior  to  a  superior  court,  have 
undergone  material  changes,  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  deci- 
sions of  all  questions  which  involve  the  merits  of  the  action,  and 
which  were  brought  up  for  review,  is  controlled  by  the  same  rules 
of  law  which  existed  long  before  the  enactment  of  the  Code. 

The  provisions  Of  section  366  of  the  Code,  Vol.  I,  31,  declaring 
upon  what  principles  judgments  are  to  be  rendered  by  the  appel- 
late court,  are  such  as  have  been  in  force  from  the  earliest  period 
of  our  judicial  history.  And,  upon  all  such  questions,  the  former 
decisions  of  the  courts  are  as  applicable  and  as  authoritative 
now  as  at  any  former  time.  It  is  true  that  the  section  just 
referred  to,  and  in  some  instances  there  are  other  sections  which 
confer  powers  upon  appellate  courts  which  they  did  not  possess 
before  the  enactment  of  the  Code.  This,  however,  will  not  cause 
any  confusion  or  embarrassment  in  relation  to  the  older  deci- 
sions, which  will,  of  course,  be  controlled  by  the  statutes  now  in 
fbrce. 

Wait  11—97 
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Appeal  to  what  court.']  The  general  rule  is,  that  appeals  from 
judgments  rendered  by  justices  of  the  peace,  and  l>y  justices' 
courts  in  cities,  in  civil  actions,  must  be  taken  to  the  county 
court  of  the  county  in  which  such  justice  resides,  and  in  which 
such  judgment  was  rendered.  Vol.  I,  27,  §  352.  The  exceptions 
to  this  rule  are,  that  judgments  rendered  by  justices'  courts  la 
the  city  of  New  York  must  be  taken  to  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  instead  of  being 
removed  to  the  county  court.  The  same  rule  prevails  in  relation 
to  appeals  from  judgments  rendered  by  a  general  term  of  the 
marine  court.  Vol.  I,  27,  §  352.  Ai>pea]s  from  judgments  ren- 
dered by  the  justices'  courts  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  must  be  taken 
to  the  superior  court  of  that  city.  II. 

Appeals  where  more  than  $50  is  claimed.']  When  the  pleadings 
of  either  party  in  the  court  below  demand  a  judgnient  of  more 
than  tifty  dollars,  or  where  the  action  is  replevin  and  the  value 
of  the  property  and  the  damages  shall  exceed  fifty  dollars, 
exclusive  of  costs,  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court  in  either 
of  two  cases :  1.  Where  thp  judgment  was  rendered  upon  an 
issue  of  law ;  2.  Where  it  was  rendered  upon  an  issue  of  fact. 
Vol.  I,  27,  ^  352.  If  an  issue  of  fact  is  joined  a  new  trial  is  to 
be  had  in  such  cases,  whether  the  defendant  was  present  at  the 
trial  or  not.  II. 

The  appellant,  however,  is  not  compelled  to  submit  the  cause 
to  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court  even  wljere  he  appeals  from  a 
judgment  in  such  a  case.  If  he  desires  to  avoid  a  new  trial  in 
the  county  court  he  may  do  so  by  stating  in  his  notice  of  appeal 
that  the  appeal  is  taken  upon  questions  of  law  only,  in  which 
case  no  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court,  but  the  cause  is 
heard  and  decided  upon  the  return  in  the  same  manner  as  though 
the  judgment  was  for  less  than  fifty  dollars,  notwithstanding  the 
judgment  appealed  from  exceeds  fifty  dollars  in  amount.  Vol.  I, 
27,  §  352.  As  to  the  practice  in  the  marine  and  the  district  courts 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  see  Vol.  I,  28,  ^  352. 

There  is  an  other  class  of  cases  in  which  no  new  trial  is  had  in 
the  county  court,  but  the  cause  is  heard  and  decided  upon  the 
justice's  return,  notwithstanding  the  judgment  may  be  for  more 
than  fifty  dollars.  And  where  no  issue  whatever  is  joined,  and 
the  defendant  does  not  appear  in  the  action  in  the  court  below, 
but  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  him  in  his  absence,  the 
appeal  is  decided  upon  the  justice's  return,  whatever  may  be 
the  amount  of  the  judgment. 

Appeals  where  $50  or  less  is  claimed.]  Where  neither  party 
claims  more  than  fifty  dollars  in  his  pleadings,  or  where  the  value 
of  the  property  and  the  damages  are  assessed  sLt  less  than  that 
sum,  or  where  the  judgment  is  for  fifty  dollars  or  less,  and  no 
issue  was  joined  between  the  parties,  and  the  defendant  did  not 
appear  in  the  action  in  the  court  below,  an  appeal  from  such  a 
liidgment  is  always  heard  and  decided  upon  the  justice's  return, 
in  such  a  ease  no  new  trial  can  be  had  in  the  county  court.  Vol.  I, 
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27,  §  352 ;  Ih.,  31,  §  366.  The  rules  applicable  to  the  decisions 
of  such  cases  will  be  noticed  in  a  subsequent  ijlace. 

Appeal,  wJien  to  heirought.']  Where  judgment  is  rendered  upon 
process  which  was  personally  served,  or  where  issue  was  joined 
by  consent,  without  process,  an  appeal  must  be  taken  from  such 
judgment  within  twenty  days  after  its  rendition.  Vol.  1, 28,  ■§  353. 
But  where  the  judgment  was  rendered  upon  process  which  was 
not  personally  served,  and  the  defendant  did  not  appear  in  the 
action  in  the  court  below,  the  defendant  may  bring  an  appeal  at 
any  time  within  twenty  days  after  personal  notice  has  been  given 
to  him  of  the  judgment  Ih. 

Where  judgment  is  rendered  by  a  justice  against  a  defendant 
in  his  absence,  the  latter  may  demand  of  such  justice  a  transcript 
of  the  judgment,  and  a  copy  of  the  process,  pleadings  and  pro- 
cess in  the  cause,  and  the  justice  is  bound  to  furnish  them  upon 
the  payment  of  his  legal  fees  therefor.  Vol.  I,  70,  §  182. 

If  an  appeal  is  not  brought  within  the  time  allowed  by  law  for 
that  purpose  the  right  of  appeal  will  be  lost.  Figaniere  v.  Jack- 
son, 2  Abb.,  286 ;  Seymour  v.  Judd,  2  Oomst.,  464.  An  appear- 
ance for  the  sole  purpose  of  moving  to  dismiss  the  appeal  will 
not  cure  the  deflect.  IT).  But  where  a  written  admission  is  given 
of  due  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  this  will  be  a  waiver  of 
the  objection  that  the  notice  was  not  served  in  due  time.  Striiver 
V.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.,  9  Abb.,  23. 

Where  a  judgment  was  rendered  upon  process  which  was  not 
personally  served,  and  the  plaintiff  desires  to  limit  the  time  for 
appealing,  he  ought  to  serve  a  notice  upon  the  defendant  for  that 
purpose. 

The  notice  ought  to  be  in  writing,  and  to  be  served  by  deliver- 
ing a  copy  thereof  to  the  defendant  personally.  Care  ought  to 
be  taken  to  note  the  time  of  making  such  service,  so  that  due 
proof  may  be  made  of  the  time  when  the  service  was  made. 

Form  of  notice. 
JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe 

vgst. 

Richard  Roe. 


To  Richard  Roe,  defendant : 

You  will  take  notice  that,  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  I  recovered 
a  judgment  against  you,  before  Richardson  P.  Clark.  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  of  Johnstown,  Fulton  county,  for  the  sum  of  $150  damages,  and  $5 
costs ;  and  that  such  judgment  was  rendered  in  an  action  commenced  by  a 
long  attachment  (or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be). 

JOHN  DOE,  Plaintiff. 

Dated  July  20th,  1865. 

Affidavits  not  necessary.']  Although  it  was  formerly  necessary 
to  make  and  serve  an  affidavit  which  stated  the  substance  of 
the  evidence  and  proceedings  in  the  court  below,  as  well  as  the 
grounds  of  appeal,  ante,  764,  it  is  not  now  necessary  or  proper  to 
serve  any  affidavits  in  ordinary  cases  of  appeals. 
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Ill  cases  where  error  iu  fact  is  assigned  as  the  ground  of  appeal, 
or  wlieie  the  defendant  seeks  to  be  relieved  from  a  judgment 
which  was  rendered  against  him  in  his  absence,  and  which  does 
him  injustice,  the  court  may  decide  the  cause  upon  the  affidavits 
of  the  respective  parties.  Vol.  I,  31,  '5.  366.  The  appellant  need 
not,  and  usually  does  not,  serve  such  affidavits  at  the  time  of 
serving  the  notice  of  appeal.  It  may,  however,  be  done  at  that 
time,  if  he  prefers  that  ujode  of  practice. 

But  even  when  such  affidavits  are  served,  whether  at  the  time 
of  serving  the  notice  of  appeal  or  afterwards,  they  do  not  serve 
the  purpose  of  the  affidavits  used  under  the  former  system  of 
appeals  allowing  or  requiring  atfidavits.  The  object  of  an  affi- 
davit under  the  former  practice  was  to  enable  the  justice  to  see 
what  errors  or  acts  were  complaiued  of,  so  that  he  might  return 
fully  as  to  such  matters.  And  when  the  return  was  made  and 
filed,  the  object  for  which  the  affidavit  was  employed  was  gener- 
ally attained.  But  the  affidavit  made  in  these  cases  of  error  iu 
fact,  or  for  excusing  a  default,  are  used  for  a  very  different  pnr- 
pose.  The  justice  is  not  required  to  answer  them  in  his  return ; 
and  when  the  return  is  complete,  the  affidavits  are  not  sujierseded 
by  the  return,  but  are  still  used  as  a  part  of  the  evidence  upou 
which  the  cause  is  to  be  decided  by  the  county  court. 

The  practice  on  appeals  assigning  error  in  fact,  or  asking  to  be 
relieved  from  a  default,  will  be  explained  iu  a  subsequent  place. 

SECTION  II. 

NOTICE  or  APPEAL. 

The  practice  of  bringing  an  appeal  by  the  service  of  a  notice 
is  the  most  simple  and  convenient  mode  yet  adopted  in  this  state. 
This  notice  answers  a  double  purpose,  since  it  takes  the  place  of 
the  old  writ  of  certiorari,  as  well  as  that  of  the  affidavit  on  which 
that  writ  was  formerly  allowed.  The  notice  is  a  process,  or  iu 
the  nature  of  a  process,  for  removing  the  cause  to  the  appellate 
court ;  and  it  also  states  the  grounds  on  which  the  appeal  is 
founded,  which  were  formerly  stated  in  the  affidavit.  The  present 
practice,  therefore,  is  one  which  saves  labor,  while  it  secures  all 
the  advantages  of  the  old  system. 

Notice  of  appeal  must  he  in  writing.]  The  statute  does  not 
declare  in  express  terms  that  a  notice  of  appeal  from  a  justice's 
judgment  must  be  in  writing.  But  the  character  of  the  statute 
renders  a  written  notice  as  necessary  as  though  it  had  been 
expressly  declared  to  be  Indispensable.  The  notice  must  state 
the  grounds;  it  must  be  served  on  the  justice  and  on  the  re8])ond- 
ent?  it  may  iu  some  cases  be  left  with  a  person  of  suitable  age 
and  discretion ;  it  may  be  served  on  the  attorney  of  the  respond- 
ent in  some  cases;  and  it  may  also,  in  a  proper  case^  be  left  with 
the  elerk  of  the  appellate  court.  Vol.  I,  28,  ^^  353,  354. 

Again,  section  408  of  the  Code  provides,  "Notices  shall  be  in 
writing;  and  notices  and  other  papers  may  be  served  on  the  party 
or  attorney  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  next  three  sections. 
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when  not  otherwise  provided  by  this  act."  This  section  is  appli- 
cable to  appeals  to  the  county  court.  Vol.  I,  2,  §  8.  Besides  this, 
a  notice  of  appeal  is  clearly  a  species  of  process,  and  there  is  a 
general  statute  which  expressly  requires  all  process  to  be  in 
writing.  Vol.  I,  80,  §  18.  A  mere  verbal  notice  of  appeal  is  a 
nullity,  although  it  may  have  been  given  within  the  time  allowed 
for  bringing  an  appeal.  People  v.  Eldridge,  7  How.,  108. 

Notice  must  state  the  grounds  of  the  appeal.]  The  statute  ex- 
pressly requires  that  a  notice  of  appeal  should  state  the  grounds 
on  which  the  appeal  is  founded.  Vol.  I,  28,  ^  353.  This  require- 
ment was  intended  to  secure  the  attainment  of  several  objects 
at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same  process:  1.  It  was  intended 
that  the  notice  should  furnish  the  justice  with  full  and  exi)licifc 
information  as  to  the  alleged  errors  committed  in  the  court 
below,  so  that  such  justice  might  be  able  to  return  fully  as  to  all 
the  objections  made;  2.  It  was  inteuded  that  the  respondent 
should  know  what  points  of  error  were  alleged  against  the  judg- 
ment rendered,  so  that  he  might  be  enabled  to  procure  a  further 
or  an  amended  return  if  that  should  be  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  a  fair  hearing;  and  so  that  he  might  know  what  legal 
grounds  of  error  were  assigned,  and  thus  be  prepared  to  meet 
those  on  the  argument;  3.  It  was  also  intended  that  the  appel- 
late court  should  be  apprised  of  the  points  brought  up  for  its 
decision,  so  that  it  could  intelligently  render  judgment  upon  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  Before  noticing  the  cases  decided  in  re- 
lation to  the  notice  of  appeal  provided  by  the  Code,  it  may  be 
well  to  examine  briefly  some  of  the  older  cases  relating  to  the 
same  subject  and  governed  by  the  same  principles  of  law. 

Under  the  old  system  of  review  upon  a  writ  of  certiorari,  the 
affidavit  on  which  it  was  founded  must  have  stated  the  grounds 
upon  which  an  allegation  of  error  was  founded.  2  E,  S.,  256, 
§  171,  1st  ed.  Under  that  statute  it  was  held  that  where  the 
error  relied  on  was,  that  the  evidence  did  not  wan-ant  the  verdict, 
it  was  not  enough  to  detail  the  facts  proved,  but  that  the  com- 
plaining party  must  specifically  state  in  the  aflidavit  that  such 
was  the  ground  of  error.  People  v.  Suffolk  Com.  Pleas,  18  Wend., 
550.  But  where  it  appeared  from  the  affidavit  that  questions 
concerning  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  the  admission  or 
rejection  of  evidence  or  the  like,  were  made  and  decided  on  the 
trial,  that  was  held  to  be  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute 
without  specifying  at  the  close  of  the  affidavit  the  particular 
grounds  on  which  the  party  relied.  People  v.  Oolumiia  Com.  Pleas, 
6  Wend.,  544 ;  People  v.  Onondaga  Com.  Pleas,  8  Id.,  509. 

A  justice  was  required  to  stand  indifferent  between  the  litigant 
parties,  and  where  he  drew  the  affidavit  and  the  papers  for  a  certi- 
grari  at  the  request  of  the  unsuccessful  party,  the  court  quashed 
the  writ.  People  v.  Suffolk  Com..  Pleas,  18  Wend.,  550.  Under  the 
old  practice  it  was  not  essential  that  the  affidavit  should  state 
the  verdict  or  the  judgment  in  the  court  below ;  and,  if  necessary, 
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it  might  have  been  supplied  by  a  supplemental  aflSdavit.  Philips 
V.  Brainard,  2  Cow.,  440. 

Where  the  affidavit  stated  enough  to  enable  the  officer,  to 
whom  application  was  made  for  the  certiorari,  to  judge  whether 
errors  had  been  committed  in  the  proceedings  in  the  court  below, 
and  where  it  stated  sufficient  to  inform  the  justice  as  to  what 
facts  a  return  would  be  required,  this  was  held  to  be  eutirely 
sufficient  without  a  formal  statement  of  the  grounds  of  error  at 
the  close  of  the  affidavit.  People  v.  ColumUa  Com.  Pleas,  6  Wend., 
544  ;  People  v.  Onondaga  Com.  Pleas,  8  Id.,  509. 

From  the  cases  thus  cited,  it  is  evident  that  the  court  acted 
ui)on  the  principle  that  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute  was  sufficient  if- it  enabled  the  justice  to 
make  a  full  and  accurate  return  as  to  the  points  complained  of 
as  error.  The  same  rule  of  construction  ought  to  prevail  under 
the  practice  established  by  the  Code.  The  notice  of  appeal  sup- 
plies the  place  of  the  affidavit  under  the  old  system,  and  it  ought 
to  be  held  to  be  sufficient  in  cases  where  the  old  affidavit  was 
held  to  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  giving  notice  of  the 
grounds  of  error. 

The  cases  decided  since  the  enactment  of  the  Code  will  now 
be  noticed. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  it  is  important  that  all  the  evi- 
dence taken  in  the  court  below  should  be  returned,  especially  in 
those  instances  where  the  error  complained  of  is,  that  the  judg- 
ment is  unsupported  by  evidence,  or  that  it  is  contrary  to  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial  below. 

In  all  such  cases  the  notice  of  appeal  ought  to  require  a  return 
of  all  the  evidence  and  proceedings  below,  and  also  require  the 
justice  to  certify  that  he  has  returned  all  the  evidence  and  pro- 
ceedings. Though,  as  we  shall  see  in  a  subsequent  place,  the 
legal  intendment,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  will 
be,  that  all  the  evidence  has  been  returned  by  the  justice. 

There  are  cases,  however,  in  which  it  is  not  at  all  important 
to  the  appellant  that  all  the  evidence  should  be  returned,  as  where 
the  error  relied  upon  is  some  erroneous  ruling  of  the  justice 
which  will  reverse  the  judgment  irrespective  of  any  question  as 
to  the  evidence  or  the  merits  of  the  action.  In  such  cases  the 
notice  of  appeal  need  not  call  for  a  return  of  all  the  evidence, 
nor  need  it  require  a  return  of  any  matters,  except  such  as  will 
clearly  {)resent  the  point  alleged  as  error.  Partridge  v.  Thayer, 
2  Sandf ,  227.  And,  in  such  a  case,  it  will  not  be  necessary  for 
the  justice  to  return  all  of  the  evidence,  nor  any  portion  of  it, 
except  such  as  may  bear  upon  the  point  complained  of  as  the 
ground  of  appeal. 

It  has  become  quite  a  common  practice  among  justices  to 
return  all,  or  substantially  all,  the  evidence,  whether  called  for  in 
the  notice  of  appeal  or  not. 

In  some  cases  this  may  be  entirely  proper,  particularly  where 
the  points  alleged  as  error  are  affijcted  to  a  greater  or  less  extent 
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by  all  the  evidence  so  returned.  Bu^  where  the  evidence  does 
not  at  all  affect  the  questions  under  review,  and  it  is  not  called 
for  by  the  appellant's  notice  of  appeal,  there  is  no  necessity,  nor 
any  propriety  in  returning  such  useless  matter,  which  merely 
serves  to  incumber  the  record,  to  waste  time,  and  in  some  cases 
to  mislead  the  parties  and  the  court. 

It  is  not  overlooked  that  some  of  the  cases  have  declared  that 
it  is  the  duty  of  a  justice  to  return  all  of  the  evidence  under  the 
practice  established  by  the  Code. 

But  such  general  language  must  be  limited  to  the  case  pre- 
sented ;  and  more  than  this,  the  constr'uction  to  be  adopted  niust 
be  such  as  will  carry  into  effect  the  great  object  of  all  appeals, 
which  is  to  require  a  return  of  so  much  of  the  proceedings  and 
evidence  as  will  fairly  present  the  error  complained  of,  while  all 
other  extrinsic  matters  will  be  excluded. 

The  propriety  of  this  rule  will  be  entirely  evident  upon  con- 
sidering the  practice  as  to  new  trials  in  the  county  court.  lu 
those  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court,  the 
justice  does  not  return  the  evidence  taken  in  the  court  below. 
Vol.  I,  30,  §  360. 

The  reason  is  obvious,  since  the  evidence  could  not  be  of  any 
use  on  the  new  trial.  But  the  principle  is  the  same  where  the 
cause  is  decided  upon  the  justice's  return ;  and  in  that  case 
no  evidence  should  be  required  to  be  returned  when  it  is 
clear  that  it  does  not  in  any  manner  affect  the  questions  under 
review.  Such  a  rule  would  be  equally  advanJ:ageous  to 
the  parties,  to  the  counsel  employed,  and  to  the  court  itself. 
Nothing  could  conduce  more  to  the  dispatch  of  business,  and  to 
the  certainty  of  obtaining  justice,  than  a  system  that  requires  a 
full  and  clear  statement  of  such  matters  as  affect  the  merits  of 
the  parties  involved,  and  then  rigidly  excludes  all  extrinsic  mat- 
ters from  the  record. 

How  grounds  of  error  ought  to  he  stated.']  As  a  question  of  first 
impression,  it  would  seem  that  there  could  be  very  little  difficulty 
in  complying  with  the  requirements  of  the  Code  in  this  respect. 
And  yet  there  is  a  most  irreconcilable  conflict  in  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  upon  this  question. 

The  object  of  the  law  is  clear,  and  no  one  doubts  that  it  merely 
intends  to  provide  that  the  justice,  respondent,  and  the  appellate 
court  shall  be  informed  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  is 
founded.  The  principal  difficulties  have  arisen  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  particular  specifications  of  the  ground  of  error 
were  sufficient  in  notices  under  review,  and  if  they  were  not, 
what  effect  followed  from  the  omission  or  defect  in  the  notice. 
For  the  convenience  of  those  who  may  not  have  the  principal 
reports  upon  these  points,  most  of  the  decisions  will  be  briefly 
stated. 

'  lu  Kelty  V.  JenJcins,  1  Hilt.,  73,  the  notice  of  appeal  stated  the 
grounds  thus :  "  The  judgment  is  unsustained  by,  and  contrary 
to,  law  and  evidence;"  and  this  was  held  insufficient.    The 
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court  said  that  if  such  a  statemeut  were  sxistaiued,  the  notice 
■would  be  a  mere  formality,  and  might  be  given  in  every  case ; 
and  that  it  would  not  furnish  any  information  whatever  to  the 
resi)ondent  or  the  court  as  to  the  grounds  on  which  the  appeal 
was  brought. 

In  The  Mayor  of  N.  T.  v.  Green,  1  Hilt.,  393,  the  notice  did 
not  state  any  grounds  of  error,  but  referred  to  the  aflBdavit  and 
the  proceedings  in  the  court  below  as  the  place  where  the  grounds 
of  appeal  would  be  found ;  bnt  this  was  held  to  be  insufficient. 

In  Lee  v.  Schmidt,  1  Hilt.,  537,  the  notice  alleged  as  the  grounds 
of  error,  "That  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  court' is  contrary 
to  the  clear  and  decided  weight  of  the  evidence  produced  on  the 
trial  of  this  action,"  but  the  statement  was  held  to  l)e  defective,  and 
the  court  said,  page  540,  "  We  have,  therefore,  held  that  It  nnist 
specify  with  reasonable  certainty  the  alleged  error  or  errors, 
whether  in  the  process,  the  pleadings,  the  proceedings  at  the  trial, 
or  in  the  giving  of  judgment,  that  the  justice  may  omit  nothing 
in  his  return  essential  or  necessary  to  bring  up  the  matter  fairly 
for  review,  or,  in  the  event  of  his  neglecting  to  do  so,  that  the 
respondent  may  have  an  opportunity,  before  the  appeal  is  brought 
to  a  hearing,  of  applying  to  the  court  for  an  order  that  the  jus- 
tice return  specifically  in  respect  to  any  matter  which  may  be 
essential  to  a  full  and  fair  review  "of  the  case."  > 

In  Williams  v.  Cunningham,  2  Sandf.,  632,  the  court  said,  "  The 
appellant  must  put  his  finger  on  the  point  relied  upon,  or  dis- 
tinctly inform  his  adversary  on  what  ground  he  alleges  that  there 
is  error  in  the  judgment."  See  also  Sullivan  v.  McDonald,  Id., 
note  a;  Irwin  y.  Muir,  13  How.,  409. 

lu  Derby  v.  Hannin,  15  How.,  32,  the  grounds  of  appeal  were 
that  "The  judgment  is  clearly  against  the  law  and  the  evidence 
of  the  case,"  but  this  was  held  to  be  insufficient,  and  the  court 
siiid,  page  35,  "  It  is  clearly  right  that  the  party  appealing  from 
a  judgment  should  distinctly  take  bis  ground  when  he  appeals, 
so  that  the  opposite  party,  if  in  error,  may  abandon  his  jndgmenit 
and  stop  the  further  prosecution  of  the  suit ;  and  so  that,  if  it 
goes  on,  the  justice  may  see  and  know  to  what  point  he  is  called 
upon  to  make  a  return.  It  is  in^analogy  with  all  the  judicial 
proceedings,  under  the  Code,  to  make  the  parties  take  their 
ground  and  make  their  objections  and  exceptions  in  the  first 
stages  of  the  litigation,  that  the  errors  complained  of  may  be 
corrected  when  practicable,  and  the  attention  of  the  court  of 
review  be  chiefly  directed  to  distinct  points  of  law  or  evidence 
fairly  presented,  and  expressly  decided  by  the  court  below." 

In  Deuchars  v.  Wlieaton,  16  How.,  471,  the  errors  assigned 
were,  "  that  material  testimony  offered  on  the  trial  was  excluded; 
that  material  testimony  was  admitted  which  ought  to  have  been 
excluded;  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  on  the  question  of 
damages,  and  that  the  judgment  was  against  the  law  of  the 
case ;"  but  the  statement  was  held  to  bo  insufficient,  and  the  court 
jSiaid,  page  472,  '*  The  ground  stated  should  refer  to  some  par^ 
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ticular  error  of  the  justice,  or  decision  made  during  the  trial,  as 
that  the  justice  improperly  received  the  witness  John  Doe,  or 
rejected  the  testimony  of  Eichard  Eoe,  on  a  particular  point, 
or  overruled  an  objection  to  such  testimony  in  whole  or  on  some 
particular  subject  of  inquiry.  If  a  motiou  for  a  nonsuit  was 
made  and  denied,  the  ground  may  then  be  general  that  the 
justice  refused  to  nonsuit.  Such  an  objection  will  necessarily 
call  for  a  review  of  the.  whole  testimony  at  the  time  when  such  a 
motion  was  made  and  denied." 

In  the  cases  which  have  thus  far  been  noticed,  it  will  be 
observed  that  the  courts  with  great  unanimity  enforce  the  rule 
which  reqixires  that  the  notice  shall  state  the  grounds  of  appeal. 
But  they  do  not  all  harmonize  upon  the  question  what  is  a  suffi- 
cient statement  of  such  grounds.  My  own  views  in  relation  to 
the  matter  can  be  stated  in  a  few  words.  Where  an  api>eal  is 
brought  because  of  some  defect  in  the  process  by  which  the  action 
was  commenced,  or  in  consequence  of  some  defect  in  the  affidavit 
upon  which  such  process  was  founded,  the  notice  ought  briefly 
to  state  such  defect.  If  a  motion  was  made  to  set  aside  tlie  pro- 
cess, and  it  was  denied,  then  state  that  as  a  ground  of  error. 
The  same  rule  applies  to  a  defective  return  to  process. 

If  the  justice  erred  in  his  decision  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  a 
pleading,  and  an  appeal  is  founded  upon  that  ground,  let  that  be 
briefly  stated  as  the  error  comidained  of.  If  the  proceedings  for 
the  impanneling  of  a  jury  were  erroneous,  such  fact  can  be  briefly 
alleged.  So,  if  the  justice  errs  by  rejecting  a  witness  who  ought 
to  have  been  received;  or  if  he  improperly  receives  a  witness,  or 
evidence  which  ought  to  have  been  rejected,  the  notice  s'hould 
state  briefly,  but  plainly,  the  particular  witness  or  evidence  which 
was  so  received  or  rejected.  If  the  justice  should  err  in  any 
other  proceeding  during  the  trial,  as  to  any  matter  of  practice, 
or  should  deliver  an  erroneous  charge  to  the  jury,  the  notice 
ought,  in  all  such  cases,  to  specify  distinctly,  but  briefly,  the 
precise  point  of  objection.  When  such  a  mode  of  stating  the 
grounds  of  appeal  is  adopted,  the  law  will  be  complied  with,  and 
the  notice  be  sufficient. 

In  the  classes  of  cases  thus  pointed  out,  it  is  possible  to  take 
a  precise  objection  in  the  court  below,  and  it  is  also  easy  to  state 
that  ground  of  objection  in  the  notice  of  appeal.  But  there  may 
be  cases  in  which  such  a  mode  of  stating  the  grounds  of  appeal 
cannot  be  adopted.  It  is  true  that  a  defendant  may  move  for 
a  nonsuit  in  those  cases  in  which  he  thinks  the  law  does  not 
authorize  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff,  ,or  where  the  evidence  is 
entirely  insufficient,  and  if  the  nonsuit  is  denied,  that  decision 
may  be  stated  as  the  ground  of  error.  But  suppose  that  a  plain- 
tiff proves  a  plain  case  as  to  law  and  evidence,  and  the  justice 
or  a  jury  find  for  the  defendant.  In  such  a  case  it  would  not  be 
possible  for  the  plaintiff  to  allege,  as  grounds  of  error,  anything 
more  than  that  the  judgment  was  against  the  evidence  given  on 
the  trial,  and  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  case.  In  ^uch  a  case  no 
Wait  11—98 
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one  could  be  mistaken  as  to  the  cause  of  complaint.  The  justice 
Avould  know^  that  the  entire  evidence  was  to  be  returned;  and  the 
respondent  would  clearly  see  what  he  was  called  upon  to  answer; 
and  so,  too,  the  appellate  court  would  readily  ascertain  what 
matters  the  appellant  desired  to  review  on  the  appeal.  But 
more  than  this,  the  notice  in  such  a  case  would  be  as  specific  as 
it  could  be  made,  and,  therefore,  it  would  state  the  particular 
grounds  on  which  the  appeal  was  founded.  The  same  rule  ought 
to  prevail  when  a  defendant  appeals  on  the  ground  that  the 
judgment  against  him  is  against  the  law  and  the  whole  evidence 
in  the  case.  But  in  either  case,  the  appellant  would  be  restricted 
to  the  grounds  taken,  and  he  must  show  that  the  judgment 
is  erroneous  as  to  the  law  upon  all  the  facts  appearing  in  the 
case,  or  that  the  judgment  is  contrary  to  the  evidence,  or  is 
unsupported  by  evidence,  as  the  case  may  be.  Under  such 
general  grounds  of  error,  the  appellant  would  not  be  permitted 
to  raise  particular  questions  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence, 
or  the  like,  since  those  could,  and  ought  to  have  been,  pointed 
out  specifically. 

Such  a  rule  protects  the  rights  of  both  parties,  and  it  is  not 
difficult  in  it«  application  to  practice.  The  whole  question  is  of 
less  importance  now  than  formerly,  because  causes  of  much  conse- 
quence will  be  retried  in  the  county  court,  and  the  form  of  the 
notice  will  not  be  a  question  in  the  case.  Thus  much  has  been 
said  upon  this  question,  with  a  view  to  point  out  a  course  of 
practice  which  is  consistent  and  practical,  as  well  as  convenient 
and  just  to  the  parties. 

There  is  a  very  important  class  of  cases  in  which  it  is  not 
important  to  state  any  particular  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal 
is  founded.  In  those  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  to  be  had  in 
the  county  court,  as  a  matter  of  course,  there  is  no  reason  for 
requiring  any  statement  as  to  the  rulings  of  the  court  below, 
since  they  are  not  reviewed  in  the  appellate  court.  The  evidence 
is  not  to  be  returned  in  such  a  case,  nor  anything  else  but  the 
process,  proof  of  its  service,  the  pleadings  or  copies  thereof, 
the  proceedings  and  judgment,  and  a  brief  statement  of  the 
claims  litigated.  Vol.  I,  30,  §  360. 

In  all  such  cases  of  appeals,  where  a  new  trial  must  be  had  in 
the  county  court,  it  will  be  a  sufficient  compliance  to  state, 
in  general  terms,  that  the  judgment  is  contrary  to  law  and  evi- 
dence. Fowler  v.  Westervelt,  40  Barb.,  374,  376.  The  court 
said :  "  The  amount  of  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs,  litigated  in  the 
justice's  court,  exceeded  $50,  and  on  appeal  to  the  county  court, 
the  appellant  was  entitled  to  a  new  trial  as  a  matter  of  right, 
not  dependent  upon  error  in  the  proceedings  in  the  justice's 
court.  He  can  only  take  his  appeal  by  the  notice  prescribed  by 
§  353,  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  and  it  is  necessary  that  he  state 
therein  the  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  is  founded ;  but  as 
the  appellate  court,  in  such  cases,  cannot  pass  upon  any  ques- 
tion suggested  by  the  grounds  of  appea,!,  but  must  proceed  to  a 
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new  trial  of  the  action,  whether  they  can  be  sustained  or  not, 
there  can  be  no  reason  for  requiring  particularity  in  their  state- 
ment; and  an  allegation  that  the  judgment  was  against  law 
and  evidence  is,  therefore,  on  an  appeal  in  such  cases,  a  sufidcient 
compliance  with  the  requirement  that  the  grounds  of  appeal 
shall  be  stated  in  the  notice." 

Consequences  of  defective  statement,  &c.]  The  practice  as  to  the 
disposition  which  should  be  made  of  a  notice  which  does  not 
properly  state  the  grounds  of  appeal,  has  not  been  entirely 
uniform.  Several  different  modes  have  been  adopted  by  the 
courts  in  different  districts.  In  some  cases  the  notice  is  held  to 
be  a  nullity,  and  the  appeal  is  dismissed  if  the  statement  of  the 
grounds  is  insufficient.  In  others  the  cause  is  not  dismissed,  but 
the  appellant  is  limited  to  the  argument  of  those  grounds  stated 
in  the  notice.  In  some  others  the  notice  is  treated  as  a  mere 
mode  of  removing  the  cause  to  the  appellate  court,  and  all 
errors  appearing  in  the  return  are  available  whether  specified  in 
the  notice  or  not.  In  still  others  the  judgment  was  affirmed, 
because  of  the  omission  to  properly  state  the  grounds  of  appeal. 
Some  of  these  cases  will  now  be  noticed  in  detail. 

In  Schivartz  v.  Bendel,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  123,  it  was  held  that 
an  omission  to  state  the  grounds  of  the  appeal  in  the  notice 
would  warrant  a  dismissal  of  the  appeal ;  and  yet  the  court 
retained  the  cause  and  decided  it  on  the  merits,  no  motion 
having  been  made  for  a  dismissal. 

In  Derby  v.  Hannin,  15  How.,  32 ;  nS^.  C,  5  Abb.,  150,  it  was 
held  that  the  appellant  was  limited  to  the  points  specified  in  the 
notice  of  appeal  as  the  grounds  of  error,  and  that  if  those  objec- 
tions were  untenable  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed.  And  it 
was  further  held,  that  the  judgment  would  not  be  reversed  even 
though  the  return  disclosed  errors  for  which  a  reversal  would 
have  been  certain,  had  the  notice  of  appeal  specified  them  as 
grounds  of  error.  But  Forman  v.  Forman,  17  How.,  255,  is 
directly  opposed  on  this  point. 

In  Deucliars  v.  Wheaton,  16  How.,  471,  the  grounds  of  error 
assigned  were :  "  That  material  testimony  offered  on  the  trial 
was  excluded ;  that  material  testimony  was  admitted  which 
ought  to  have  been  excluded ;  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient 
on  the  question  of  xlamages,  and  that  the  judgment  was  against 
the  law  of  the  case,"  and  it  was  held  that  the  allegations  of 
error  were  too  vague  and  general  to  present  any  particular  point 
for  review,  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  In  Busli  v.  Den- 
nison,  14  How.,  307,  the  notice  of  appeal  was  not  returned  by 
the  justice,  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed,  on  the  ground  that 
no  errors  were  alleged,  and  the  case  was  disposed  of  in  the  same 
manner  as  though  a  notice  had  been  returned  which  did  not 
state  any  grounds  of  appeal. 

In  Lee  v.  Schmidt,  1  Hilt.,  537;  S.  C,  6  Abb.,  183,  the  error 
assigned  was,  "  that  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  court  is  con- 
trary to  the  clear  and  decided  weight  of  the  evidence  produced 
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on  the  trial  of  tbis  action ;"  but  this  was  held  to  be  insufficient 
to  authorise  a  review  of  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
contrary  to  evidence,  or  against  evidence,  because  each  of  them 
constitutes  a  distinct  ground  of  error,  and  if  relied  upon,  must 
be  distinctly  stated.  At  page  541,  the  court  said  :.  "  A  verdict 
or  judgment  may  be  erroneous  for  want  of  evidence  to  su[>port 
it,  or  it'may  be  against  evidence,  as  where  there  is  no  conflict  in 
the  testimony  as  to  the  facts,  and  the  conclusion  founded  upon 
them  is  erroneous  in  law,  or  where  there  is  a  conflict  among  the 
witnesses,  or  in  the  testimony  offered,  the  finding  may,  as  above 
stated,  be  against  the  Aveight  of  evidence.  These  are  all  distinct 
grounds  of  error,  for  either  of  which  the  judgment  may  be 
reversed,  and  if  any  one  is  relied  upon  it  must  be  stated  in  the 
notice  of  appeal.  To  give  notice,  therefore,  that  the  ground  of 
appeal  is,  that  the  judgment  is  contrary  to  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence, when  the  error  upon  which  the  appellant  means  to  rely  is, 
that  the  plaintiff  tailed  prima  fade  to  establish  any  cause  of 
action,  would  have  the  effect  to  mislead  rather  than  to  apprise 
the  respondent  and  the  justice  of  the  real  ground  the  defendant 
meant  to  take  before  the  appellate  court  for  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment." 

In  Moore  v.  Somerindyhe,  1  Hilt.,  199,  it  was  held  that  no  errors 
would  be  noticed  or  considered  by  the  court  unless  they  were 
stated  in  the  notice  of  ai)peal.  See  Cristman  v.  Paul,  16  How., 
17,  to  the  same  effect  by  Herkimer  county  court. 

In  McEacliron  v.  Bawdies,  34  Barb.,  304,  one  of  the  grounds 
of  error  assigned  was,  that  "  when  the  jury  returned  to  render 
their  verdict,  no  one  appeared  or  answered  for  the  plaintiff,"  and 
this  was  held  to  be  insufficient  to  raise  the  question  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  called,  or  whether  he  was  absent,  when  the  verdict 
was  received. 

Ir»  Saunders  v.  Keough,  27  How.,  477,  one  ground  of  error 
assigned  was,  that  "  the  judgment  should  have  been  for  the 
plaintiff  for  at  least  $15  damages,  besides  costs,  instead  of  being 
agaitist  him  for  costs;"  an  other  was,  that  "the  judgment  was 
without  evidence,  and  contrary  to  law,"  and  it  was  held  that  both 
of  these  statements  of  error  were  sufficient. 

In  Webster  v.  Hopkins,  11  How.,  140,  the  error  alleged  was, 
that  "  the  judgment  is  against  law  and  evidence,"  and  it  was 
held  that  if  the  return  disclosed  any  errors  sufficient  to  reverse 
the  judgment  such  judgment  must  be  reversed  even  though  the 
particuliir  ground  of  error  was  not  stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 
It  was  also  held  that  the  cause  must  be  decided  upon  what 
appears  in  the  return,  and  that  the  notice  of  appeal  was  not  to  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  the  return  for  that  purpose. 

In  Forman  v.  Forman,  17  How.,  255,  it  was  held  that  when  a 
notice  of  appeal  states  even  a  single  ground  of  error  properly, 
this  will  be  sufficient  to  anthorize  the  court  to  examine  the  return, 
and  to  reverse  the  judgment  for  an^  error  appearing  therein, 
even  though  it  is  not  stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 
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In  several  cases  it  bas  been  held  tbat  a  defective  statement  of 
the  gronnds  of  error  is  available  as  an  objection  by  the  respondent. 
But  it  is  also  held  that  the  only  proper  way  to  raise  the  question 
is  by  way  of  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  and  that  if  tins  is 
not  done,  the  defect  will  be  waived  and  cannot  be  insisted  upon 
on  the  argument  of  the  cause.  Nye  v.  Ayres^  1  E.  D*  Smith,  533 ; 
Partridge  v.  Thayer,  2  Sandf.,  228;  Webster  v.  Hopkinst  11 
How.,  140 ;  Williams  v.  Cunningham,  2  Sandf.,  632 ;  SuUiiian 
V.  McDonald,  Id.,  note  a. 

From  this  review  of  the  cases  cited,  it  is  evident  that  the 
decisions  are  not  harmonious.  Bat  they  are  not  so  conflicting 
as  to  prevent  the  adoption  of  some  general  rules  which  ought 
to  be  observed.  That  the  notice  of  appeal  shall  state  the  grounds 
of  appeal  is  a  statutory  command,  and  it  must  be  obeyed.  But 
while  this  is  done,  it  should  be  so  carried  out  as  to  give  full  effect 
to  the  object  of  such  a  notice.  It  is  true  that  the  justice  and 
the  respondent  are  to  be  infortned  of  the  errors  complained  of;  but 
this  is  not  the  sole  object  of  a  notice  of  appeal. 
,.  It  is  by  virtue  of  this  notice  that  the  appellate  court  acquires 
jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  And  when  a  return  is  duly  made  and 
filed,  the  appellate  court  has  complete  jurisdiction  of  the  entire 
cause.  If  the  justice  has  made  a  full  return  of  all  the  evidence, 
proceedings,  objections,  and  the  like,  that  occurred  in  the  court 
below,  and  evident  injustice  has  been  done  to  the  appellant, 
common  justice  would  require  that  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed.  And  if  this  is  not  done  it  must  be  because  of  the 
bbjectioa  that  the  ground  of  reversal  was  not  stated  in  the  notice 
of  appeal.  One  of  the  principal  objects  of  the  Code  was  to 
introduce  a  system  which  allowed  amendments  with  great  liber- 
ality. And  surely  if  any  case  calls  for  the  application  of  such 
a  rule,  this  must  be  one  of  them.  Code,  i^"^  8, 173.  Again,  the 
court  is  required  to  render  judgment  upon  the  whole  ease  with- 
out regard  to  technical  errors  or  defects.  Code,  §  366.  If  it  is 
nfged  that  the  respondent  may  be  injured  or  misled  by  adopting 
such  a  practice,  it  is  easy  to  provide  a  full  protection  for  his 
rights.  If  the  appellant  intentionally  omits  to  state  the  grounds 
of  appeal,  the  court  may  dismiss  the  appeal  for  that  very  reason. 
So,  too,  if  the  notice  presented  a  single  ground  of  error  which 
was  properly  stated,  but  it  was  not  well  taken  as  a  matter  of 
law,  the  court  undoubtedly  has  power  to  limit  him  to  that  single 
objection.  Soj  too,  the  notice  may  state  the  grounds  very  defect- 
ively, and  yet  may  have  been  intended  to  state  the  precise 
grounds  complained  of,  and  in  such  cases  the  court  has  power 
to  enforce  a  strict  rule  of  construction,  or  to  apply  a  more  prac- 
tical one  founded  upon  the  merits  of  the  case.  If  an  appellant 
should  attempt  to  evade  the  requirements  of  the  Code  as  to 
stating  the  grounds  of  appeal,  he  could  not  complain  if  a  strin- 
gent rule  were  enforced  against  him.  But  when  he  has  acted  in 
entire  good  faith,  the  true  practice  would  be  to  secure  his  rights, 
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and  at  the  same  time  requiring  him  to  submit  to  such  regulations 
as  will  prevent  injustice  to  the  respondent. 

The  power  to  amend  a  notice  of  appeal  is  clear  beyond  a  ques- 
tion. And  when  justice  will  be  promoted  by  such  an  amendment, 
it  ought  to  be  granted  upon  such  terms  as  are  just  to  the  opposite 
party.  Even  this  liberal  view  of  the  practice  will  be  found  not 
to  infringe  upon  well  settled  rules  of  construction,  nor  upon  the 
interests  or  rights  of  the  respondent.  Suppose  that  a  notice  of 
appeal  is  defective,  and  a  return  is  made  which  states  fully  all 
that  transpired  in  the  court  below,  the  respondent,  by  examining 
the  return,  can  fully  and  clearly  know  what  errors  are  set  forth 
in  the  return,  and  duly  objected  to  in  the  court  below.  And,  if 
he  has  this  information,  he  can  readily  ask  for  an  amended  return, 
if  that  is  necessary  to  protect  his  rights. 

It  is  undoubtedly  the  duty  of  the  court  to  prevent  an  appellant 
from  taking  any  advantage  from  a  deceptive  or  secret  practice, 
or  from  springing  any  surprises  upon  his  adversary.  But,  when 
this  is  done,  the  practice  ought  to  be  as  liberal  as  possible.  It  is 
a  familiar  fact  with  the  entire  profession,  that  they  look  to  the 
justice's  return  for  the  errors  which  are  to  be  considered  by 
the  appellate  court.  And  since  both  parties  have  free  access  to 
it,  and  since  either  of  them  may  procure  an  amendment  in  a 
proper  case,  the  true  practice  would  be  to  treat  the  return  as  the 
repositorj"-  of  the  matters  to  be  reviewed. 

While  the  utmost  liberality  in  practice  is  thus  advocated,  it  is 
not  by  any  means  intended  to  claim  that  the  statute  can  be  dis- 
regarded. The  utmost  that  is  intended  to  be  suggested  is,  that 
the  statute  shall  be  so  applied  and  enforced  as  to  subserve  the 
interests  of  the  parties  and  of  justice,  instead  of  being  enforced 
in  accordance  with  a  technical  rule  of  construction  or  of  practice. 

Where  an  amendment  of  the  notice  of  appeal  is  asked  before 
a  return  is  made,  it  will  be  granted  by  any  court,  if  justice  will 
thereby  be  promoted.  And  if  an  amendment  is  necessary  for  the 
same  purpose,  even  after  the  return  is  made  and  filed,  such 
amendment  will  be  granted  upon  such  terms  as  will  secure  the 
interests  and  the  rights  of  both  parties. 

In  the  higher  courts  of  record  no  grounds  of  appeal  are  stated 
in  the  notice  of  appeal.  And  since  the  change  in  the  law  require- 
ing  new  trials  in  the  connty  courts,  the  statement  of  the  par- 
ticular grounds  of  appeal  is  dispensed  with.  Ante,  778.  There 
is,  therefore,  but  a  limited  class  of  cases,  and  those  of  the  least 
importance,  in  which  the  grounds  of  appeal  need  be  stated  with 
any  particularity.  Under  such  circumstances  the  utmost  liber- 
ality of  practice  ought  to  prevail.  And  while  the  notice  must 
be  sufficient  to  procure  a  proper  return,  and  also  to  inform  the 
respondent  and  the  appellate  court  of  the  errors  complained  of, 
when  this  object  is  accomplished  the  law  will  be  satisfied.  The 
exercise  of  the  power  of  granting  amendments  liberally  need  not 
produce  any  injurious  results,  nor  need  it  introduce  any  abuses. 

If  a  party,  by  negligence,  omits  to  state  the  grounds  of  appeal 
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fully  or  accurately,  he  must  take  the  risk  of  obtaining  leave  to 
amend,  and  when  the  application  is  made  the  court  can  always 
require  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  good  faith  of  the  application, 
and  of  the  propriety  of  the  amendment  before  it  is  allowed. 
With  such  safeguards  the  interests  of  all  parties  may  be  pro- 
moted, and  a  liberal  system  of  practice  adopted  and  administered. 

The  correct  practice  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  will  be  to 
state  fully  and  accurately  all  the  grounds  upon  which  he  relies 
for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  appealed  from ;  and  if  this  is  done 
with  care  and  in  good  faith,  he  may  rely  upon  the  liberality  of  the 
appellate  court  in  relieving  him  from  all  unavoidable  errors  or 
omissions,  when  it  will  be  for  the  furtherance  of  justice  to  supply 
the  defects.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  should  carelessly  or  negli- 
gently omit  to  state  his  grounds  of  error  carefully  or  accurately, 
or  if  he  should  intentionally  state  them  in  a  deceptive  or  fraudu- 
lent manner,  Jt  is  certain  that  the  appellate  court  can  and  will 
apply  the  proper  corrective  when  the  question  is  presented  for  its 
consideration.  The  power  of  courts  to  permit  amendments  of  a 
notice  of  appeal  is  now  unquestioned.  Wood  v.  Kelly,  2  Hilt., 
334;  Irwin  v.  Moore,  13  How.,  410;  and  see  ante,  759  to  762. 

Notice  of  appeal  must  le  returned.']  The  statute  in  express  terms 
requires  that  the  notice  of  appeal  shall  in  all  cases  be  annexed 
to  the  return.  Vol.  I,  30,  §  360.  And  even  before  this  statutory 
requirement,  it  was  held  that  an  appeal  might  be  dismissed  if  the 
notice  of  appeal  was  not  attached  to  the  return  and  filed  with  it. 
Cdbrey.  Sturges,  1  Hilt.,  160.  So,  too,  it  was  held  that  the  judg- 
ment would  be  affirmed  for  the  reason  that  no  grounds  of  error 
appeared  to  be  assigned.  BusJi  v.  Dennison,  14  How.,  307. 

Defective  or  irregular  service  of  notice.']  An  objection  that  a 
notice  of  appeal  from  a  justice's  court  has  been  served  after 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute,  can  be  taken  advantage  of 
only  by  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  when  that  fact  does  not 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  return  itself.  Mills  v.  SJmlt,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  139. 

"Where  a  notice  of  appeal  is  served  on  the  justice  within  the 
twenty  days  allowed  by  law,  but  it  is  not  served  on  the  respond- 
ent until  after  that  time,  the  county  court  is  bound  to  dismiss 
the  appeal  upon  proper  aflSdavits,  and  on  a  motion  for  that 
purpose.  People  v.  Eldridge,  7  How.,  108. 

It  is  not  a  discretionary  matter  with  the  county  court  whether 
to  grant  the  motion  or  not ;  and  if  the  motion  is  denied  upon  a 
proper  application,  a  writ  of  prohibition  will  be  issued  by  the 
supreme  court,  to  prevent  further  proceedings  upon  the  appeal, 
Ih.  This  is  a  jurisdictional  question  which  is  not  waived  by  a 
mere  neglect  to  move  at  the  first  term,  nor  by  anything  less 
than  some  positive  act  of  submission  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
appellate  court.  Ih.  In  such  a  case  there  can  be  no  amendment 
since  there  is  nothing  to  amend,  nor  anything  to  amend  by;  if 
the  notice  had  been  served,  and  it  was  defective,  such  notice  might 
be  amended  upon  a  proper  motion.  li. 
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Where,  however,  an  appellant  has  served  his  notice  of  appeal 
within  the  proper  time,  and  in  good  faith,  the  court  has  power  to 
correct  errors  in  any  other  uiattei's  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal ; 
and  where,  in  such  a  case,  the  amount  of  costs  paid  to  the  jastice 
is  insufficient,  the  court  may  allow  the  appellant  to  pay  the  bal- 
ance. Aldritch  v.  Ketchum,  12  N".  Y.  Leg.  Obs.,  319. 

Notice  of  appeal  to  county  court. 

JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

joiia  Do6  )  Before  Richardson  P.  Claek,  Esq.,  a  Justiee  of 

agst.  V     the  Peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  Fulton 

Richard  Roe,  j        county. 

Take  notice  that  the  defendant  appeals  to  the  county  court  of  Pulton 
county,  from  the  judgment  rendered  herein  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1865, 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant,  for  the  sura  of  two 
hundred  dollars^  damages  and  costs,  and  that  the  following  are  the  grounds 
upon  which  this  appeal  is  founded : 

1.  The  justice  erred  in  refusing  to  quash  the  warrant  issued  in  this  action, 
as  the  defendant  requested  him  to  do,  on  the  ground  that  no  affidavit  had 
been  made  or  furnished  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  such  process. 

2.  The  justice  erred  in  not  setting  aside  the  attachment  issued  in  this 
action,  as  the  defendant  requested  him  to  do,  for  the  reason  that  no  bond 
or  other  security  had  been  given  before  the  issuing  of  such  process. 

3.  The  justice  erroneously  refused  to  grant  an  adjournment  of  this  cause 
on  the  proofs  made  for  that  purpose,  at  the  time  of  applying  therefor,  as 
will  appear  by  the  facts  stated  in  the  return  of  such  justice ;  such  appli- 
cation having  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  evidence  of  A.  B., 
an  absent  and  material  witness  for  the  defendant  on  the  trial  of  said  action. 

4.  The  justice  erred  in  excluding  A.  B.  as  a  witness,  when  offered  by 
the  defendant  on  the  said  trial. 

5.  The  justice  erred  in  receiving  C.  D.  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  against  the  objection  of  the  defendant. 

6.  The  justice  erred  in  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  put,  and  to  receive  ah 
answer  to,  the  following  question  put  to  A.  B.,  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the 
pliiintiff.  viz. :  Do  you  believe  that  a  legal  cause  of  action  has  been  proved 
on  this  trial  against  the  defendant  ? 

7.  The  justice  erred  in  refusing  to  allow  A.  B.,  a  witness  for  the  defend- 
ant, to  answer  the  following  question :  Have  you  ever  heard  the  plaintiff 
say  anything  in  relation  to  the  demand  sued  on  in  this  action  ? 

8.  The  justice  erred  in  refusing  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  on  motion  of  the 
defendant,  duly  made  at  the  trial. 

9.  The  justice  erred  in  charging  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  upon  the  note  sued  upon  in  this  action,  notwithstanding 
the  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  note,  and  its  delivery  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff. 

10.  The  verdict  and  judgment  are  against  the  Weight  of  the  entire 
evidence  given  on  the  said  trial. 

11.  The  verdict  and  the  judgment  are  entirely  unsupported  by  the  evi- 
dence given  on  said  trial. 

12.  On  the  whole  evidence  given,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
a  verdict  and  judgment. 

1 3.  The  verdict  and  judgment  are  contrary  to  law,  upon  the  facts  proved 
on  the  said  trial. 

14.  The  justice  erred  in  not  rendering  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant 
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15.  The  jury  erred  in  not  finding  their  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

16.  The  defendant  failed  to  appear  before  the  justice,  in  the  action  in  the 
court  below,  by  reason  of  an  excusable  error  or  mistake,  and  manifest 
injustice  has  been  done  to  the  defendant  in  this,  to  wit :  the  justice  ren- 
dered a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  against  the  defendant  foi" 
the  sum  of  $200,  for  goods  alleged  to  have  been  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to 
tlie  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  and  the  justice  neglected  or  refused  to 
credit  the  defendant  with  the  sum  of  $100,  which  had  been  paid  on  said 
demand ;  and  the  appellant  claims  that  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant  ought  not  to  have  been  for  a  greater  sum 
than  $100,  with  costs,  instead  of  the  sum  of  $200,  and  costs,  as  it  now 
stands. 

17.  The  justice  erred  in  not  rendering  judgment  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  law,  in  this,  to  wit :  the  cause  was  tried  without  a  jury,  and  sub- 
mitted to  the  justice  for  his  decision,  on  the  first  day  of  July,  1865,  and 
said  justice  did  not  render  any  judgment  therein  until  the  tenth  day  of 
July,  1865. 

18.  The  said  judgment  is  erroneous  in  this,  to  wit:  that  no  process  was 
ever  served  upon  the  defendant,  and  the  justice  erred  in  refusing  to  dis- 
miss the  action  for  that  reason,  on  a  motion  made  by  the  defendant  for  that 
purpose. 

19.  The  jury  erred  in  casting  lots  to  determine  in  whose  favor  the  ver- 
dict should  be  given,  instead  of  determining  that  question  upon  the  evi- 
dence given  on  the  trial. 

20.  The  judgment  is  erroneous  in  this :  that  the  defendant  is  an  infant, 
and  did  not  appear  in  the  action  below,  and  no  guardian  was  appointed  by 
the  justice  to  protect  his  rights,  but  he  nevertheless  rendered  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant. 

21.  The  judgment  is  erroneous  in  this:  that  the  justice  and  the  plaintiff 
were  and  are  cousins,  and  therefore  such  judgment  was  against  law. 

22.  The  appeal  in  this  action  is  taken  upon  questions  of  law  only,  and  a 
new  trial  in  the  county  court  is  not  desired  or  intended. 

23.  The  judgment  rendered  against  this  appellant  was  for  the  sum  of 
$150  damages,  and  $5  costs,  and  he  claims  that  the  judgment  should  have 
been  more  favorable  to  him  in  the  following  particulars  :  that  the  judgment 
for  damages  is  for  too  large  a  sum,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  given  for 
more  than  the  sum  of  $75  damages,  with  $3.75  costs,  instead  of  $5.  (If 
there  are  any  other  particulars  in  which  the  appellant  claims  that  the  judg- 
ment is  improper  or  unjust,  state  them  with  particularity.) 

24.  The  justice  is  hereby  required  to  return  all  the  evidence  and  proceed- 
ings in  the  cause,  and  to  certify  that  he  has  done  so. 

Dated  Johnstown,  July  22,  1865. 

RICHARD  EOE, 
or,  JOHN  M.  CARROLL, 

Att^y  for  appdlamt. 
To  RicHAEDsoN  P.  Claek,  Justicc,  and 
John  Doe,  Plaintiff. 

Where  the  appeal  is  brought  by  one  of  several  defendants  the 
notice  ought  to  state  that  "  the  defendant  A.  B.  appeals,  &c.," 
specifying  the  name  of  the  appealing  party.  Where  a  new  trial 
is  sought  on  the  ground  that  "  manifest  injustice  "  has  been  done, 
it  is  always  prudent,  if  not  absolutely  necessary,  to  state  that  as 
one  of  the  grounds  of  appeal.  Sillcvian  v.  Boiger,  4  B.  D.  Smith, 
236.    See  ^o.  16  in  notice  of  appeal,  above. 

Wait  11—99 
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Stamps.]  Upon  every  notice  of  appeal  from  a  justice's  or  other 
inferior  court,  there  must  be  a  stamp  of  the  value  of  fifty  cents. 
Vol.  I,  1104,  1109.  The  stamp  ought  to  be  affixed  and  canceled 
before  the  notice  of  appeal  is  served ;  but  the  copy  served  need 
not  show  that  the  original  was  stamped.  Vol.  I,  1109,  Watson  v. 
Morton,  27  How.,  294.  As  to  the  power  of  the  appellate  court 
to  permit  a  stamp  to  be  affixed  upon  a  notice  of  appeal  after  its 
service,  see  Vol.  I,  1109. 

Time  of  serving  notice  of  appeal']  The  statute  ha«  declared 
explicitly,  that  as  a  general  rule,  the  notice  of  appeal  must  be 
served  within  twenty  days  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment. 
Vol.  I,  28,  <§.  353.  To  this  general  rule,  there  is  an  exception 
which  allows  an  appeal  to  be  taken  within  twenty  days  after 
personal  notice  of  the  judgment,  if  it  was  rendered  upon  process 
not  personally  served  upon  the  defendant.  li. 

It  is  exceedingly  important  that  a  party  should  be  vigilant  in 
securing  his  rights,  if  he  intends  to  bring  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  rendered  against  him.  The  statute  which  limits  the 
time  for  bringing  an  appeal  is  imperative,  and  the  courts  have 
no  power  to  dispense  with  the  limitation  prescribed  by  the 
statute.  Figaniere  v.  JacTcson,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  477 ;  S.  C,  2  Abb., 
286 ;  Wait  v.  Van  Allen,  8  E.  P.  Smith,  319  ;  People  v.  Eldridge, 
1  How.,  108.  The  cases  relating  to  the  power  of  the  court  to 
dispense  with  the  limitations  fixed  by  the  statute  by  extending 
the  time  to  appeal,  are  many  of  them  collected  in  2  Whit.  Pr., 
720,  721,  722.  But  it  has  been  held,  that  a  respondent  who  gives 
an  admission  of  "  due  service "  of  a  notice  of  appeal,  which  is 
not  served  in  time,  will  be  estopped  from  raising  any  objection 
or  question  as  to  the  time  of  the  service.  Struver  v.  Ocean  Ins. 
Co.,  9  Abb.,  23,  27.  Where  a  judgment  has  been  rendered  in  the 
district  courts  of  Xew  York,  a  notice  of  appeal  may  be  served 
immediately  after  the  justice  renders  judgment,  and  before  it  is 
docketed  by  the  clerk  of  the  court.  Gristoold  v.  Van  Deusen,  2  E. 
T>.  Smith,  178.  The  same  rule  is  equally  applicable  to  justices' 
courts.  The  statutes  relating  to  the  rendition  of  judgments,  are 
given  in  fall.  Vol.  I,  55,  56.  The  statute  also  requires  a  justice 
to  enter  judgments  in  his  docket.  Vol.  I,  68,  69 ;  Id.,  56,  §  115. 
In  giving  construction  to  these  statutes,  the  courts  have  held 
that  there  may  be  a  valid  rendition  of  judgment,  although  it  is 
not  entered  in  the  docket,  but  merely  in  the  minutes  of  the 
justice.  Hall  v.  Titttle,  0  Hill,  38 ;  Walrod  v,  Shuler,  2  Oomst., 
134.  Ordinarily,  a  justice  enters  judgment  in  his  docket  about 
the  time  of  rendering  it ;  and  usually  it  is  done  by  entering  it 
in  the  docket  at  once,  if  it  is  not  so  entered  in  the  first  instance. 

There  is  one  aspect  in  which  it  is  important  to  observe  the 
fact  that  an  appeal  may  be  taken  as  soon  as  judgment  is  ren- 
dered and  entered  in  the  justice's  minutes,  even  though  it  is  not 
immediately  docketed.  As  soon  as  a  judgment  is  rendered  from 
which  an  appeal  may  be  taken,  the  time  for  appealing  begins  to 
run ;  and  if  an  appeal  is  not  taken  within  twenty  days  from  that 
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time,  the  right  of  appeal  will  be  lost.  And  it  may  therefore 
happen,  that  an  appeal  is  bronght  within  twenty  days  after  a 
judgment  is  docketed,  and  yet  not  be  in  time  on  account  of  the 
fact  that  it  was  not  docketed  on  the  same  day  it  was  entered  in 
the  justice's  minutes.  It  has  been  held  that  a  judgment  is  legal 
and  valid,  although  not  transcribed  into  the  docket  until  two, 
three  or  four  days  after  its  rendition  and  entry  in  the  justice's 
minutes.  Hall  v.  Tuttle,  6  Hill,  38 ;  Walrod  v.  Shuler,  2  Oomst., 
134.  Every  vigilant  party,  and  every  careful  practitioner,  will, 
therefore,  be  certain  to  ascertain  when  an  appealable  judgment 
has  been  rendered,  and  to  take  such  action  as  shall  secure  an 
appeal  in  due  season.  It  will  be  observed,  that  a  right  of  appeal 
is  given  in  those  cases  in  which  ifc  is  taken  within  twenty  days 
after  judgment ;  but  the  statute  does  not  declare  that  it  must  be 
a  docketed  judgment  before  the  appeal  is  taken  ;  and  this  leaves 
the  question  to  be  settled  by  the  common  law  rules,  which  have 
already  been  stated,  as  enforced  by  our  courts. 

Manner  of  serving  the  notice  of  appeal,^  The  statute  is  so  clear 
and  so  explicit  upon  this  point,  that  comment  is  unnecessary. 
Vol.  I,  28,  "^  354.  But  an  analysis  and  a  separate  statement  of 
some  of  the  provisions  of  this  section  may  be  convenient. 

1.  All  such  notices  must  be  in  writing,  and  the  service  is  made 
by  delivering  or  serving  a  copy  of  it  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law  ;  2.  The  service  must  be  made  in  due  season ;  3.  It  must  be 
made  upon  the  respondent ;  and  if  there  are  several,  a  separate 
service  must  be  made  upon  each,  where  the  service  is  personal ; 
4.  It  must  be  served  upon  the  justice  personally,  if  he  is  living  and 
within  the  county,  or  if  he  holds  a  court  Avhich  has  a  clerk,  which 
is  the  case  with  some  of  the  city  courts,  the  service  may  be  made 
upon  such  clerk  personally ;  (5.  Where  such  service  cannot  be 
made  as  prescribed  by  this  section,  it  may  be  made  by  filing  the 
same  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court.  Vol.  I,  29,  ^  359 ;) 
6.  "Where  a  respondent  cannot  be  found  so  as  to  make  a  personal 
service  of  a  copy  of  the  notice,  it  may  be  left  with  some  member 
of  his  family,  of  suitable  age  and  discretion,  if  he  is  a  resident 
of  the  county;  7.  If  such  respondent  is  a  non-resident  of  the 
county,  or  he  cannot,  after  due  diligence,  be  found  therein,  such 
service  may  be  made  upon  the  attorney  or  agent  who  appeared 
on  the  trial,  if  he  is  a  resident  of  the  county ;  7.  If  such  respond- 
ent is  a  non-resident,  and  neither  he  nor  such  agent  or  attorney 
can  be  found  in  the  county,  the  service  of  such  copy  may  be 
made  by  leaving  ifc  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court. 

Where  the  respondent  is  a  resident  of  the  county,  it  must  be 
shown  that  due  diligence  was  used,  and  that  the  respondent  could 
not  be  found  in  the  county,  or  a  service  upon  his  attorney  or 
agent  will  be  insufficient.  Duffy  v.  Morgan,  2  Sandf.,  631.  In 
this  case  it  was  held  that  due  diligence  had  not  been  shown. 
But  see  Loescher  v.  Nordmeyer,  13  How.,  146 ;  S.  C,  3  Abb.,  244. 

To  render  the  service  of  a  notice  of  appeal  effectual,  such  copy 
must  be  delivered  absolutely,  and  if  it  is  delivered  to  the  attorney 
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of  the  respondent,  and  then  immediately  received  back  with  an 
understanding  that  efforts  will  be  made  to  serve  it  upon  the 
respondent,  the  service  upon  such  attorney  will  be  a  nullity, 
even  though  the  respondent  should  prove  to  be  a  non-resident  of 
the  county.  Earll  v.  Chapman,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  216. 

Where  there  is  a  regular  clerk  of  a  court,  the  service  of  a 
notice  of  appeal  upon  him  is  as  valid  as  a  service  upon  the  justice 
who  holds  the  court ;  and  the  service  upon  the  clerk  dispenses  with 
any  service  upon  the  justice.  Irwin  v.  Muir,  13  How.,  409  ;  S.  C, 
4  Abb.,  133.  And  the  rule  is  the  same  although  there  may  be 
several  justices  of  the  court.  II). 

Under  the  old  system  of  practice,  appeal  papers  might  have 
been  served  upon  a  member  of  the  justice's  family,  at  his  resi- 
dence, if  they  were  of  suitable  age  and  discretion,  as  in  case  of  a 
service  upon  his  wife,  if  he  was  absent  from  the  county  so  that 
a  service  could  not  be  made  upon  him.  People  v.  Ulster  Com. 
Fleas,  7  Wend.,  492  ;  People  v.  Judges  of  Dutchess  Com.  Pleas,  7 
Cow.,  487.  This  practice,  however,  seems  to  be  abrogated,  for 
in  such  cases  it  is  provided  that  the  service  may  be  made  upon 
the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court.  Vol.  I,  29,  '5>  359. 

The  service  of  the  notice  must  be  by  a  written  or  printed  copy, 
for  a  verbal  notice  is  a  nullity.  People  v.  Eldridge,  7  How.,  108. 

Payment  of  costs,  &g^  One  of  the  prerequisites  of  a  valid  appeal 
is  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  action  below,  together  with 
the  justice's  fee  for  making  a  return. 

The  statute  declares  that  this  must  be  done  at  the  time  of 
making  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal.  Vol.  I,  28,  <^  354. 
If  this  payment  of  the  justice's  fee  is  not  made  in  due  time  he 
cannot  be  compelled  to  make  a  return.  Tan  Heusen  v.  Eirkpat- 
rick,  5  How.,  422.  The  justice  may,  however,  accept  the  money 
at  a  subsequent  time,  and  if  he  does  so  he  will  then  be  bound  to 
make  a  return.  lb. 

The  proper  remedy  for  non-payment  of  the  fee  is  by  motion  to 
dismiss  the  appeal.  lb,;  Grisxvold  v.  Tan  Deusen,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
178.  If  the  appellant  has,  in  good  faith,  served  a  notice  of 
appeal  in  proper  time,  the  appellate  court  has  power  to  relieve 
him  from  the  consequences  of  an  accidental  omission  to  pay  the 
full  amount  of  costs  or  fees  to  the  justice,  by  allowing  him  to 
pay  the  balance  at  a  subsequent  time.  Aldrich  v.  Ketchuvi,  12 
Leg.Obs.,  319.  Although  a  justice  may  refuse  to  make  a  return 
until  his  fees  are  paid,  yet,  if  he  volantarily  makes  a  return,  the 
non-payment  of  his  fees  is  no  ground  of  motion  by  the  respond- 
ent to  dismiss  the  appeal.  Bray  v.  Bedman,  6  Oali.,  287. 

Under  the  old  system  of  practice,  the  non-payment  of  the 
costs  and  fees  in  due  time  was  a  most  important  matter,  as  it 
deprived  the  appellant  of  his  right  of  appeal.  Ex  parte  Steven's,  6 
Cow.,  69;  People  v.  Dutchess  Com.  Pleas,  7  Cow.,  487 ;  People 
V.  Saratoga  Com.  Pleas,  1  Wend.,  282.  And  the  amount  must 
have  been  paid  in  money,  and  merely  crediting  the  justice  with 
the  amount  of  his  fee,  was  held  not  to  be  such  a  payment  as 
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would  sustain  an  appeal.  Sx parte  LaFarge,  6  Cow.,  61.  But,  as 
the  law  now  stands,  an  appeal  will  be  effectual  if  the  justice  can 
be  induced  to  make  a  return,  whether  his  fee  has  been  paid  or 
not.  Van  Heiisen  v.  Charles,  5  How.,  422,  424.  Where  there  is  a 
clerk  of  an  inferior  court,  the  payment  of  the  fee  may  be  made  to 
the  justice,  or  to  such  clerk.  Vol.  I,  28,  §  354;  Loescher  v.  Nord- 
meyer,  3  Abb.,  244. 

Netv  Yorlc  citij.'\  The  proceedings  on  appeals  from  the  district 
and  marine  courts  in  New  York  city  are  explicitly  pointed  out  by 
statute.  Vol.  I,  28,  §  354.  Where  the  general  term  of  the  marine 
court  merely  reverses  a  judgment  which  had  been  rendei'ed  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff^,  but  without  ordering  a  new  trial,  or  render- 
ing a  final  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  no  appeal  will 
lie  to  the  common  pleas,  for  the  reason  that  such  a  decision  is 
not  a  final  determination  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the 
action.  Howe  v.  Julieii,  2  Hilt.,  453.  That  court  at  general  term 
may  reverse,  affirm  or  modify  the  judgment  appealed  from,  and 
upon  a  reversal  may  order  a  new  trial,  or  may  give  final  judgment 
for  the  defendant,  when  it  is  appai-ent  that  the  plaintiff  cannot 
recover  upon  any  possible  state  of  proofs  applicable  to  the  issues 
in  the  case.  Ih. 

Staying  execution.]  As  the  law  stood  before  the  amendment  of 
the  Code  in  1863,  all  judgments  were  reviewed  upon  the  facts 
appearing  in  the  justice's  return.  And  it  was  entirely  optional 
with  the  i-espondent  whether  to  give  security  or  not,  for  at  that 
time  section  355  read  as  follows:  "If  the  appellant  desire  a  stay 
of  execution  of  the  judgment,  he  shall  give  security  as  provided 
in  the  next  section."  But  when  the  law  was  changed  so  as  to 
provide  for  a  new  trial  of  the  cause  in  the  county  court,  this  section 
was  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows :  "When,  by  the  terms  of 
section  three  hundred  and  fifty-two,  the  appellant  is  entitled  to 
a  new  trial  in  the  appellate  court,  he  shall,  at  the  time  of  taking 
his  appeal,  and  in  all  other  cases,  if  he  desires  a  stay  of  execu- 
tion of  the  judgment,  give  security  as  provided  in  the  next 
section."  Vol.  I,  29,  '^  355.  The  first  thing  to  be  observed  is, 
that  a  material  change  has  been  made  in  the  phraseology  of 
section  355.  As  it  stood  before  1863,  the  appellant  clearly  might 
give  security  and  stay  execution,  or  he  might  omit  it,  at  his 
option.  If  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  change  the  rule, 
they  certainly  would  not  have  changed  the  language  of  this 
section,  because,  if  it  was  intended  to  leave  it  optional  with  the 
appellant,  whether  to  give  security  or  not,  as  he  might  desire, 
the  statute  was  suflicient  for  that  purpose  as  it  then  stood. 

As  the  statute  now  stands,  an  appellant  must  give  security,  in 
every  case  of  an  appeal  where  a  new  trial  is  a  right  and  a  matter 
of  course.  The  statute,  by  declaring^  that  in  certain  cases  a  new 
trial  shall  be  had  in  the  county  court,  have,  in  effect,  declared 
that  on  serving  a  notice  of  appeal,  a  new  trial  is  ordered,  and 
the  effect  of  such  an  order  would  be  to  supersede  the  judgment 
in  the  court  below.    But  to  provide  for  a  new;  trial  in  this  man- 
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ner,  and  thus  deprive  the  respondeut  of  any  remedy  upon  the 
judgment  below,  would  work  a  great  injustice  to  respondents  in 
many  cases,  if  no  provision  were  made  for  their  ijrotection.  And 
for  this  reason,  it  is  provided  that  in  all  cases  an  undertaking 
shall  be  given  by  the  appellant,  if  the  appeal  is  taken  in  a  case 
in  which  a  new  trial  takes  place  as  a  matter  of  course,  and  as  a 
legal  right.  This  operates  to  prevent  a  party  against  whom 
a  judgment  has  been  rendered  from  avoiding  its  effect  by  merely 
serving  a  notice  of  appeal,  and  then  squandering  property  which 
would  be  liable  to  execution  if  the  judgment  below  could  be 
enforced.  And  it  also  requires  the  appellant  to  provide  for  the 
increased  costs  which  always  follow  a  new  trial  in  the  county 
court.  Vol.  I,  29,  §  356. 

If  a  notice  of  appeal  is  served  in  such  a  case  in  good  faith,  and 
there  is  an  accidental  omission  to  execute  the  proper  undertaking, 
or  if  the  one  served  is  defective,  the  appellate  court  may  un- 
doubtedly relieve  an  appellant  upon  proper  terms.  Code,  §§  173, 
327,  328;  and  see  also  Onderdonic  V.  Emmons,  2  Hilt.,  504;  Wood 
v.  Kelhj,  Id.,  334.  The  true  construction  of  section  355  is  to 
require  an  undertaking  in  all  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  to  be 
had  in  the  county  court.  2  Till.  &  Shear.,  1000.  If  this  is  not 
given,  the  appeal  will  not  be  perfected,  and  it  may  be  dismissed 
on  motion,  unless  the  court  should,  for  good  reasons,  permit  an 
undertaking  to  be  subsequently  executed  and  served.  In  all 
other  cases,  that  is,  where  the  cause  is  heard  and  decided  upon 
the  justice's  return,  the  appellant  may  give  security  or  not  as  he 
may  elect.  If  he  furnishes  it,  the  ijroceedings  on  the  judgment 
below  will  be  stayed ;  if  he  neglects  to  give  it,  the  judgment  may 
be  enforced  by  execution  in  the  same  manner  as  though  no  appeal 
had  been  taken. 

An  appeal  from  a  judgment,  even  where  a  new  trial  may  be 
had,  does  not  extinguish  the  judgment  in  the  court  below ;  it 
merely  supersedes  all  proceedings  upon  it,  and  if  the  appeal  is  dis- 
missed, or  is  discontinued,  the  justice's  judgment  remains  in  full 
force  and  effect,  and  may  be  enforced  as  though  no  appeal  had  been 
taken.  "r«» /SZyfce  v.  ieMice,  6  Hill,  610,  612;  Miller  v.  TanAnlient 
1  Wend.,  516,  517  ;  and  see  8holts  v.  judges  of  Yates  Co.,  2  Cow., 
506 ;  Seymour  v.  JDascomb,  12  Wend.,  584. 

The  appellant  may,  in  all  cases,  avoid  the  necessity  for  exe- 
cuting an  undertaking,  if  he  prefers  to  do  so,  but  in  order  to 
effect  this,  he  must  state  in  his  notice  of  appeal  that  the  appeal 
is  taken  upon  questions  of  law  only,  and  in  that  case  the  cause  will 
be  heard  and  decided  upon  the  facts  appearing  in  the  return, 
without  any  reference  to  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  or  the 
claim  made  in  the  pleadings.  Vol.  I,  27,  §  352 ;  Id.,  29,  §  355. 
But  if  no  undertaking  is  given,  the  respondent  may  take  out  an 
execution  in  the  court  below  and  collect  the  judgment,  just  as 
though  no  appeal  had  been  taken. 

But  where  an  appeal  entitles  a  party  to  a  new  trial  as  a  matter 
of  right,  the  law  is  imperative  that  an  undertaking  shall  be  given 
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in  every  case.  And  even  though  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  could  be  enforced  by  issuing  an  execution  upon  the  judg- 
ment, that  fact  would  not  make  any  difference  as  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statute,  for  the  construction  of  the  statute  depends 
upon  its  language,  rather  than  upon  the  effects  which  may  fol- 
low from  any  particular  construction  which  may  happen  to  be 
adopted. 

Undertaking  on  appeal. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

John  Doe  |  Before   R.  P.  Claek,  Esq.,  a  Justice,  &c.,  of 

RichSd'noe.  (     Johnstown,  Fulton  county. 

Whereas,  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  the  plaintiff  recovered  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  for  two  hundred  dollars  damages  and  costs 
(or  for  the  recovery  of  cei'tain  personal  property,  or  otherwise  as  the  case 
tnay  be). 

And,  whereas,  the  appellant  intends  to  appeal  from  the  said  judgment 
to  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county.  Now,  therefore,  we,  Eli  Pierson 
and  Daniel  Stewart,  of  the  village  of  Johnstown  and  county  of  Fulton  (or 
of  No.  street,  in  the  city  of  ,  county  of  ,  merchant, 

&c.),  undertake,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  that  if  judgment  is  rendered 
against  the  appellant  on  such  appeal,  and  execution  thereon  is  returned 
unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part,  we  will  pay  the  amount  unsatisfied. 

ELI  PIERSON. 
DANIEL  STEWART. 

Dated  this  20th  day  of  July,  1865. 

The  statute  requires  that  the  undertaking  shall  be  approved 
by  the  county  judge  or  by  the  court  below.  Vol.  I,  29,  §  356. 
This  approval  may  be  indorsed  upon  the  undertaking,  and  may 
be  in  the  following  form : 

Approval  of  undertaking. 

I  approve  of  the  within  undertaking,  and  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  sure- 
ties named  therein. 

R.  P.  CLARK,  Justice,  Sc, 
or,  JOHN  STEWART,   Countj/  Judge. 
Dated  July  20th,  1865. 

If  a  sufficient  undertaking,  properly  approved,  is  delivered  to 
the  court  below  before  an  execution  has  been  issued,  it  will  pre- 
vent the  issuing  of  an  execution.  Vol.  I,  29,  §  357.  So,  if  an 
execution  has  actually  been  issued,  the  service  of  a  certified  oopy 
of  the  undertaking  upon  the  officer  holding  such  execution,  will 
stay  further  proceedings  thereon.  lb. 

The  certificate  is  to  be  made  by  the  court  below,  and  ought  to 
be  indorsed  upon  the  copy  of  the  undertaking  which  is  served 
upon  the  officer.    The  certificate  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Form  of  certificate. 

I,  R.  P.  Clark,  the  justice  before  whom  the  judgment  in  the  within 
entitled  action  was  rendered,  do  certify  that  an  appeal  has  been  takea 
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upon  the  said  judgment,  and  that  an  undertaking,  in  due  form  of  law,  has 
been  executed  and  duly  approved  by  me  (or  by  John  Stewart,  county 

iudge  of  Fulton  county). 

■'     ^  R.  P.  CLARK,  Justice,  i&c. 

Dated  July  20th,  1865. 

Although  a  certified  copy  of  the  undertaking  must  be  served 
upon  the  officer  where  an  execution  has  been  issued  or  levied,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  serve  any  copy  thereof  upon  the  respondent 
or  his  attorney.  Jaclcson  v.  Smith,  16  Abb.,  201. 

The  original  undertaking  is  usually  delivered  to  the  court 
below  or  to  the  clerk,  where  there  is  one ;  but  where  such  service 
cannot  be  made  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  justice,  his 
removal  from  the  county,  or  from  any  other  cause,  the  under- 
taking must  then  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court. 
Yol.  I,  29,  §  358.  Notice  of  such  filing  must  then  be  given  to 
the  respondent  or  his  attorney,  in  the  same  manner  that  notices 
of  appeal  are  served.  IT). 

Form  of  notice. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

■^"o^si"^  I  Before  R.  P.  Clark,  Esq.,  a  Justice,  &c.,  of 

Richa?dKoe.  j      Johnstown,  Fulton  county. 

To  John  Doe,  plaintiff: 

You  will  take  notice  that  the  undertaking  executed  for  the  purpose  of 
staying  execution  in  the  above  entitled  action,  on  the  appeal  therein  to  the 
Fulton  county  court,  was  duly  filed  with  Mortimer  Wade,  Esq.,  clerk 
of  Fulton  county,  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1865. 

RICHARD  ROE, 
or,  McINTYRE  FRASER, 

Atfi/  for  appellant. 

Where  an  appellant  desires  a  stay  of  execution  upon  the 
judgment  in  the  court  below,  he  must  be  careful  to  execute  and 
deliver  a  proper  undertaking  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  statute, 
for,  until  this  is  done,  there  will  not  be  any  stay  of  proceedings 
on  the  judgment  by  the  court  below.  Conway  v.  Hitcliins,  9 
Barb.,  378 ;  Onderdonk  v.  Emmons,  2  Hilt.,  504 ;  S.  C,  17  How., 
545  ;  9  Abb.,  187. 

If  a  levy  has  been  made  by  an  officer,  under  an  execution, 
before  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  undertaking  required 
by  law,  the  service  of  a  duly  certified  copy  thereof  upon  the 
officer  will  arrest  the  proceedings  in  the  state  they  may  be  at 
the  time  of  the  service,  but  the  levy  is  not  thereby  discharged, 
nor  can  the  appellant  require  that  the  goods  levied  upon  shall 
be  returned  to  him  before  the  appeal  is  disposed  of.  Smith  v. 
Allen,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  259  ;  BathUne  v.  Morris,  9  Abb.,  213 ;  2m 
matter  of  Berry,  26  Barb.,  55 ;  and  see  Boivman  v.  Cornell,  39 
Barb.,  71. 

But  the  levy  must  be  one  which  was  made  in  good  faith,  and 
before  security  was  given  and  approved.    And  where  an  execu- 
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tion  was  handed  to  an  oflQcer,  but  before  a  levy  was  made,  the 
appellant  served  a  proper  undertaking  upon  the  justice,  and  a 
copy  thereof  upon  the  plaintiff,  but  not  upon  the  constable, 
whereupon  the  plaintiff  directed  the  officer  to  make  a  levy,  which 
was  done,  the  court  set  the  levy  aside  as  fraudulent.  Jones  v. 
McCarl,  7  Abb.,  418.  And  whenever  an  execution  is  issued  and 
levied  upon  the  appellant's  property,  after  the  service  of  a  proper 
undertaking,  the  execution  and  levj^  will  be  set  aside.  Jackson  v. 
Smith,  16  Abb.,  201.  If  an  undertaking  is  defective,  the  appel- 
late court  has  power  to  allow  an  amendment,  and  will  grant  an 
order  for  that  purpose  in  a  proper  case.  Wood  v.  Kelly,  2  Hilt., 
334;  and  see  Teall  v.  Tan  Wyck,  10  Barb.,  376.  So  the  court 
may,  in  such  a  case,  allow  the  filing  of  a  further  undertaking. 
Sternliaus  v.  Schmidt,  5  Abb.,  66.  The  appellate  court  has  no 
power  to  stay  proceedings  upon  the  judgment  below,  on  any 
other  grounds  than  those  prescribed  by  the  statute.  Hawkins  v. 
Mayor  of  N.  Y.,  5  Abb.,  344.  As  to  the  effect  of  an  appeal  upon 
a  judgment  when  offered  as  a  set-off,  or  is  claimed  to  be  a  bar 
by  way  of  a  former  adjudication,  see  Vol.  I,  950,  968. 

Offer  to  correct  judgment^  By  a  recent  change  in  the  law,  the 
litigant  parties  are  permitted  to  avoid  an  unnecessary  increase 
of  costs.  Vol.  I,  33,  §  371.  If  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  a 
defendant  for  too  large  an  amount,  he  may,  by  making  a  proper 
offer  to  allow  a  judgment  to  stand  against  him  for  such  sum  as 
is  justly  due,  avoid  the  costs  of  a  new  trial,  provided  he  succeeds 
in  obtaining  a  more  favorable  judgment  than  the  one  in  the 
court  below.  But  to  enable  an  appellant  to  avail  himself  of 
the  benefits  of  this  statute,  he  must  comply  with  its  terms.  He 
must  state  in  his  notice  of  appeal  in  what  particular  or  particu- 
lars he  claims  that  the  judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable 
to  him.  When  this  has  been  done,  the  respondent  may,  within 
fifteen  days  after  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  serve  a 
written  offer  upon  the  justice,  and  upon  the  appellant,  proposing 
to  correct  the  judgment  in  the  particulars  mentioned  in  the  uotice 
of  appeal.  If  this  offer  is  satisfactory  to  the  appellant,  he  may, 
within  five  days  after  the  service,  file  with  the  justice  a  written 
acceptance  of  the  offer;  and  if  this  is  done,  the  justice  must 
make  a  minute  thereof  in  his  docket,  and  correct  the  judgment 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  so  offered  and  accepted.  When  this 
correction  has  been  made,  the  amended  judgment  will  stand  as 
the  judgment  in  the  action,  and  be  enforced  accordingly.  The 
execution  must  be  made  to  correspond  with  the  amended  judg- 
ment, and  any  undertaking,  given  to  stay  execution,  cannot  be 
enforced  for  more  than  the  amount  of  the  corrected  judgment. 
Where  the  notice  of  appeal  specifies  the  particulars  in  which 
the  judgment  ought  to  have  been  more  favorable  to  the  appellant 
than  it  is,  and  the  respondent  does  not  offer  in  writing  to  allow 
the  judgment  to  be  corrected  in  any  of  the  particulars  mentioned 
in  the  notice  of  appeal,  the  appellant  will  recover  the  costs  of  the 
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appeal,  if  the  judgment  is  more  favorable  to  him  than  the  judg- 
ment in  the  court  below. 

So,  too,  if  such  offer  be  made  by  the  respondent,  but  it  is  not 
accepted,  and  the  judgment  in  the  county  court  is  more  favorable 
to  the  appellant  than  the  offer  of  the  respondent,  the  appellant 
will  then  be  entitled  to  recover  the  costs  of  the  appeal.  But  if 
the  appellant  does  not  state  in  his  notice  of  appeal  in  what  par- 
ticular or  particulars  he  claims  the  judgment  should  have  been 
more  favorable  to  him,  he  cannot  recover  costs  unless  the  judg- 
ment be  wholly  reversed.  Vol.  I,  34,  §  371.  The  respondent  is 
entitled  to  costs  where  the  appellant  is  not ;  and  the  appellant 
cannot  recover  costs  except  as  provided  by  the  statute.  Vol.  I, 
33,  §  371. 

The  principal  controversy  which  arises  under  this  statute  is 
that  in  relation  to  the  taxation  of  costs.  To  entitle  a  party  to 
costs  under  this  statute,  he  must  have  complied  with  its  terms. 
And  in  the  order  of  things  prescribed  to  be  done,  the  first  act 
must  be  done  by  the  appellant,  who  is  required  to  state  in  his 
notice  of  appeal  the  particular  or  the  particulars  in  which  the 
judgment  below  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him. 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  so  explicit  that  it  would  seem 
difiScult  to  find  any  ground  for  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  its 
meaning  or  construction.  It  does  not  declare  that  a  general 
statement  may  be  made  that  the  judgment  ought  to  have  been 
more  favorable ;  but  it  requires  the  appellant  to  specify  the  par- 
ticulars  in  which  the  judgment  is  unjust  or  improper.  A  partic- 
ular specification,  within  the  meaning  of  this  statute,  is  one 
which  points  out  the  precise  point  complained  of,  or  if  there  are 
several  points,  then  all  should  be  specified.  This  construction  is 
still  more  evident  when  the  whole  section  is  considered. 

After  such  particulars  are  specified,  the  respondent  may  offer, 
in  writing,  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected  in  any  of  the 
particulars  mentioned  in  the  notice  of  appeal.  If  an  offer  is 
made  by  the  respondent,  and  accepted  by  the  appellant,  the  jus- 
tice is  authorized  and  required  to  modify  the  judgment  in  the 
manner  proposed  and  accepted.  This  construction  will  provide 
a  clear,  a  just,  and  a  safe  rule  to  follow.  Each  party  knows  pre- 
cisely what  the  other  claims,  and  what  he  is  willing  to  do  to  avoid 
a  further  litigation  of  the  cause,  and  the  justice  and  the  appel- 
late court  have  definite  grounds  upon  which  they  may  proceed  in 
the  action. 

Any  other  rule  of  construction  would  violate  the  clear  lan- 
guage and  intent  of  the  statute.  Suppose  that  the  appellant 
should  state  in  general  language  that  the  judgment  below  was 
rendered  against  him  for  too  large  an  amount,  can  it  be  fairly 
argued  that  he  specifies  the  particulars  in  which  he  claims  to  be 
aggrieved  ?  Again,  upon  such  a  statement,  could  the  respondent 
offer  to  correct  the  judgment  in  the  particulars  mentioned?  It 
is  true  that  the  respondent  might  make  an  offer  in  which  he 
might  specify  some  particulars  in  which  he  was  willing  to  change 
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the  judgment ;  but  this  would  not  be  a  compliance  with  the 
intent  of  the  statute,  foi-  the  object  of  the  law  was  to  permit  tlie 
respondent,  first,  to  accept  the  terms  proposed  by  the  appellant, 
and  not  to  become  an  active  party  by  maJdng  offer  of  terms.  It 
was  intended  that  the  appellant  should  state  just  what  he  claims, 
and  if  he  admits  that  a  judgment  ought  to  be  rendered  against 
him  for  some  amount,  he  is  required  to  say  so,  and  thus  enable 
the  respondent  to  make  an  offer  to  accept  a  judgment  for  that 
amount,  or  to  talie  the  risk  of  paying  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  in 
case  his  refusal  to  accept  is  found  to  be  unjust,  or,  in  other  words, 
if  the  judgment  on  the  appeal  is  less  favorable  to  him  than  the 
offer  rejected.  These  general  principles  of  coustruction  are  now 
well  settled.  Barnard  v.  Pierce,  28  How.,  232 ;  Forsyth  v.  Fer- 
guson, 27  How.,  67 ;  Wynlcoop  v.  Holbert,  25  How.,  158  ;  Wallace 
V.  Patterson,  29  How.,  171.  These  cases  may  be  harmonized 
with  Fox  V.  Nellis,  25  How.,  144;  and  with  Loomis  v.  HigMe,  29 
How.,  232,  as  will  be  seen  in  a  subsequent  place.    Post,  797. 

In  Barnard  v.  Pierce,  28  How.,  232,  the  statement  in  the  notice 
of  appeal  was,  "The  judgment  is  for  too  much,"  but  this  was 
held  to  136  entirely  insufficient  to  entitle  the  appellant  to  costs, 
even  though  he  recovered  a  more  favorable  judgment  in  the 
appellate  court  than  that  rendered  below.  The  court  said :  "  A 
party  appeals  because  he  thinks  himself  aggrieved. 

This  statute  requires  him  in  his  notice  of  appeal  to  specify 
with  particularity  in  what  he  feels  himself  aggrieved,  so  that  the 
respondent  may  consider  upon  his  judgment  and  conscience  the 
specifications,  and  stop  the  litigation  by  allowing  the  judgment 
to  be  corrected  according  to  all  of  the  specifications,  or  such  of 
them  in  respect  to  which  he  thinks  the  judgment  in  the  appel- 
late court  may  be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the 
judgment  in  the  court  below.  "In  the  notice  of  appeal,  the 
appellant  shall  state  in  what  particular  or  particulars  he  claims 
the  judgment  should  have  been  made  favorable  to  him."  That 
is,  he  is  not  to  generalize,  but  to  particularize;  to  specify  minutely 
and  in  detail  in  what  the  judgment  should  have  been  more  favor- 
able to  him.  These  statements  or  specifications  must  be  made 
separately,  and  with  such  precision  that  the  justice,  if  the 
respondent  shall  allow  any  of  them,  can  correct  the  judgment 
from  the  statement  or  specification  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 
"  Within  fifteen  days  after  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  the 
respondent  may  serve  upon  the  appellant  and  justice  an  offer  in 
writing  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected  in  any  of  the  par- 
ticulars mentioned  in  the  notice  of  appeal."  All  the  respondent 
can  do  is  to  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected  accord- 
ing to  the  specifications  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  or  any  one  or 
more  of  them,  to  be  designated  in  the  offer.  If  he  should  make 
an  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected  different  from  the 
statement  or  claim  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  the  offer  would  be 
nugatory.  Under  this  statute  the  appellant  is  the  actor,  the 
respondent  the  person  acted  upon." 
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The  right  of  the  appellant  to  costs  in  the  appellate  court 
depends  upon  the  question  whether  his  notice  of  appeal  was 
sufficient,  and  not  upon  the  question  whether  the  judgment  in 
the  appellate  court  was  more  favorable  to  him  than  that  rendered 
in  the  court  below.  Forsijth  v.  Ferguson,  27  How.,  67.  And 
where  the  notice  of  appeal  is  defective  because  it  does  not  specify 
the  particulars  as  required  by  statute,  the  appellant  will  have  to 
pay  costs,  even  though  he  recovers  a  more  favorable  judgment 
than  that  appealed  from.  II). 

In  the  case  last  cited  the  notice  of  appeal  stated  the  grounds 
thus :  "  The  judgment  should  have  been  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
and  against  the  plaintiff."  In  the  justice's  court  the  plaintiff 
recovered  $60,  besides  costs,  but  in  the  county  court  he  recovered 
a  verdict  for  only  $55,  thus  being  more  favorable  to  the  appellant 
than  the  judgment  appealed  from.  But  notwithstanding  this, 
the  respondent  was  adjudged  to  be  entitled  to  costs,  for  the  reason 
that  the  notice  of  appeal  did  not  sufficiently  specify  the  particu- 
lars in  which  the  judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable  to 
the  appellant.  The  court  said :  "  The  construction  to  be  given 
to  the  terms  used  iu  this  statute  must,  to  a  certain  extent*  depend 
upon  the  object  intended  to  be  accomplished  by  the  enactmieut. 
Before  this  amendment,  the  law  required  the  notice  of  appeal  to 
state  "  the  grounds  upon  which  the  appeal  was  founded,"  which 
were  commonly  set  forth  iu  the  form  used  in  the  notice  in  this 
case.  By  other  provisions  enacted  with  this  amendment,  the  right 
is  secured  to  the  parties  to  try  the  cause  iu  the  appellate  court, 
where  the  amount  of  the  claim  or  claims  of  either  party  liti- 
gated in  the  court  below  exceed  fifty  dollars.  The  changes  made 
are  substantial  and  important  in  this  and  other  respects,  render- 
ing the  proceeding  complicated  and  expensive.  The  object  of 
the  law  in  requiring  the  notice  of  appeal  to  state  the  particular 
or  particulars  in  which  the  appellant  claims  the  judgment  should 
be  more  favorable  to  him,  is  indicated  in  the  next  sentence  of  the 
amendment.  It  is  that  the  respondent  may  afterwards  serve 
upon  him  and  the  justice,  an  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be 
corrected  in  any  of  the  particulars  mentioned  in  the  notice  of 
appeal.  To  prepare  the  case  for  the  offer,  the  notice  should 
Indicate  clearly  to  the  respondent  the  particular  or  particulars 
in  which  the  judgment  should  be  modified.  It  Is  solely  for  his 
consideration  and  action,  updn  the  theory  that  the  farther  litiga- 
tion of  the  matter  may  be  thus  arrested.  The  statute  should  be 
so  construed  as  to  render  it  a  valuable  and  practicable  improve- 
ment, as  the  legislature  designed  it  to  be.  It  then  affords  the 
parties  an  opportunity  to  deliberately  examine  their  controversy 
after  one  trial  and  determination  of  it,  and  before  they  enter  upon 
an  other.  To  secure  this  result,  the  appellant  should  do  something 
more  than  to  allege  general  grounds  of  error  affecting  the  entire 
judgment.  The  terms  used  in  the  law,  as  well  as  the  objects 
to  be  attained  in  its  alteration,  require  it.  He  must  specify, 
separate,  or  distinguish  iu  a  tangible  form,  so  that  the  respond- 
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ent  may  comprehend  the  precise  change  in  the  judgment  to 
which  he  is  willing  to  consent.  Terms  of  a  general  nature  are 
not  sufficient.  The  proceeding  will  then  be  plain,  intelligible 
and  valuable,  aflfording  facilities  for  the  correction  of  errors, 
mistakes  and  misapprehensions,  without  the  intervention  of  an 
appellate  court."  A  part  of  this  language  is  quoted,  and  with 
approbation,  in  Wallace  v.  Patterson,  29  How.,  170. 

If  the  appellant's  notide  of  appeal  properly  specifies  the  par- 
ticulars in  which  he  claims  the  judgment  should  have  been  more 
favorable  to  him,  as  where  he  specifies  the  particular  sum  to 
which  the  judgment  ought  to  be  reduced,  the  respondent  may 
then  accept  the  proposition,  or  he  may  himself  offer  to  accept  a 
judgment  for  some  other  particular  sum,  and  if  the  appellant 
rejects  this  offer,  aud  he  does  not  recover  a  more  favorable  judg- 
ment in  the  appellate  court  than  the  offer  made  by  the  respondent, 
then  the  appellant  must  pay  costs.  Vol.  I,  33,  \  371.  This  rule 
of  construction  will  require  each  party  to  be  the  actor  in  a  proper 
case,  and  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  suggestions  made  by  the 
court  in  Wallace  v.  Patterson,  29  How.,  175,  176,  and  the  decision 
in  Loomis  v.  HigUe,  29  How.,  237  to  239. 

The  offer  must  be  in  writing,  and  served  upon  the  justice  aud 
the  appellant.  The  proper  practice  will  be  to  draw  a  sufficient 
offer,  and  then  make  copies  thereof,  and  follow  this  by  delivering 
the  original  to  the  justice,  and  a  copy  thereof  to  the  appellant, 
and  retaining  a  copy  to  prove  service. 

There  need  not  be  any  particular  form  of  offer  if  it  clearly 
specifies  what  is  offered  by  the  respondent.  And  an  offer  in  the 
following  form  will  be  sufficient : 

Form  of  offer  hy  respondent. 
IS  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


John  Doe 


^  f  Before  R.  P.  Claek,  a  Justice,  &c.,  of  Johnstown, 

Richard  Eoe.  (      Fulton  county. 

Judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant, 
on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  for  $150  damages  and  $5  costs. 

Appeal  brought  by  the  defendant  on  said  judgment,  to  the  Fulton  county 
court,  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1865. 

I,  John  Doe,  the  plaintiff  and  respondent  in  said  action,  do  hereby  offer 
to  correct  or  modify  the  judgment  appealed  from,  as  specified  in  the  notice 
of  appeal,  by  reducing  the  judgment  for  damages  from  $150  down  to  the 
sum  of  $75 ;  and  also,  by  reducing  the  amount  of  costs  from  $5  to  the  sum 
of  $3  75. 

Dated  Johnstown,  July  30,  1865,  JOHN  DOE, 

JRespondent. 

If  the  appellant  concludes  to  accept  this  offer,  he  must  do  so 
within  five  days  after  its  service  upon  him.  And  he  must,  within 
that  time,  file  a  written  acceptance  thereof  with  the  justice  who 
rendered  the  judgment.  The  statute  does  not  require  the  service 
of  a  copy  of  the  acceptance  upon  the  respondent. 
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Form  of  acceptcmce. 

[Title  same  as  in  offer.] 

I,  Richard  Roe,  the  defendant  and  appellant  in  the  above  entitled  action, 
hereby  accept  the  offer  made  by  John  Doe,  the  respondent,  to  correct  or 
modify  the  judgment  appealed  from,  in  the  manner  specified  in  his  offer  of 
the  date  of  July  30,  1865. 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  3,  1865.  RICHARD  ROE. 


SECTION  III. 

EETUBN   ON   APPEAL. 

General  object  and  features.']  The  practice  in  justices'  courts 
differs  so  materially  in  some  respects  from  courts  of  record,  that 
a  peculiar  system  of  reviews  is  indispensable.  There  is  no  such 
thing  as  a  case  or  bill  of  exceptions  in  these  inferior  courts ;  and 
yet  there  are  decisions  and  questions  which  are  as  much  review- 
able as  similar  decisions  or  questions  made  by  or  in  a  court  of 
record.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  what  matters  transpired 
in  the  court  below,  in  inferior  jurisdictions,  it  has  long  been  a 
general  practice  to  require  the  justice  to  make  a  return  of  his 
proceedings.  This  return,  however,  is  not  ordered  or  required 
unless  an  appeal  is  taken  in  some  legal  form,  to  an  appellate 
court. 

The  party  appealing  has  usually  been  required  to  state  the 
causes  for  his  appeal.  Under  the  old  certiorari  system,  the 
grounds  of  appeal  were  required  to  be  stated  in  the  afhdavit  up- 
on which  the  writ  was  founded.  And  under  the  present  system 
the  party  must  state  the  grounds  of  his  appeal  in  the  notice  of 
appeal.  And  it  is  in  response  to  these  specified  grounds  that  a 
particular  return  is  supposed  to  be  important. 

In  common  practice,  however,  the  justice  makes  a  full  return 
of  the  evidence  and  proceedings  had  before  him,  including  all  ob- 
jections taken  on  the  trial,  or  preliminarily  thereto.  This  return, 
when  made  and  filed  in  the  appellate  court,  constitutes  the 
record  of  the  proceedings  in  the  court  below,  and  it  is  upon  this 
that  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  is  founded,  in  those  cases 
in  which  the  cause  is  decided  upon  the  facts  set  forth  in  the 
return.  What  intendments  will  be  made  in  relation  to  the  con- 
tents of  the  return,  will  be  explained  in  a  subsequent  place. 
Post,  907.  Until  a  return  is  made  the  appellate  court  cannot 
review  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  court  below ;  and  when  a 
return  has  been  made,  the  cause  will  not  be  heard  unless  the 
original  return  or  a  certified  copy  of  it  is  submitted  to  the  court. 
Smith  V.  Van  Brunt,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  534.  If  the  original  return 
IS  lost,  the  parties  may  procure  a  new  one,  or,  by  their  consent, 
the  justice  may  sign  the  copy  presented.  lb. 

When  to  be  made.]  The  statute  has  prescribed  a  rule  in  relation 
to  the  time  of  making  a  return  on  appeal.  It  must  be  done  after 
ten  and  within  thirty  days  after  the  notice  of  appeal  is  served. 
Vol.  I,  29,  §  360.    In  the  ordinary  practice,  the  statute  rule  is 
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not  enforced  with  strictness,  and  the  justice  is  permitted  to  con- 
sult his  own  interests  and  convenience  within  reasonable  limits. 

This,  however,  is  a  mere  matter  of  courtesy,  for  a  return  must 
be  made  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  statute,  if  this  is  insisted 
upon,  and  if  the  justice  fails  to  discharge  his  duty,  he  may  be 
subjected  to  the  costs  of  an  attachment,  or  of  a  motion. 

Statutes  which  fix  a  time  for  making  such  returns  are  usually 
construed  to  be  merely  directory  so  far  as  their  validity  depends 
upon  a  compliance  with  the  requirements.  And,  under  a  former 
statute,  which  required  the  justice  to  make  a  return  "  as  soon  as 
conveniently  may  be,  and  not  exceeding  ten  days  thereafter," 
that  is,  after  the  appeal  was  brought,  it  was  held  that  the  stat- 
ute was  merely  directory ;  that  the  return  was  legal  and  valid 
whenever  filed,  and  that  after  the  return  was  filed  the  appeal 
would  not  be  dismissed  on  a  motion  for  that  purpose.  Ex  parte 
Kellogg,  3  Cow,,  372 ;  see  Laws  1824,  ch.  238,  §'^  36,  37.  This 
rule  applies  to  those  cases  only  in  which  the  appeal  is  properly 
brought  and  perfected.  And  where  a  justice  refuses  to  make  any 
return  because  his  fees  were  not  paid  by  the  appellant  at  the 
time  of  serving  the  notice  of  appeal,  the  appellate  court  may 
dismiss  the  appeal  on  the  respondent's  motion.  Van  Heusen  v. 
Charles,  5  How.,  422.  And  the  same  rule  would  be  applicable 
in  any  case  in  which  the  negligence,  omissions,  or  frauds  of  the 
appellant  were  the  cause  of  delay  in  filing  the  return.  Ih.  The 
court  may,  however,  relieve  the  appellant,  in  a  proper  case,  by 
extending  the  time  within  which  he  may  be  able  to  procure  a 
return,  li. 

The  time  within  which  a  justice  is  required  to  make  a  return  is 
not  limited  by  his  term  of  office ;  and  he  is  as  much  required  to 
make  a  return  after  he  has  gone  out  of  office  as  before  that  time. 
Vol.  I,  30.  §  361. 

What  to  contain.']  The  practice  has  not  been  entirely  uniform 
in  this  state  as  to  the  form  of  the  return.  Usually,  however, 
there  has  been  but  one  form  of  return.  The  Revised  Statutes  of 
1830  required  two  different  forms  of  returns,  one  in  the  case 
of  a  certiorari,  and  the  other  when  an  appeal  was  taken. 

The  Code  restored  the  old  system  of  a  single  form  of  return  in 
all  cases.  But,  by  a  recent  amendment  of  the  Code,  the  law  has 
been  so  modified  as  to  require  two  different  kinds  of  return,  which 
are  quite  analogous  to  the  practice  under  the  Revised  Statutes. 
As  the  law  now  stands,  if  an  appeal  is  taken  in  a  case  in  which 
there  cannot  be  a  new  trial,  but  the  case  is  disposed  of  upon 
the  facts  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  return,  such  return  must 
contain  the  evidence,  the  proceedings  and  the  judgment.  Vol.  I, 
29,  ^  360,  But  where  an  appeal  is  taken  in  a  case  in  which  a  new 
trial  is  to  be  had  in  the  county  court,  the  justice  does  not  return 
the  evidence.  In  such  a  case,  he  must  return  the  process  by 
which  the  action  was  commenced,  with  the  proof  of  the  service 
thereof,  the  pleadings  or  copies  of  them,  the  proceedings  and 
judgment,  together  with   a  brief  statement  of  the  amount 
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and  nature  of  the  claims  litigated  by  the  respective  parties. 
Vol.  I,  30,  §  360.  The  forms  of  proper  returns  will  be  given  in 
a  subsequent  place.  Post,  807  to  809. 

In  those  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  cannot  be  had  in  the  county 
court,  the  justice  is  required  to  return  the  testimony,  proceedings 
and  judgment.  Vol.  I,  29,  §  360.  And  it  is  now  a  settled  rule 
of  construction,  that  in  such  cases  the  justice  must  return  all 
the  evidence  and  proceedings  in  the  cause.  Orcutt  v.  Cahill,  10  E. 
P.  Smith,  578 ;  Hance  v.  Cayuga  &  Susquehanna  E.  B.,  12  Id., 
431 ;  Calligan  v.  Stiles,  12  How.,  495.  The  head  note  of  this  last 
case  is  wrong.  See  13  How.,  96,  erratum ;  Belshatv  v.  Colie,  3 
Code  R.,  184  ;  McCafferty  v.  Kelley,  2  Sandf.,  637. 

In  Orcutt  v.  Cahill,  10  B.  P.  Smith,  578,  this  subject  was  fully 
and  carefully  considered  by  the  court  of  appeals.  The  court 
said :  "  The  only  question  which  can  be  made  is  the  one  argued 
by  the  defendant's  counsel,  namely,  -that  it  does  not  appear  by 
the  justice's  return  that  all  the  evidence  is  set  forth ;  and,  in  such 
a  case,  it  is  argued  that  a  judgment  cannot  be  reversed  upon  the 
facts,  because  it  may  be  that,  if  all  the  evidence  had  been  stated, 
a  defense  would  have  been  established.  I  do  not  think  that 
position  can  be  sustained.  The  provision  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure bearing  upon  the  subject,  is  section  three  hundred  and 
sixty,  which  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  make  a  return  to 
the  appellate  court  'of  the  testimony,  proceedings  and  judgment, 
and  file  the  same  in  the  appellate  court,  &c.'  In  obedience  to 
this  direction,  the  return  under  consideration  professes  to  set  out 
the  testimony  given  on  the  trial.  It  states  that  the  plaintiff,  to 
maintain  his  action,  called  a  person  who  is  named  as  a  witness, 
and  whose  testimony  on  direct  and  cross-examination  is  then 
given ;  and  this  is  followed  by  the  statement  of  the  calling  and 
examination  of  an  other  witness  whose  testimony  is  also  given, 
and  then  it  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  rested.  The  defendant's 
testimony  is  then  set  out  in  the  same  way,  and  then  this  remark 
is  made :  '  Tlie  testimony  here  closed.'  It  is  not  said  in  so  many 
words,  that  what  is  thus  given  is  all  the  testimony  produced  in 
the  case ;  but  if  we  read  the  return  in  connection  with  the  law 
pursuant  to  which  it  was  made,  I  think  it  would  be  excessively 
hypercritical  to  say  that  it  does  not  appear  that  all  the  testimony 
is  stated  in  the  return.  Indeed,  I  think  that  a  justice's  return 
under  this  act,  setting  out  testimony  in  detail,  should  be  under- 
stood as  stating  the  whole  evidence,  unless  the  contrary  distinctly 
appears ;  and  such  is  the  judgment  of  the  court."  The  court 
also  notice  the  fact  that  a  ditferent  practice  formerly  prevailed 
under  the  old  statute,  but  that  practice  is  expressly  overruled. 

There  are  some  facts  of  a  general  nature  that  ought  to  be  stated 
in  every  return  which  is  made  in  a  case  in  which  the  decision  of 
the  cause  is  founded  upon  the  return. 

It  ought  to  appear  how  the  action  was  commenced,  whether 
by  a  voluntary  joining  of  issue  without  process,  or  by  process, 
and  if  by  the  latter,  what  kind  of  process ;  when  issued,  served 


RETURN  ON  APPEAL.  801 

and  returned ;  the  time  and  place  of  joining  issue ;  the  nature  of 
the  pleadings ;  the  various  adjournments ;  the  time  and  place 
of  trial ;  the  evidence  given  and  the  disposition  of  the  various 
questions  and  objections  arising  during  such  trial ;  the  verdict 
of  the  jury,  if  any ;  the  judgment  and  the  time  of  its  rendition  ; 
and  the  time  when  the  appeal  papers  were  served.  The  notice 
of  appeal  must  also  be  returned  with  the  return,  since  the  statute 
expressly  requires  it.  Vol.  I,  30,  §  360;  and  see  Cabrev.  Sturges, 
1  Hilt.,  160.  The  return  is  intended  to  be  a  complete  and  authen- 
tic report  of  all  the  material  proceedings  in  the  court  below ;  and 
no  return  will  be  such  as  the  law  demands  unless  it  complies  with 
•  this  requirement  of  the  law. 

A  return  will  be  defective  when  it  does  not  make  any  reference 
to  any  process  issued  in  the  cause,  nor  mention  any  date  of  the 
appearance  of  the  parties,  or  of  the  trial,  but  merely  sets  forth 
the  pleadings  and  the  evidence,  and  that  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered on  a  day  specified.  Peters  v.  Diossy,  3  B.  D.  Smith,  115. 

The  return  ought  either  to  state  the  substance  of  the  pleadings 
of  the  respective  parties,  or  to  set  forth  copies  of  them. 

In  Boulston  v.  McClelland,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  60,  61,  the  court  said : 
"  The  return  in  this  case  does  not  inform  us  of  the  nature  of  the 
action,  what  was  the  ground  of  complaint,  nor  what  was  the  issue 
between  the  parties  ;  and  no  arguments  are  submitted  from  which 
we  can  infer  what  was  the  precise  point  in  contest  before  the 
court  below. 

"The  justice  appears  to  have  rendered  judgment  against  the 
defendant  for  the  value  of  certain  goods.  We  might,  with  great 
[)ropriety,  decline  reviewing  that  judgment,  where  nothing  is 
before  us  but  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  upon  which  the  broad 
question  is  presented,  whether  that  evidence  would  warrant  any 
judgment  against  the  defendant  under  any  supposable  state  of 
the  pleadings,  or  upon  any  possible  issues  between  the  parties. 
We  are  not  willing  to  sanction  such  a  precedent.  The  return  is 
grossly  imperfect,  and  a  review  of  a  case  in  appeal,  without  the 
pleadings  before  us,  must,  in  general,  be  to  a  great  extent  a  review 
founded  in  conjecture." 

If  a  return  does  not  state  the  substance  of  the  pleadings,  nor 
set  them  out,  a  copy  of  them  ought  to  be  annexed  to  it  and 
referred  to  in  such  return,  luring  v.  Baker,  1  Hilt.,  526 ;  and  see 
Smith  v.  Van  Brunt,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  534. 

Where  a  return  shows  that  important  questions  were  raised  as 
to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  in  the  court  below,  but  it  does 
not  disclose  what  disposition  was  made  of  such  questions,  the 
appellate  court  may,  and  usually  will,  allow  the  appeal  to  stand 
over  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  further  return.  Matthews  v. 
Fiestel,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  91.  And  upon  the  coming  in  of  such 
farther  return  the  court  will  render  judgment  upon  the  questions 
involved  in  the  appeal.  Ih. 

A  return  ought  to  show  what  judgment,  if  any,  was  rendered 
in  the  court  below,  and  if  it  omits  to  do  this,  the  appeal  will  bo 
Watt  11—101 
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dismissed.  Woodside  v.  Pender,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  390.  This,  bow- 
ever,  need  not  be  done  by  any  particular  phraseology,  for  if  the 
court  can  satisfactorily  determine  what  judgment  was  rendered 
this  will  be  suflScient.  Slaman  v.  Buclcley,  29  Barb.,  289 ;  ante,  704. 

The  statutory  provision  that  the  evidence  shall  be  retumeiJ, 
requires  that  documentary  evidence  used  on  the  trial  below  shall 
be  returned  as  well  as  the  oral  evidence.  Ogden  v.  Sanderson,  3 
B.  D.  Smith,  167. 

The  proper  way  to  furnish  such  evidence  is  by  returning  a  true 
copy  of  the  document  with  the  return,  and  referring  therein  to 
such  copy  as  a  part  of  the  return  filed. 

Where  a  justice  omits  to  return  material  documentary  evidence, 
the  appellate  court  will  not  decide  the  appeal  without  it,  but  will 
order  the  cause  to  stand  over  until  it  can  be  returned.  Taylor  v. 
Mayor,  Sec,  ofN.  Y.,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  559 ;  Foley  v.  Alger,  Id.,  719. 
But  where  it  is  entirely  clear  that  the  omitted  paper  would  not 
have  any  effect  upon  the  decision  of  the  appellate  court,  that  court 
will  not  order  the  cause  to  stand  over  for  its  return,  nor  even  order 
it  to  be  returned  on  application  for  an  amended  return  to  that 
effect.  Keeler  v.  Adams,  3  Oaines,  84.  Where  a  paper  or  a  docu- 
ment is  annexed  to  a  return,  and  is  not  included  in  it,  there  must 
be  some  reference  in  the  return  to  such  paper  or  document,  or  it 
will  not  be  considered  as  a  part  of  it.  Spring  v.  Balcer,  1  Hilt., 
526.  But  where  the  return  refers  explicitly  to  a  paper  as  a  part 
of  the  proceedings,  and  it  is  returned  with  the  return,  it  will  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  the  return  although  not  annexed  to  it. 
Stolp  V.  Van  Cortland,  3  Wend.,  492.  All  material  facts  ought  to 
be  stated  in  the  body  of  the  return,  and  it  is  not  a  proper  practice 
to  add  them  by  way  of  a  postscript  or  memorandum.  Loqtie  v. 
Gillick,  1  B.  D.  Smith,  398. 

Where  a  justice  omits  to  return  papers  or  documents  which 
were  introduced  as  evidence  in  the  court  below,  the  return  is 
imperfect,  and  the  parties  ought  not  to  bring  the  cause  on  for 
argument,  but  procure  a  further  return.  McAllister  v.  Seo^ton,  4 
E.  D.  Smith,  41.  The  return  ought  to  contain  within  itself  a 
complet.e  history  of  the  entire  proceedings  in  the  court  below,  with- 
out reference  to  any  extrinsic  papers.  And  where  an  affidavit 
was  formerly  used  as  the  foundation  for  a  certiorari,  it  was  held 
that  the  justice's  return  was  not  sufficient  when  it  adopted  such 
affidavit,  and  stated  that  the  facts^  therein  contained  were  sub- 
stantially true.  Mann  v.  Swift,  3  Cow.,  61.  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  justice  to  take  full  minutes  of  the  evidence  and  proceedings, 
as  has  already  been  seen,  ante,  584,  631,  632 ;  and  he  will  not 
be  excused  from  returning  such  evidence  and  proceedings  on  the 
ground  that  he  omitted  to  take  minutes.  Sehuyhr  v.  Warner,  1 
Cow.,  59.  . 

The  return  ought  also  to  show  that  the  justice  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  of  the  subject  matter  of 
the  action,  when  the  defendant  did  not  appear  in  the  action 
below,  and  in  such  a  case  if  the  action  is  commenced  by  sum- 
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moiis,  but  tbe  retura  does  not  show  that  the  summons  stated 
auy^Zflce  of  appearance,  or  that  the  constable's  return  stated 
any  time  of  the  service  of  the  process,  the  judgment  will  be 
reversed.  Stewart  v.  Smith,  17  Wend.,  517. 

So  where  an  action  is  commenced  by  a  short  summons,  and  the 
defendant  does  not  appear,  and  the  return  does  not  show  any 
facts  authorizing  a  short  summons,  the  judgment  will  be  erron- 
eous. Allen  V.  Stone,  9  Barb.,  61.  In  the  last  case  it  appeared 
from  the  return  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  non-resident,  the  defend- 
ant a  resident,  and  that  no  proof  was  furnished  as  to  the  plaintiffs 
non-residence,  nor  any  security  for  costs  given. 

A  return  ought  also  to  show  that  the  proceedings  below  were 
regular,  and  that  there  was  a  compliance  with  statutory  require- 
ments in  matters  of  practice ;  and  if  it  should  clearly  appear  that 
a  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury,  and  that  they  retired  to  debberate 
without  a  constable  being  sworn  to  attend  them,  the  judgment 
would  be  reversed.  Douglass  v.  Blackman,  14  Barb.,  381 ;  Hatch 
V.  Mann,  9  Wend.,  262  ;  ante,  618. 

A  justice's  return  need  not  be  under  seal ;  it  is  as  valid  with- 
out it  as  with  it ;  and  the  justice  will  be  as  liable  for  a  false 
return  as  though  it  had  been  sealed,  Scott  v.  Bushman,  1  Cow., 
212. 

A  justice  is  not  required  to  make  any  return  in  relation  to  mat- 
ters which  did  not  occur  within  his  knowledge,  as  in  the  case  of 
the  misconduct  of  a  jury  after  they  have  retired  to  deliberate 
upon  their  verdict.  Anon.,  3  Caines,  106.  Such  matters  are  to  be 
assigned  as  error  in  fact,  and  decided  upon  affidavits  or  such  other 
evidence  as  may  be  required.  The  practice  as  to  error  in  fact  will 
be  fully  explained  in  a  subsequent  place.  Post, 

The  law  does  not  permit  a  justice  to  make  a  motion  to  quash 
an  appeal  for  irregularities.  It  is  his  duty  to  obey  the  notice  by 
returning  what  can  be  legally  required  of  him,  and  by  omitting 
what  he  i?  not  bound  by  law  to  return.  Van  Patten  v.  OuderJcirle, 
2  Johns.  Oas.,  108. 

A  recital  in  a  return  that  an  action  was  commenced  on  a  par- 
ticular day  is  not  sufficient  proof  that  it  was  commenced  in  time 
to  save  the  demand  sued  on  from  the  statute  of  limitations.  Cor- 
nell V.  Moulton,  3  Denio,  12 ;  McGraw  v.  Walker,  2  Hilt.,  404. 
Such  a  fact  must  be  proved  before  the  justice  like  aqy  other  fact, 
and  the  evideace  of  it  returned.  Ih.  In  the  absence  of  such 
proof  showing  when  the  summons  was  issued  or  actually  deliv- 
ered for  service,  the  legal  intendment  will  be  that  the  action  was 
commenced  on  the, day  of  the  service  of  the  summons.  Ih. 

If  a  notice  of  appeal  were  defective  in  not  stating  the  grounds 
of  appeal  sufficiently,  this  would  not  be  any  excuse  for  a  justice 
in  not  making  a  return.  But,  if  his  fees  were  not  paid  at  the 
time  of  the  service  of  the  noticeof  appeal,  he  will  be  justifiable 
in  refusing  to  make  a  return.  Antfi,  799. 

Wlw  to  draw  the  return.}  The  statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  thp 
justice  to  draw  his  return  and  to  file  it  in  tJie  appellate  court. 
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Vol.  I,  29,  ^  360.    It  is  evident  that  the  intention  of  the  statute 
is  that  the  act  shall  be  performed  by  the  justice  himself,  and  this 
is  ordinarily  done  in  practice.     The  act  of  making  a  return,  how- 
ever, is  a  ministerial,  and  not  a  judicial  one.  Ante,  747.    And  for 
this  reason  a  justice  may,  in  some  cases,  employ  an  amanuensis 
to  draw  the  return.    This,  however,  ought  never  to  be  done 
unless  in  those  cases  iu  which  there  is  an  imperative  necessity 
for  it ;  and,  even  in  those  cases,  the  justice  ought  not  to  employ 
the  attorney  of  either  the  appellant  or  of  the  respondent,  but  he 
should  select  some  impartial  third  person  for  the  purpose.    Tbere 
are  several  cases  reported  upon  this  question,  but  they  were 
decided  in  relation  to  the  practice  under  the  old  system,  and 
although  good  authorities  as  to  the  principles  involved,  it  will  be 
observed  that  none  of  those  cases  do  more  than  to  tolerate  the 
employment  of  the  attorney  of  one  of  the  parties  iu  some  particular 
instances.    No  case  requires  the  employment  of  such  an  attorney, 
and  it  ought  never  to  be  done.    In  Fox  v.  Johnson,  3  Cow.,  20, 
the  return  was  set  aside  on   motion  of  the  respondent,  upon 
affidavits  showing  that  it  was  all  drawn  by  the  attorney  for  the 
appellant,  at  the  request  of  the  j\istice  himself.     The  court,  in 
speaking  of  the  act  of  the  justice  in  this  respect,  said :  "  He  should 
have  employed  some  one  other  than  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  practice  of  resorting  to  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  iu  error 
(appellant)  is  a  dangerous  one.    It  is  liable  to  great  abuse,  being 
in  the  hands  of  one  who  is  interested  to  reverse  the  judgment. 
The  rights  of  the  defendant  in  error  are  concluded  by  the  return, 
who  must  submit  or  be  put  to  the  expense  and  delay  of  an  action 
if  the  return  be  false."  See  also  Eudd  v.  Baker,  7  Johns.,  548. 
In  the  subsequent  case  of  Philips  v.  Caswell,  4  Oow.,  505,  it 
appeared  that  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  (appellant) 
wrote  the  entire  return;  but  it  also  appeared  that  the  justice 
voluntarily  went  to  the  attorney's  office  and  desired  him  to  write 
it,  and  that  the  justice  dictated  the  whole  of  the  facts.    The 
court  refused  to  set  this  return  aside  on  motion,  for  the  reason 
that  the  attorney  was  a  mere  amanuensis. 

In  the  still  later  case  of  Hunter  v.  Graves,  4  Cow.,  537,  the 
court  refused  to  set  a  return  aside  where  it  had  been  drawn  by 
the  attorney  for  the  respondent,  and  where  it  did  not  appear  that 
any  improper  influence  was  exerted  over  the  justice. 

From  these  cases  it  appears  that  the  power  of  the  appellate 
court  to  set  aside  a  return  is  clear,  when  the  facts  show  that  it 
ought  to  be  done.  And  appellate  courts  will  best  subserve  the 
public  interests  by  setting  aside  all  returns  which  are  drawn  by 
the  attorneys  of  either  of  the  parties,  unless  done  under  circum- 
stances such  as  can  seldom  occur.  The  law  does  not  permit 
parties  to  seek  their  rights  by  taking  the  law  into  their  own 
hands,  nor  does  it  permit  them  "to  be  judges  in  their  own  causes, 
and  it  ought  not  to  permit  them  to  make  the  records  of  the 
courts  through  the  instrumentalities  of  their  attorneys  or  agents. 

Evidence  in  place  of  return.']  In  case  of  the  death  or  insanity 
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of  the  justice,  or  of  his  removal  from  the  state,  the  appellate 
court  may  ascertain  what  facts  transpired  below  by  examining 
witnesses  in  relation  thereto.  Vol.  I,  30,  <§  303. 

Where  the  justice  has  removed  from  the  state,  and  the  county 
court  hears  the  appeal  upon  evidence  taken  in  that  court,  and  it 
is  impossible  for  the  supreme  court,  upon  an  appeal  thereto,  to 
say  that  the  county  court  had  before  it  all  the  material  evidence 
given  before  the  justice,  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  will 
not  be  reversed.  Bush  v.  Dennison,  14  How.,  307.  And  where, 
in  such  a  case,  it  appears  that  the  objections  raised  by  the  appel- 
lant to  the  validity  of  the  judgment,  were  of  such  a  nature  that 
they  might  have  been  supplied  by  evidence,  the  iutendment  of 
the  supreme  court  will  be  that  they  were  so  supplied.  li. 

The  mere  removal  of  a  justice  from  one  county  to  an  other 
within  this  state,  does  not  excuse  the  justice  from  making  a 
return,  nor  does  it  authorize  a  resort  to  oral  evidence  as  to  the 
matters  which  transpired  in  the  court  below.  Vol.  I,  30,  §  363. 
The  justice  may  be  compelled  by  the  appellate  court  to  make  a 
return  in  such  a  case.  lb. 

Conclusiveness  of  the  return.']  The  return  made  by  the  justice 
is  the  record  of  the  evidence  and  proceedings  in  the  court  below, 
and,  being  an  official  act,  it  is  held  to  be  conclusive  as  to  what 
occurred  there.  The  operation  of  this  rule  is  to  exclude  all 
extrinsic  evidence  which  may  be  offered  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tradicting the  return,  or  of  adding  to  or  diminishing  the  facts  stated 
in  it.  There  are  some  cases  in  which  a  return  is  required  to  be 
made,  and  yet  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  in  determining 
some  of  the  questions  involved  in  the  appeals.  But  even  when 
such  evidence  is  admitted,  it  is  not  done  in  violation  of  the  rule 
already  stated.  The  return  is  still  conclusive  as  to  the  matters 
btated  in  it,  but  the  allegations  of  error  are  founded  upon  mat- 
ters which  are  not  properly  a  subject  to  be  included  in  the  return. 
When  error  in  fact  is  assigned,  or  when  a  default  has  been 
taken  and  a  new  trial  is  the  relief  sought,  it  will  be  proper  to 
use  affidavits  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  true  facts  in  the 
case.  And  even  oral  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  same  pur- 
pose. Vol.  I,  31,  ^  366.  There  are  some  cases,  also,  in  which  no 
return  is  made,  and  the  facts  are  proved  by  other  evidence.  See 
above.  But  where  a  return  is  made,  and  relief  is  sought  in 
relation  to  matters  which  are  properly  a  subject  of  return  by  the 
justice,  his  return  as  to  those  facts  or  matters  is  entirely  con- 
clusive. This  is  illustrated  by  numerous  cases,  a  few  of  which 
will  be  noticed. 

In  the  first  place  the  return  cannot  be  contradicted  by  showing 
that  it  is  untrue,  or  that  it  states  more  than  really  occurred.  If 
a  justice's  return  states  that  four  defendants  were  impleaded  as 
defendants,  and  that  they  joined  issue  in  the  action,  evidence 
will  not  be  admissible  on  the  trial  in  the  county  court  to  show 
that  only  two  of  the  defendants  were  brought  into  court.  Bates. 
V.  ConMing,  10  Wend.,  389. 
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A  return  is  so  far  conclusive  that  it  cannot  be  contradicted  by 
an  assignment  of  errors,  even  when  the  errors  assigned  relate 
to  a  question  of  jurisdiction,  if  the  return  affirmatively  states 
that  jurisdiction  exists.  Haines  v.  Judges  of  Westchester,  20 
Wend.,  625. 

Where  the  return  states  the  manner  in  which  the  cause  was 
tried,  the  questions  made,  the  oifers  proposed,  and  the  proceed- 
ings had,  it  is  conclusive  as  to  these  matters,  and  affidavits  are 
not  admissible  to  contradict  the  return.  8pence  v.  Beck,  1  Hilt., 
276 ;  Beebe  v.  Roberts,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  195.  The  aggrieved  party 
should  move  to  correct  the  matters  by  an  amended  return.  lb., 
and  see  Eatvson  v.  Adams,  17  Johns.,  130. 

Where  the  return  is  defective  and  does  not  state  the  facts  relied 
upon  as  showing  error,  the  remedy  is  by  procuring  an  amended 
return  which  will  show  them. 

Where  important  matter  is  omitted  in  the  return,  the  party 
aggrieved  should  cause  it  to  be  amended,  and  affidavits  may  be 
used  as  the  foundation  of  an  order  directing  a  more  full  and 
specific  return.  LynsTiy  v.  Pendegrast,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  43. 

Such  a  motion  is  the  only  remedy  for  correcting  the  return, 
and  if  the  party  proceeds  to  argument  without  procuring  an 
amendment  he  will  be  bound  by  the  facts  stated  in  the  return. 
Caj)ewell  v.  Ormsby,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  180. 

If  exceptions  were  taken  to  rulings  made  by  the  court  below, 
and  these  are  not  stated  in  the  return,  an  amended  return  must 
be  procured  which  sets  them  out,  for  affidavits  are  not  admissible 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  their  existence.  Hyland  v.  Sherman, 
Id.,  235 ;  Eawson  v.  Grow,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  18. 

It  is  of  no  consequence  how  many  erroneous  rulings  or  decis- 
ions a  justice  may  make,  if  they  do  not  appear  in  the  return, 
since  the  court  will  not  look  into  affidavits  for  the  proof  of  their 
existence,  and  if  a  party  neglects  to  procure  an  amended  or 
further  return  which  shows  them,  the.judgment  will  be  affirmed. 
Trust  V.  Delaplaine,  3  B.  D.  Smith,  219 ;  Kilpatriok  v.  Carr,  3 
Abb.,  117. 

Where  the  alleged  error  consists  in  the  disallowance  of  ques- 
tions proposed  in  the  court  below,  by  the  appellant,  he  should  be 
careful  to  see  that  the  questions  and  rulings  are  sjt  out  in  the 
return,  or  he  will  lose  the  benefit  of  them.  Peek  v.  Richmond,  2 
E.  D.  Smith,  381,  383. 

Forms  of  returns.l  The  number  of  cases  appealed  is  so  great 
that  the  convenience  of  parties  cannot  be  more  effectually  con- 
sulted than  by  furnishing  appropriate  precedents  as  a  guide  in 
making  a  return.  But  it  is  of  especial  importance  to  recollect 
that  the  form  of  the  return  is  conclusively  governed  by  the  nature 
of  the  pleadings  or  judgment  in  the  action  appealed  from.  One 
form  of  return  is  not  appropriate  in  all  cases,  as  it  was  before 
the  recent  change  in  the  law,  as  has  been  more  fully  explained 
elsewhere,  ante,  799. 
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The  justice  ulust  also  be  careful  to  make  such  a  return  as  the 
particular  case  requires. 

In  the  forms  given,  the  first  is  cue  which  is  appropriate  in 
those  cases  in  which  the  case  is  heard  and  decided  upon  the 
return  itself.  The  second  form  is  applicable  to  cases  in  which  a 
new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court. 

Form  of  return  wliere  fhe  evidence  is  returned,  and  a  new  trial  is 

not  had  in  the  county  court. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

John  Doe  i  Before  Richakdson  P.  Olabk,  Justice.    Return 

RichardRoe.  j       ^^^  ^PPe^l- 

To  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county : 

In  pursuance  of  the  notice  of  appeal  hereto  annexed,  which  was  served 
on  me  on  the  first  day  of  August,  1 865,  and  in  obedience  to  the  statutes 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  I,  Richardson  P.  Clark,  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  do  hereby  certify 
and  return  to  the  said  court,  that,  on  the  1st  day  of  July,  1865,  at  the 
request  of  the  plaintiff,  John  Doe,  I  issued  a  summons,  dated  on  that  day, 
directed  to  any  constable  of  Fulton  county,  commanding  him  to  summon 
Richard  Roe  to  appear  before  me,  at  my  office  in  the  village  of  Johnstown, 
on  the  10th  day  of  July,  1865,  at  10  o'clock  a.  m.,  to  answer  the  complaint 
of  John  Doe  in  a  civil  action.  {If  the  summotis  states  a  claim  for  more 
than  $100,  then  add:)  That  an  internal  revenue  stamp  of  the  value  of  fifty 
cents  was  duly  affixed  upon  such  summons,  and  duly  canceled  before  the 
same  was  issued. 

That  on  or  before  the  return  day  of  said  summons,  it  was  duly  returned 
to  me  by  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  said  county,  with  a  return  signed 
by  him,  that  the  same  was  personally  served  on  the  said  Richard  Roe  oa 
the  said  1st  day  of  July,  1865. 

That  on  the  10th  day  of  July  aforesaid,  at  the  time  and  place  specified 
for  the  return  of  said  summons,  the  parties  appeared,  the  plaintiff  in  person, 
and  the  defendant  by  his  attorney,  Mclntyre  Fraser,  and  joined  issue. 

The  plaintiff  complained  upon  a  promissory  note,  dated  May  1st,  1864, 
purporting  to  have  been  made  by  the  defendant,  and  payable  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  on  demand. 

The  defendant  answered  the  complaint  by  denying  each  and  every  allega^ 
tion  therein  contained  ;  and  also  by  alleging  that  said  note  had  been  fully 
paid.  He  also  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  him  for  goods, 
wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  such  plaintiff  at  his  request, 
and  claimed  to  recover  judgment  for  a  balance  of  one  hundred  dollars. 

(  Where  the  pleadings  are  in  writing,  insert  copies  of  them.) 

Issue  having  been  thus  joined,  the  cause  was  adjourned,  on  motion  and 
oath  of  the  defendant,  to  the  15th  day  of  July,  1865,  at  10  a.  m.,  at  my 
office. 

At  the  time  and  place  last  mentioned,  the  parties  appeared  in  person  (or 
by  attorney),  and  at  the  request  of  the  defendant  (or  plaintiff)  1  issued  a 
venire  to  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  Johnstown,  which  venire  was 
returnable  forthwith,  and  the  said  constable  afterwards,  and  on  the  same 
day,  returned  the  said  venire  with  a  panel  containing  the  names  of  twelve 
jurors,  summoned  by  him  for  the  jury  aforesaid.  All  the  jm-ors  so  sum- 
moned appeared,  and  .the  following  were  duly  drawn  and  sworn  as  jurors 
to  try  the  action,  viz. :  (Here  insert  the  jurors'  names.) 
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On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  called  A.  B  as  a  witness  who,  being  dnly  sworn, 
testified:  (here  set  out  the  evidence  in  full,  either  on  the  direct  or  the 
cross-examination.) 

The  plaintiff  then  called  C.  D.  as  a  witness,  who  testified :  (set  out  the 
evidence.) 

The  plaintiff  then  rested  his  case,  and  the  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit 
on  the  following  grounds :  (state  the  grounds  explicitly  and  fully.) 

The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  denied,  and  the  defendant  excepted  to  any 
decision. 

The  defendant  then  called  E.  F.  as  a  witness,  and  offered  to  prove  by 
him  —  (state  what  was  offered).  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  evidence,  on 
the  ground  —  (state  the  grounds),  and  I  excluded  the  evidence,  to  which 
ruling  and  decision  the  defendant  duly  excepted. 

The  defendant  then  called  G.  H.,  as  a  witness,  who  testified :  (set  out 
the  evidence  fully.) 

The  plaintiff  then  recalled  A.  B.,  who  testified :  (state  the  evidence.) 

Neither  party  offered  any  further  evidence,  and  the  foregoing  is  substan- 
tially all  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial  of  said  action. 

The  counsel  for  the  respective  parties  then  summed  up  the  cause  to  the 
jury,  after  which  I  charged  the  jury  as  follows  :  (state  the  charge.)  After 
such  charge  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  who  retired  for  delibera- 
tion, under  the  charge  of  a  constable,  duly  sworn  for  that  purpose,  and 
after  due  deliberation  they  agreed  upon  their  verdict  and  returned  into 
court,  and  after  being  called  by  me  and  severally  answering  to  their  names, 
and  the  plaintiff  being  then  called  and  answering,  the  said  jury  publicly 
delivered  their  verdict  in  open  court,  by  which  they  found  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  damages  (or  otherwise,  as  the 
finding  may  be). 

Whereupon,  I,  the  said  justice,  did  immediately,  and  on  the  same  day, 
render  judgment  in  favor  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  against  the  said  defend- 
ant, for  the  said  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  damages,  and  five  dollars  costs 
of  the  action. 

(If  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  justice,  without  a  jury,  state  the  fact,  and 
the  time  and  manner  of  rendering  judgment.) 

I  also  certify,  that  when  the  notice  of  appeal  before  referred  to  was 
served  upon  me,  the  above  costs  included  in  the  said  judgment,  namely,, 
five  dollars,  and  two  dollars  the  costs  of  this  return,  were  paid  to  me  by 
the  said  defendant. 

All  of  which  I  send,  together  with  the  process,  pleadings,  proceedings 
and  judgment,  as  I  am  required  by  law  and  the  notice  of  appeal  to  do. 

RICHARDSON  P.  CLARK, 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  2,  1865.  Justice. 


Form  of  return  where  evidence  is  not  returned,  lut  a  new  trial  is 
had  in  the  county  cmirt. 

IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


Jolin  Doe 
agst. 


^„,.  (  Before  Richabdson  P.  Clabe,  Justice.     Return 

Richard  Roe.  C      on  appeal. 

To  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county : 

An  appeal  having  been  taken  in  this  action  by  the  defendant  (or  the 
plaintiff),  I,  Richardson  P.  Clark,  the  justice  before  whom  the  same  was 
tried,  in  pursuance  of  the  notice  of  appeal  hereto  annexed,  and  in  obedi- 
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ence  to  the  statute  in  such  cases  made  and  provided,  do  hereby  certify  and 
return  that  the  following  proceedings  were  had  by  and  before  me. 

On  the  Ist  day  of  July,  1865,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  I  issued  a 
summons  in  his  favor  and  against  the  defendant,  of  which  the  following  is 
a  copy :  (set  out  a  copy  of  the  summons.)  Said  summons  was,  on  or 
before  the  return  day  thereof,  returned  to  me  with  a  written  return  thereon, 
made  by  James  Pierson,  a  constable  of  Johnstown,  which  return  was  as 
follows :  (set  out  a  copy.) 

On  the  return  day  of  the  process,  and  at  the  time  and  place  specified  for 
the  i-eturn  thereof,  and  for  the  appearance  of  the  parties,  the  said  parties 
personally  appeared. 

The  plaintiff  complained  as  follows:  (set  out  a  copy  of  the  complaint.) 
To  which  the  defendant  answered  as  follows :  (set  out  a  copy  of  the  answer.) 
The  cause  was  then  adjourned,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  to  the  20th  day 
of  July,  1 865,  at  10  o'clock  a.  m.,  at  my  office  in  Johnstown,  at  which  time 
and  place  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury  composed  of  the  following  named 
jurors :  (name  them.)  The  plaintiff  claimed  to  recover  for  goods,  wares 
and  merchandise  sold  to  the  defendant,  to  the  amount  or  value  of  one  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars.  The  defendant  denied  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  the  amount  so  claimed,  on  the  ground  that  the  goods  had  been 
fully  paid  for ;  and  he  also  claimed  to  have  a  set-off  against  the  plaintiff  to 
the  amount  of  one  hundred  dollars,  for  which  he  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  recover  judgment.  Both  parties  introduced  evidence  upon  the  claims 
so  made  by  them,  and  after  hearing  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  the 
respective  parties,  the  jury,  on  the  said  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  found  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  of 
seventy-five  dollars  damages. 

That  on  the  said  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  I  immediately  rendered  judg- 
ment upon  such  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant, 
for 

Damages, $75  00 

Costs 5  00 

$80  00 
On  the  22d  day  of  July,  1865,  the  defendant  served  the  annexed  notice 
of  appeal  upon  me,  and  at  the  same  time  he  paid  to  me  $5,  the  costs  entered 
in  the  judgment,  together  with  $2  costs  or  fees  for  making  my  return. 

That  at  the  same  time  the  defendant  delivered  to  me  an  undertaking,  a 
copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed,  with  a  copy  of  the  approval  indorsed 
thereon.  RICHARDSON  P.  CLARK, 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  3,  1365.  Justice. 

General  facts  to  he  stated  in  return.~\  Where  a  new  trial  is  to  be 
had  in  the  county  conrt,  the  evideuce  taken  in  the  court  below  is 
not  to  be  returned.  But  all  the  process  is  to  be  fully  and  care- 
fully returned.  If  the  action  was  commenced  by  attachment,  war- 
rant, replevin  or  short  summons,  and  aflSdavits  and  undertakings 
were  furnished,  they  ought  to  form  a  part  of  the  papers  returned. 
If  any  objections  were  taken  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavits, 
the  undertakings,  or  to  the  form  of  the  process,  or  to  the  time  or 
manner  of  its  service,  such  objections  ought  to  be  stated,  since  such 
objections,  if  properly  taken  in  the  court  below,  are  available  upon 
an  appeal,  even  in  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  a  proper  remedy. 
If  no  objection  is  taken  in  the  court  below,  and  issue  is  joined 
without  objection,  all  such  errors  and  defects  will  be  waived. 
Wait  II— 1  02 
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Swartwout  v.  Boddis,  5  Hill,  118.  The  same  case  held  tbat  a 
defect  iu  an  affidavit  on  which  a  warrant  was  issued  by  the  jus- 
tice was  not  available  upon  an  appeal,  because  the  statute  did 
not  require  a  return  of  the  process  by  which  the  action  was  com- 
menced. But  the  present  law  does  require  a  return  of  the  process, 
Vol.  I,  30,  §  360,  and  any  defects  therein,  or  in  the  affidavits  upon 
which  it  is  founded,  will  be  available  if  the  objection  is  properly 
taken  below.  Malone  v.  Clark,  2  Hill,  657 ;  Sennett  v.  Ingersoll, 
24  Wend.,  113.  And  the  appellant  may  properly  raise  the  ques- 
tion in  the  county  court  by  moving  that  the  proceedings  in  the 
justice's  court  be  held  to  be  of  no  effiict,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
be  nonsuited  on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  or 
other  defect,  whatever  that  may  be.  II. 

If  the  county  court  refuses  to  entertain  the  motion  at  all,  or  if 
it  refuses  to  grant  it  in  a  proper  case,  the  error  may  be  reviewed  in 
the  supreme  court.  Ih.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  objection  has  been 
properly  taken  in  the  court  below,  that  operates  to  give  a  right  to 
renew  it  in  the  county  court  before  the  trial  there.  But  if  no 
objection  is  taken  below,  or  if  it  is  so  improperly  taken  as  not  to  be 
available,  the  right  to  renew  it  in  the  county  court  may  be  lost. 
And  so  an  omission  to  renew  the  motion  in  the  county  court, 
even  when  it  has  been  properly  taken  below,  will  be  of  no  avail 
upon  an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court,  because  such  omission  will 
be  deemed  a  waiver  of  the  error. 

A  mere  motion  is  sufficient  to  raise  the  question,  if  the  ob- 
jection is  properly  taken  in  the  justice's  court;  it  is  not  necessary 
to  set  the  matter  up  in  the  answer  by  way  of  abatement  of  the 
action.  Bennett  v.  Ingersoll,  24  Wend.,  113.  The  same  matter  is, 
however,  available  by  way  of  answer  in  abatement,  if  the  party 
elects  to  set  it  up  as  a  ground  of  defense.  8wartivout  v.  Boddis,  5 
Hill,  118.  If  the  objection  is  a  proper  one  to  raise  by  way  of 
answer  in  abatement,  and  the  defense  is  thus  interposed,  it  will 
clearly  be  available  in  the  county  court,  since  it  will  be  one  of 
the  issues  in  the  action,  and  the  county  coxirt  must  try  it.  Vol. 
I,  31,  §  366.  Where  the  objection  is  one  which  does  not  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  an  answer  in  abatement  will 
usually  be  the  most  appropriate  mode  of  presenting  the  defense. 
But  where  the  objection  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  papers, 
as  where  an  affidavit  or  undertaking  upon  which  the  process  is 
founded  is  defective,  the  most  usual  as  well  as  the  most  convenient 
course  will  be  to  raise  the  question  by  way  of  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  action.  This  must,  however,  be  done  before  any  steps 
are  taken  in  the  action,  or  the  objection  will  be  waived.  Ante,  17 
to  20,  50,  234  to  236.  But  if  the  objection  is  properly  taken,  and 
it  is  overruled,  the  objecting  party  may  then  join  issue  without 
waiving  any  rights,  and  without  losing  the  benefit  of  his  previous 
objection.  Ante,  20. 

It  will  be  seen,  however,  that  the  objections  which  can  be 
made  thus  available,  must  relate  mainly  to  questions  of  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  person,  or  as  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  action. 
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For  ih  these  cases  of  new  trials  in  the  county  court,  the  evidence 
is  not  returned,  and  there  is  no  review  of  the  questions  and  objec- 
tions made  in  the  court  below.  The  whole  action  is  retried  on 
the  merits,  and  the  only  objections  available  upon  the  trial  are 
such  as  are  taken  during  the  trial  in  the  county  court.  If  the 
appellant  desires  to  review  the  rulings  made  in  the  court  below, 
during  the  progress  of  the  trial  there,  he  must  appeal  upon 
questions  of  law  alone,  and  have  the  evidence,  objections  and 
proceedings  all  returned,  so  that  the  cause  may  be  decided  upon 
the  facts  appearing  upon  the  return.  Ante,  800,  801. 

Returning  u  ministerial  act.']  The  justice  does  not  act  judicially, 
but  ministerially,  in  making  his  return.  His  liability  for  a  false 
return  has  already  been  sufficiently  noticed.  Vol.  I,  746,  747. 

Defective  return.']  The  statute  provides  the  mode  of  procuring 
a  further  return  when  the  original  one  is  defective.  Vol.  I,  30, 
§  362.  This  subject  will,  however,  be  more  fully  noticed  under  the 
title  Amended  return.  As  has  been  already  seen,  ante,  800,  the 
legal  intendment  of  the  appellate  court  is  that  all  the  evidence 
and  proceedings  have  been  returned.  But  this  intendment  is 
not  conclusive,  for  either  party  may  show,  if  he  can,  by  affidavits, 
or  other  legal  proof,  that  the  return  is  defective  or  emissive,  and 
that  material  evidence  has  not  been  returned,  and  if  the  fact  is 
established,  a  further  or  amended  return  will  be  ordered  by  the 
appellate  court.  And  the  rule  is  the  same  where  the  return  is 
emissive  or  defective  as  to  any  other  matters  or  proceedings  which 
occurred  in  the  court  below.  The  statute,  authorizing  a  further 
or  amended  return,  was  intended  to  give  the  courts  power  to 
order  a  further  or  amended  return  in  any  c&se  in  which  the  rights 
of  the  litigant  parties  required  it.  It  is  a  substantial  remedy, 
and  it  ought  to  be  liberally  extended  to  every  case  in  which  jus- 
tice will  be  promoted  by  its  application  and  enforcement.  And 
the  benefits  of  this  remedy  are  not  confined  to  one  party,  for  a 
defective  return  will  be  required  to  be  amended  on  the  application 
of  either  party,  when  such  application  is  made  in  proper  season, 
and  in  due  form  of  law.  This  power  is  a  most  valuable  one, 
since  it  enables  the  appellate  court  to  compel  such  a  return  as 
shall  give  both  parties  a  full  and  a  fair  hearing  upon  all  such 
matters  as  Occurred  below,  and  on  all  the  grounds  of  appeal. 

Compelling  return.']  The  law  not  only  makes  it  the  duty  Of  a' 
justice  to  make  a  return  to  an  appeal,  but  it  enforces  that  duty 
by  attachment  when  it  becomes  necessary  to  do  so.  Vol.  1,  29, 30, 
"§  360.  But  if  the  justice's  fee  for  making  a  return  was  not  i)aid 
at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice  of  appeal  upon  him,  he  cannot 
be  compelled  to  make  a  return.  16.;  Van  Heusen  v.  Kirlcpatrich, 
5  How.,  422,  423. 

The  proceeding  by  attachment  is  in  the  nature  of  a  punish- 
ment for  contempt  of  court.  The  statute  jijst  referred  to.  Code, 
^  360,  authorizes  the  issuing  of  an  attachment,  bxit  it  leaves  the 
mode  of  doing  so  to  the  usual  practice  of  the  courts  as  founded 
upon  statutes  and  the  decisions  of  the  courts.    The  general  pto- 
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visions  of  the  statute  will  be  found,  3  R.  S.,  849  to  855,  5th  ed., 
particularlj'^  subs.  1,  7,  8,  of  §  1.  There  are"  several  works  which 
quite  fully  explain  the  practice  in  relation  to  contempts.  See 
Crary's  Special  Proceedings,  375  to  418 ;  2  Burr.  Pract.,  212  to 
221,  2d  ed. ;  2  Tiff,  and  Smith's  Pract.,  159  to  174. 

In  this  article  nothing  more  will  be  attempted  than  to  state  the 
general  rules  applicable  to  such  cases,  and  to  give  such  practical 
forms  as  may  assist  the  practitioner  in  his  proceedings. 

Although  in  proceedings  to  punish  for  contempts  there  are  two 
modes  in  common  practice,  viz.,  by  an  order  to  show  cause,  or  by 
attachment,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  statute  declares  that  a 
return  may  be  compelled  by  attachment.  Vol.  I,  30,  %  360.  It  is, 
therefore,  the  proper  course  to  adopt  that  mode  of  proceeding. 

If  a  justice  neglects  to  make  a  return  within  the  time  allowed 
by  law  for  that  purpose,  without  procuring  an  extension  of  time 
either  from  the  appellate  court,  or  by  stipulation' of  the  parties, 
he  will  be  liable  to  an  attachment.  And  he  may  be  proceeded 
against  without  any  further  notice  than  that  given  by  the  notice 
of  appeal  served  upon  him. 

But  a  liberal  practice  is  always  best,  and  therefore  it  would  be 
advisable  to  give  the  justice  notice  to  make  and  file  his  return  by 
a  specified  day,  and  that  in  default  thereof  an  attachment  will  be 
applied  for.    Such  a  notice  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Form  of  notice  to  malce  return. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Eichard  Roe,  Appellant. 


To  KicHAEDSON  P.  Clark,  Esq. : 

Sir  —  You  will  take  notice  that  you  are  hereby  required  to  make  and 
file  a  return  in  the  above  entitled  action,  within  ten  days  from  the  service 
of  this  notice  upon  you ;  that  such  appeal  was  taken  from  a  judgment 
rendered  by  you  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  in  favor  of  John  Doe,  the 
plamtiff,  and  against  Richard  Roe,  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  $75 
damages,  and  $5  costs ;  that  the  notice  of  appeal  was  served  upon  you  on 
the  22d  day  of  July,  1865  ;  and  that  in  default  of  your  making  such  return 
an  attachment  will  be  applied  for  against  you. 
.^      ,  .  Yours,  &c.,  RICHARD  ROE, 

Dated  August  4,  1865.  Appellant. 

This  notice  is  entitled  in  the  county  court,  for  the  reason  that 
the  cause  may  be  regarded  as  in  that  court,  after  an  appeal  has 
been  properly  brought  and  perfected. 

If  the  justice  neglects  to  make  his  return,  and  to  file  it  in  the 
county  clerk's  ofiice  within  the  time  specified  in  the  notice,  an 
application  may  be  made  for  an  attachment.  This  application 
must  be  made  to  the  county  court,  or  to  the  county  judge  of  the 
county  in  which  the  appeal  is  taken.  See  3  E.  S.,  851,  <&&  5,  6,  8, 
5th  ed. 
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'  "So  notice  need  be  given  of  the  intended  application,  for  by- 
statute  the  connty  court  is  always  open  for  that  purpose.  Vol. 
I,  4,  §  31.  Where  the  application  is  for  an  attachment  in 
the  case  of  a  neglect  to  make  a  further  or  amended  return,  the 
court  is  to  be  deemed  always  open  for  that  purpose.  Vol.  I.  30, 
"§  362.  But  this  section  does  not,  in  express  terras,  apply  to  the 
case  of  an  omission  to  make  a  return  in  the  first  instance.  In 
such  cases,  therefore,  it  may  be  proper  to  make  tbe  order  to  show 
cause,  or  the  attachment  returnable  at  a  term  of  the  county  court. 
Tliere  is  no  reason  why  an  attachment  may  be  enforced  at  any 
time  in  the  case  of  a  neglect  or  omission  to  make  a  further  or 
amended  return,  when  that  has  been  ordered,  and  to  refuse  to 
give  the  same  relief  in  the  case  of  a  neglect  or  omission  to  make 
any  return  in  the  first  instance.  And  it  may  be  that  <^  362,  Vol. 
I,  30,  was  intended  to  include  both  cases.  But  since  it  is  not  so 
declared  in  terms,  the  prudent  practice  will  be  to  follow  the 
practice  prescribed  in  the  Revised  Statutes  in  those  cases  in 
which  an  attachment  is  sought  for  an  omission  to  make  any 
return. 

If  the  justice  neglects  or  omits  to  make  any  return,  due  proof 
must  be  made  of  that  fact  before  an  attachment  can  properly  be 
issued.  This  proof  ought  to  be  made  by  affidavit,  and  may  be 
in  the  following  form  : 

Affidavit  that  no  return  Tias  been  made. 
[Title  .IS  in  notice,  ante,  812.] 

Fulton  CouNTy,  ss:  Richard  Roe  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  is  the 
defendant  named  in  the  above  entitled  action  ;  that  on  the  20th  day  of 
July,  1865,  a  judgment  was  rendered  against  this  deponent  and  in  favor 
of  John  Doe,  for  the  sura  of  $75  damages  and  S5  costs,  by  Richardson  P. 
Clark,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown  in  said  county,  in 
a  civil  action;  that  on  the  22d  day  of  July,  1865,  this  deponent  duly 
appealed  from  the  said  judgment  to  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county ; 
that  on  said  22d  day  of  July,  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  appeal  was  duly 
served  on  said  justice  and  said  respondent,  which  said  notice  was  as  fol- 
lows :  {set  out  a  copy  of  the  notice  served  on  the  justice.  If  security  was 
given  add  the  neaU  clause!)  That  at  the  time  of  serving  such  notice,  this 
deponent  paid  the  costs  entered  in  the  judgment,  and  $2  fees  of  the  jus- 
tice for  making  his  return,  and  he  also  gave  an  undertaking  in  due  form  of 
law  to  stay  proceedings  on  said  judgment,  &c.,  which  undertaking  was 
duly  approved  by  said  justice  (or  by  the  county  judge),  which  undertak- 
ing and  approval  were  as  follows:  (set  out  copies.)  That  the  justice  neg- 
lected and  omitted  to  make  any  return  to  said  appeal  as  required  by  said 
notice  and  by  law ;  that  on  the  4th  day  of  August,  1 865,  this  deponent  served 
a  written  notice  upon  said  justice,  by  delivering  the  same  to  him  personally, 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy:  (set  out  a  copy.)  Tliat  the  time  for 
making  said  return  specified  in  such  notice,  has  elapsed,  and  said  justice 
has  reftised,  neglected  or  omitted  to  make  and  file  any  return  to  said  appeal 
as  required  by  said  notices  and  by  law,  and  deponent  asks  that  an  attach- 
ment in  due  form  of  law  may  be  issued  against  said  justice. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  )  RICHARD  ROE. 

this  15th  day  of  August,  1865,    j 

John  Stewabt,  County  Judge. 
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The  county  judge  may  issue  an  attachment  immediately,  or  he 
may  issue  an  order  to  show  cause  why  an  attachment  should  not 
issue.  3  K.  S.,  851,  §  5,  5th  ed.  If  it  is  deemed  advisable  to  issue 
an  order  to  show  cause,  such  order  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Order  to  show  cause,  &Q, 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Eichard  Eos,  Appellant. 


At  a  term  of  the  Fulton  county  court,  held  at  the  court  hoiiise,  in  the 
village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  15th  day  of  August,  1865.  Present, 
Hon.  John'  Stewaht,  County  Judge,  &c.  / 

On  reading  and  filing  the  affidavit  of  Richard  Roe,  the  defendapt  above 
named  (and  others,  if  any),  showing  that  Richardson  P.  Clark,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  town  of  J'ohnptown,  in  said  county,  has  refused,  neglected 
or  omitted  to  make  any  return  to  the  appeal  taken  in  the  above  action  from 
a  judgment  rendered  by  said  justice,  as  specified  in  the  afiidivit  of  the  said 
Richard  Roe ;  and,  on  motion  of  Horace  E.  Smith,  attorney  foi*  the  appel- 
lant and  defendant,  it  is  ordered,  that  the  justice,  Richardson  P.  Clark, 
show  cause,  or  at  the  next  term  of  this  court,  to  be  held  at  the  court 
house,  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  last  Tuesday  of  November, 
1865,  why  an  attachment  should  not  issue  against  him,  and  why  he  should 
not  be  punished  for  his  alleged  misconduct. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  copies  of  the  affidavits  and  other  papers 
on  which  this  order  is  made,  be  served  upon  the  defendant  personally,  at 
least  ten  days  previous  to  the  said  last  Tuesday  of  November,  1865. 

Where  the  attachment  is  sought  because  of  a  neglect  or  omis- 
sion to  make  a  further  or  amended  return,  the  court  is  always 
deemed  to  be  open,  and  the  order  to  show  cause  may  be  made 
returnable  at  the  judge's  office,  at  such  reasonable  time  as  may 
to  the  judge  seem  proper. 

The  order  must  be  served  jn  the  manner  prescribed  by  law, 
which  is  by  personal  service  upon, the  justice. 

This  service  is  made  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  order  to  the 
justice  personally,  and  at  the  same  time  showing  to  him  the 
original  order ;  and  this  must  be  done  at  the  least  as  early  as 
the  time  specified  in  them,  or  if  no  time  is  mentioned,  then  in 
such  time  as  the  rules,  practice  or  the  law  prescribe. 

Due  proof  must  be  made  of  the  service  of  this  order,  and 
must  be  made  by  affidavit,  which  may  be  in  the  following  form: 

Proof  of  service  of  order,  &g. 
[Title  as  in  notice,  ante,  812.] 

Fulton  county,  ss  :  James  Pierson  being  duly  swoi'n,  says,  that  on  the 
15th  day  of  August,  1865,  he  did,  at  the  village  of  Johnstown,  in  said 
county,  serve  a  copy  of  \ke  annexed  order  on  Richardson  P.  Clark,  the 
justice  therein  named,  by  personally  delivering  a  copy  thei'eof  to  him,  and 
at  the  same  time  showing  him  the  original  order,  which  is  hereto  annexed. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  |  JAMES  PIERgON. 

this  15th  day  of  August,  1865,     j 

John  Stbwaet,  Cmnty  Jud^(i,. 
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This  proof  of  service  may  be  made  at  any  time  before  it  is 
required  for  use ;  but  the  proper  way  will  be  to  make  the  affidavit 
immediately  after  the  service  is  complete.  This  course  will  avoid 
any  difficulties  which  might  arise  from  the  absence,  death  or  other 
cause  preventing  the  party  serving  the  order  from  making  proof 
of  its  service. 

Instead  of  taking  an  order  to  show  cause,  or  of  taking  an 
attachment  in  the  first  instance,  it  is  sometimes  the  case  that  the 
application  is  made  upon  due  notice  to  the  justice.  When  this 
is  the  case,  the  justice  is  served  with  copies  of  the  affidavits  upon 
which  the  motion  is  founded,  and  he  is  at  the  same  time  served 
■with  notice  of  the  motion,  which  notice  may  be  in  the  following- 
form  : 

Form  of  notice. 
[Title  as  in  notice,  ante,  812.] 

Sir :  Take  notice  that  I  sball  apply  to  the  next  term  of  this  court,  to  be  held 
in  the  court  house,  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  last  Tuesday  in  No- 
vember, 1 865,  at  the  opening  of  the  court  on  that  day,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as 
counsel  can  be  heard,  for  an  order  that  an  attachment,  as  for  a  contempt, 
be  issued  against  yon,  the  justice  who  has  refused,  neglected  or  omitted  to 
make  a  return  in  this  cause  as  by  law  required ;  and  for  such  other  or  fur- 
ther order  or  relief,  as  the  court  may  think  proper  to  grant ;  which  motion 
will  be  founded  upon  the  affidavits,  with  copies  whereof  you  are  herewith 
served.     Dated  &c.,  ' 

Yours,  &c.,  H.  E.  SMITH, 

A-tfy  for  Appellant. 
To  Richardson  P.  Clakk,  Justice,  <lbc. 

When  the  justice  has  neglected  or  refused  to  make  an  amended 
or  further  return,  pursuant  to  an  order  for  that  purpose,  the 
notice  may  state  that  the  application  will  be  made  to  the  county 
court,  at  the  judge's  office,  at  a  time  and  place  to  be  specified, 
which  must  be  the  usual  time  for  the  service  of  a  notice  of 
motion.  Where  the  application  is  made  upon  notice,  as  in  the 
last  case  specified,  the  justice  will  appear  and  show  cause  by 
affidavits,  or  otherwise,  why  an  attachment  ought  not  to  be  issued 
against  him.  If  he  shows  sufBeient  cause,  the  attachment  will  be 
refused.  But  if  he  fails  to  make  any  appearance,  or  if  the  cause 
shown,  on  appearance,  be  insufficient,  an  order  for  an  attachment 
will  be  made.  And  the  rule  is  the  same  where  no  sufficient  cause 
is  shown,  on  the  return  of  an  order  to  show  cause.  The  order 
for  an  attachment  may  be  as  follows  : 

Order  for  an  attachment. 

[Title  as  in  notice,  a7ite,  812.J  , 

At,  &c.,  on,  &c.,  as  ante,  814. 
On  reading  and  filing  the  affidavit  of  Richard  Roe  (and  others  if  any), 
showing  that  Richardson  P.  Clark,  the  justice  named  in  the  papers  in  this 
action,  has  refused,  neglected  or  omitted  to  make  a  return  to  the  appeal  in 
this  action,  and,  on  motion  of  Horace  E.  Smith,  Eeq.,  attorney  for  the 
respondent,  and  after  hearing  James  M.  Dudley,  Esq.,  attorney  for  the  said 
justice,  it  is  ordered  that  an  attachment,  as  for  a  contempt,  be  issued  against 
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the  said  justice,  Richardson  P.  Clark,  returnable  at  the  next  term  of  this 
court,  to  be  held  at  the  court  house,  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the 
last  Tuesday  of  November,  1865  (or  in  case  of  a  neglect  to  make  a  further 
or  amended  return,  make  it  returnable  at  the  judge's  office  at  a  tune  and 
place  to  be  specified).  And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  said  Richardson 
P.  Clark  be  held  to  bail  on  said  attachment  in  the  sum  of  dollars. 

After  procuring  the  order  for  an  attachment,  the  next  proceed- 
ing will  be  to  make  out  the  attachment,  and  to  deliver  it  to  the 
sheriff  for  service. 

Form  of  attachment. 

(Seal.)  The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Fulton,  Greeting  :  We  command  you  that  you  attach  Richard- 
son P.  Clark,  so  as  to  have  his  body  before  our  county  court  at  the  next 
term  thereof,  to  be  held  at  the  court  house,  in  the  village  of  Johnstown, 
on  the  last  Tuesday  of  November,  1865,  there  to  answer  to  us,  as  well 
touching  the  contempt  which  he,  as  is  alleged,  hath  committed  against  us, 
as  also  such  other  matters  as  shall  then  and  there  be  laid  to  his  charge; 
and,  further,  to  perform  and  abide  by  such  order  as  our  said  court  shall 
make  in  this  behalf  And  have  you  then  and  there  this  writ ;  and  make 
and  return  a  certificate  under  your  hand  of  the  manner  in  which  you  shall 
have  executed  the  same. 

Witness,  John  Stewart,  county  judge  of  Fulton  county,  at  Johnstown, 
this  15th  day  of  August,  1865. 

MORTIMER  WADE,  Ckrk. 

Horace  E.  Smith,  Attorney. 

If  the  attachment  is  issued  by  the  special  order  of  the  court,  it 
ought  to  be  indorsed  thus :  "  Issued  by  the  special  order  of  the 
court.  MoKTiMBK  Wade,  Clerks  or,  "Issued  by  the  special 
order  of  the  court.  Hold  the  justice  to  bail  in  the  sum  of  five 
hundred  dollars.    Mortimer  Wade,  Clerk." 

If  the  attachment  is  issued  in  a  case  in  which  it  issues  without 
the  special  order  of  the  court,  it  may  be  indorsed  thus  :  "  Let  the 
justice  give  security  for  his  appearance,  by  bond,  in  the  penalty 
of  one  thousand  dollars.  Dated,  &c.  John  Stewart,  County 
Judge,  &c." 

The  attachment,  when  complete,  should  be  delivered  to  the 
sheriff  for  execution.  And  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  imme- 
diately arrest  the  justice  and  to  keep  him  in  custody,  unless  he 
shall  entitle  himself  to  be  discharged  by  giving  bail  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  law. 

If  the  attachment  has  been  served,  and  the  justice  has  given 
bail,  the  sheriff 's  return  will  be  as  follows :  "  I  have  attached  the 
said  Richardson  P.  Clark,  and  let  him  at  large  on  bail,  and  the 
.  bond  taken  by  me  is  herewith  returned.  Jacob  P.  Miller, 
Sheriff."  Where  the  justice  cannot  be  found,  the  return  will  be: 
"Not  found.  Jacob  P.  Miller,  Sheriff."  When  the  justice  is 
attached,  and  no  bail  is  given,  the  return  is :  "  By  virtue  of  the 
within  attachment  I  have  arrested  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark, 
and  for  want  of  bail,  have  him  now  here  in  custody  before  the 
court.    Jacob  P.  Miller,  Sheriff." 


RETURN  ON  APPEAL.  817 

Upon  the  arrest  of  the  justice,  he  may  desire  to  give  a  bond  for 
his  appearance  to  answer  the  attachment.  The  statute  provides 
for  giving  security  in  such  a  case.  3  E.  S.,  851,  §  13, 5th  ed. ;  Id., 
852,  §§  14,  15. 

The  statute  also  prescribes  some  of  the  conditions  ■^ihich  the 
bond  shall  contain.    The  usual  form  of  such  bond  is  as  follows  : 


Form  of  ioncL 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  Richai'dson  P.  Clark,  of  the 
village  of  Johnstown,  and  Daniel  Stewart,  merchant,  of  the  same  place, 
and  Isaiah  Yanney,  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  farmer,  are  held  and  firmly 
bound  unto  Jacob  P.  Miller,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  and  his 
assigns,  in  the  penal  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
Jacob  P.  Miller,  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  and  his  assigns.  For  which  pay- 
ment well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ourselves  jointly  and  severally, 
and  our  and  each  of  oar  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  firmly  by 
these  presents. 

Sealed  with  our  seals,  and  dated  the  15th  day  of  August,  1865. 
Whereas  the  above  named  Richardson  P.  Clark  has  been  arrested  upon 
an  attachment  issued  out  of  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county,  in  a  pro- 
ceeding as  for  a  contempt,  in  not  making  a  return  to  an  appeal  brought  in 
an  action  in  which  John  Doe  was  plaintiff^  and  Richard  Roe  was  defendant, 
and  which  was  tried  before  said  Richardson  P.  Clark,  and  whereas  said 
Richardson  P.  Clark  is  now  in  the  custody  of  Jacob  P.  Miller,  as  sheriff  as 
aforesaid. 

Now,  therefore,  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above 
bounden  Richardson  P.  Clark  shall  appear  on  the  return  of  said  attachment, 
at  the  next  term  of  this  court,  to  be  held  at  the  court  house,  in  the  village 
of  Johnstown,  on  the  last  Tuesday  of  November,  1865,  and  answer  to  the 
said  alleged  contempt,  and  abide  by  the  order  and  judgment  of  the  court 
thereupon,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force 
and  virtue. 

RICHARDSON  P.  CLARK,  [i-  s. 

DANIEL  STEWART,  [i,.  s. 

ISAIAH  YANNEY,  [l.  s. 

Sealed  and  delivered  ) 

in  the  presence  of    J 

J.  J.  Davidson. 

When  the  justice  has  been  arrested  and  brought  into  court, 
ail  order  will  be  made  requiring  interrogatories  to  be  filed,  spe- 
cifying the  facts  and  circumstances  alleged  against  him,  and 
requiring  his  answer  thereto,  in  writing  and  under  oath. 

In  relation  to  the  entitling  of  the  papers  in  these  proceed- 
ings, the  rule  is  as  follows :  Where  the  proceedings  are  against 
the  original  parties  to  the  action,  the  papers  are  all  entitled  in  the 
original  action.  But  if  the  proceedings  are  against  persons  who 
are  not  parties  to  the  action,  the  affidavit  and  papers  previous  to 
the  attachment  and  including  it,  are  entitled  in  the  original 
action,  and  all  the  proceedings  subsequent  to  that  time  ought  to 
be  in  the  name  of  the  people,  on  the  relation  of  the  party  prose- 
cuting the  attachment. 
Waet  11—103 
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Order  to  file  interrogatories. 

FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
ex  rel.  Richard  Roe, 
•  agst. 

Richardson  P.  Clark. 


At,  &c.,  on,  &o.,  as  ante,  814. 
The  defendant,  Richardson  P.  Clark,  being  charged  with  a  contempt  of 
court,  in  refusing,  neglecting,  or  omitting  to  make  a  return  to  this  court, 
upon  an  appeal  duly  taken  thereto  by  Richard  Roe  from  a  judgment  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  John  Doe,  by  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark,  as  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  &c.,  and  a  writ  of  attachment  having  issued  against  him  for 
contempt,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  returnable  on 
the  22d  day  of  July,  1865  ;  whereupon  the  said  sheriff  has  returned 
that  he  had  attached  the  said  defendant,  and  had  let  him  at  large  on  bail 
(or,  that  he  had  attached  the  defendant  and  had  him  in  custody  before  the 
court),  and  the  said  defendant,  now  being,  by  virtue  of  such  attachment, 
personally  before  the  court,  and  denying  that  he  is  guilty  of  the  misconduct 
charged,  as  aforesaid,  against  him,  it  is,  on  motion  of  Horace  E.  Smith, 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  ordered  that  the  said  plaintiff  do  forthwith  (or 
within  tea  days)  file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  this  court  interrogatories, 
specifying  the  facts  and  circumstances  alleged  against  the  defendant ;  and 
that  he  serve  a  copy  thereof  upon  the  said  defendant  (or  the  attorney  of 
the  defendant),  and  that  the  said  defendant  put  in  written  answers  to  such 
interrogatories,  upon  oath,  and  file  the  same  with  said  clerk,  within  twenty- 
four  hours  after  the  time  when  such  interrogatories  are  served  on  him. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  Archibald  McFarlan, 
Esq.,  counselor-at-law,  residing  in  Johnstown,  in  said  county,  to  examine 
the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  on  oath  upon  the  said  interrogatories,  and  to 
take  such  further  proofs  as  either  party  may  produce  before  him  in  relation 
to  the  alleged  misconduct,  and  that  he  report  such  answers  and  proofs  to 
this  court. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  said  defendant  attend  before  the  said 
referee,  in  the  custody  of  the  said  sheriff,  and  that  the  said  sheriff  detain 
the  said  defendant  in  his  custody  until  the  further  order  of  this  court. 

After  procnriHg  this  order,  filing  and  serving  a  copy  of  it,  the 
next  step  will  be  to  draw  and  file  interrogatories  to  be  adminis- 
tered to  the  defendant.  These  interrogatories  may  be  in  the 
following  form : 

Form  of  interrogatories. 

[Title  as  in  last  form.] 

Interrogatories  to  be  administered  to  Richardson  P.  Clark  above  named, 

for  his  refusal,  neglect  or  omission  to  make  and  file  a  return  to  an 

appeal  taken  to  this  court,  from  a  judgment  rendei'ed  by  him  in  favor 

of  John  Doe  and  against  Richard  Roe. 

First  interrogatory.  Were  you,  or  were  you  not,  on  the  20th  day  of  July, 

1865,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county, 

N.  Y.? 

Second  interrogatory.  Did  you  on  that  day,  as  such  justice,  render  a 
judgment  in  a  civil  action,  in  favor  of  the  said  John  Doe  and  against  the 
said  Richard  Roe,  for  the  sum  of  $76  damages,  and  $5  dollars  costs  ? 

Third  interrogatory.  Did  the  said  Richard  Roe,  on  the  22d  day  of  July, 
1865,  serve  upon  you  a  notice  of  appeal  fkom  said  judgment  to  this  court, 
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and  did  he,  at  the  same  time,  pay  to  you  the  costs  entered  in  said  judg- 
ment, and  did  he  also,  at  the  same  time,  pay  to  you  the  sum  of  two  dollars 
for  making  your  return  thereto ;  and,  further,  did  he,  at  the  same  time, 
deliver  to  you  an  undertaking  with  sureties  for  the  stay  of  execution  in 
said  action,  and  did  you  approve  in  writing  the  sufficiency  of  the  under- 
taking and  of  the  said  sureties  ? 

Fourth  interrogatory.  Have  you  at  any  time  made  and  filed  any  return 
to  said  appeal,  and  if  not,  why  have  you  refused,  neglected  or  omitted  to 
do  so? 

Answer  to  interrogatories. 

[Title  as  in  order  for  interrogatories,  ante,  818.] 

The  answer  and  examination  of  Richardson  P.  Clark  above  named,  to  the 
interrogatories  exhibited  by  the  plaintiff  for  his  examination  pursuant 
to  an  order  of  this  court,  dated  the         day  of  ,  1865. 

First.  To  the  first  intei-rogatory  this  examinant  answers  and  says,  that 
he  was  such  justice  at  the  time  mentioned. 

Second.  He  further  answers  the  second  interrogatory  and  says,  that  he 
rendered  a  judgment  such  as  is  there  described. 

Third.  He  further  answers  the  third  interrogatory  and  says,  that  a 
notice  of  appeal  was  served  upon  him  at  the  time  mentioned,  and  that 
an  undertaking  was  given  by  said  Richard  Roe  with  sureties,  and  that  such 
undertaking  and  sureties  were  approved  in  writing  by  this  examinant. 
But  he  says  that  his  fee  of  two  dollars  for  making  his  return  was  not  paid 
to  him  at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  that  the  said  sum 
has  never  since  been  paid  or  tendered  to  him. 

RICHARDSON  P.  CLARK. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  | 
this        day  of  ,  1865,      f 

A.  McFablan,  Referee. 

Order  discha/rging  attacliment. 

[Title  as  in  order  for  interrogatories,  ante,  818.1 

At,  &c.,  on,  &c.,  as  ante,  814. 
On  reading  and  filing  the  answer  of  Richardson  P.  Clark,  to  the  inter- 
rogatories filed  against  him  in  this  cause,  and  on  motion  of  James  M. 
Dudley,  of  counsel  for  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark,  it  is  ordered  that  the 
attachment  issued  in  this  cause  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  discharged. 

Order  convicting  defendant  for  contempt, 

[Title  as  in  order  for  interrogatories,  ante,  818.1 

At,  &c.,  on,  <fcc.,  as  ante,  814. 
A  writ  of  attachment  having  heretofore  issued  out  of  this  court  against 
the  defendant,  Richardson  P.  Clark,  for  his  contempt  in  refusing,  neglecting 
or  omitting  to  make  his  return  to  an  appeal  duly  brought  by  Richard  Roe, 
from  a  judgment  rendered  by  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  in  favor  of  John 
Doe  and  against  said  Richard  Roe,  which  attachment  was  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  Fulton  county,  and  returnable  on  the  day  of  ,  1865  ; 

and  the  said  sheriff  having  returned  that  he  had  attached  the  said  Richai-d- 
son  P.  Clark,  and  had  let  him  at  large  on  bail  (or  that  he  had  attached  the 
said  Richardson  P.  Clark,  and  had  him  in  custody  before  this  court),  and 
the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  having  appeared  personally  before  the  court, 
and  interrogatories,  specifying  the  facts  and  circumstances  alleged  against 
the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark,  having,  by  order  of  the  court,  been  filed, 
and  a  copy  thereof  having  been  served  on  the  said  defendant  (or  on  H.  E. 
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Smith,  Esq.,  his  attorney),  and  it  having  been  referred  to  Archibald 
McFarlan,  Esq.,  to  examine  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  on  oath  upon 
such  interrogatories,  and  to  take  such  further  proofs  as  either  party  might 
produce  before  him  in  relation  to  said  alleged  contempt;  and  the  said 
referee  having  made  hia  report,  and  it  appearing  to  the  court  from  such 
report  and  the  answers  and  proofs  thereto,  and  the  original  affidavits  on 
■which  said  attachment  issued,  that  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  is  guilty  of 
the  contempt  charged  against  him,  and  that  such  misconduct  was  calculated 
to  or  did  actually  defeat,  impair,  impede  or  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  plain- 
tiff above  named.  Now,  on  motion  of  H.  E.  Smith,  Esq.,  attorney  for  the 
plaintiff,  it  is  ordered  that  a  fine  of  dollars  be  and  the  same  is  hereby 

imposed  upon  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  for  his  misconduct.     And  it  is 
further  ordered,  that  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the 
costs  and  expenses  of  these  proceedings,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
dollars. 

It  is  also  further  ordered,  that  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  be  and  he  is 
hereby  directed  to  stand  committed  to  the  common  jail  of  the  county  of 
Fulton,  there  to  remain  charged  upon  said  contempt,  until  the  fine  imposed 
as  aforesaid,  together  with  the  said  costs  and  expenses,  shall  be  fully  paid, 
unless  he  shall  be  sooner  discharged  by  the  court,  and  that  a  warrant  issue 
to  carry  this  order  into  effect. 

Warrant  of  commitment. 

(Seal.)  The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Fulton,  Greeting  :  Whereas,  on  the  day  of  ,  1 865, 

by  an  order  made  by  the  county  court  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  at  a  term 
thereof,  held  at  the  court  house,  in  the  village  of  Johnstown  in  said  county, 
in  an  action  pending  therein,  wherein  Richard  Roe  was  plaintiff  and 
Richardson  P.  Clark  was  defendant,  it  was  Ordered  that  the  said  Richard- 
son P.  Clark  be  committed  to  the  common  jail  in  said  county,  there  to 
remain  charged  with  the  contempt  mentioned  in  said  order,  until  he  should 
have  paid  the  fine  imposed  upon  him  for  his  misconduct,  amounting  to 
dollars,  and  that  a  warrant  issue  to  carry  the  said  order  into  effect. 
Now,  therefore,  we  command  you,  that  you  take  the  body  of  the  said 
Richardson  P.  Clark,  and  him  safely  and  closely  keep  in  your  custody, 
in  the  common  jail  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  until  he  shall  have  fully  paid 
the  fine  imposed  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  dollars,  and  also  the 
costs  and  expenses  aforesaid,  amounting  to  dollars,  with  your  fees 

hereon,  or  until  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  shall  be  discharged  by  the 
further  order  of  the  court.  And  you  are  to  return  this  writ,  and  to  make 
and  return  to  oiir  said  court  a  certificate,  under  your  hand,  of  the  manner 
in  which  you  shall  have  executed  the  same. 

Witness,  John  Stewart,  county  judge  of  Fulton  county  court,  at  Johns- 
town, the  day  of  ,  1865. 

MORTIMER  WADE,   Clerk. 
H.  E.  SMITH,  Attorney. 

This  warrant  should  be  indorsed  thus  :  "  By  the  court.  MoK- 
TiMBR  Wade,  Clerk." 

This  proceeding  by  attachment  for  not  making  a  return,  is  a 
matter  entirely  between  the  appellant  and  the  justice,  and  for 
that  reason  none  of  the  notices,  orders  or  other  papers  in  the 
matter  need  be  served  upon  the  respondent.  When  a  return 
is  not  made,  the  respondent's  remedy  is  by  motion  to  dismiss  the 
appeal ;  and  when  an  appellant  neglects  or  refuses  to  procure  a 
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return,  or  at  least  to  attempt  to  do  so  within  a  reasonable  time, 
the  court  may  dismiss  the  appeal  for  such  neglect ;  and  this  is 
especially  the  rule  when  the  appellant  refuses  to  make  an  effort 
to  procure  a  return  after  a  proper  request,  or  after  due  notice  by 
the  respondent  to  procure  it. 

The  court,  however,  will  not  dismiss  an  appeal  until  a  reason- 
able time  has  been  allowed  for  making  a  return.  And,  if  any 
reasonable  excuse  exists  for  the  delay,  a  considerable  length  of 
time  will  be  allowed  for  the  pxirpose  of  making  and  filing  such 
return.  And  where  an  appellant  moves  promptly  and  diligently 
in  procuring  a  return,  but  the  matter  is  delayed  without  his  pro- 
curement or  fault,  the  court  will  refuse  to  dismiss  the  appeal  for 
any  such  delays. 

Amended  or  further  return.]  The  power  of  the  county  court  to 
compel  a  return  has  just  been  explained.  But  when  a  return  has 
been  voluntarily  made,  it  may  be  omissive  or  in  some  other 
respect  defective,  and  in  that  case  the  court  possesses  the  same 
power  to  compel  a  further  or  amended  return  that  it  has  to  com- 
I)el  an  original  one.  Vol.  I,  30,  §  362.  There  is  one  important 
point  to  be  observed  in  relation  to  the  practice  in  procuring  a 
further  or  amended  return  ;  and  that  is  that  the  county  court  is 
to  be  deemed  always  open  for  that  purpose.  And  therefore  an 
application  for  an  attachment,  or  an  order  granting  one,  may  be 
granted  at  any  time,  on  reasonable  notice,  when  any  notice  is 
necessary.  •  The  forms  of  proceedings  for  contempts  are  alike, 
whether  the  attachment  is  sought  for  a  neglect  to  make  any 
return,  or  for  a  refusal  or  omission  to  make  an  amended  return 
when  that  has  been  ordered. 

Vigilance  in  protecting  a  party's  legal  rights  is  as  important 
here  as  elsewhere  in  legal  proceedings.  And  when  a  return  has 
been  made  and  filed  in  the  clerk's  office,  it  is  the  duty  of  both 
parties  to  promptly  examine  it  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  it  is  omissive  or  defective  in  any  particular.  If  it  is 
found  to  be  complete  and  satisfactory,  nothing  remains  to  be  done 
but  to  bring  the  cause  on  for  a  hearing  and  determination  ;  but 
if  it  is  found  to  bedefective,  the  party  desiring  to  have  it  amended 
should  promptly  make  a  motion  for  that  purpose,  and,  as  we 
have  already  seen,  ante,  813,  the  court  is  always  open  for  this 
purpose.  Either  party  is  entitled  to  an  amended  or  further  return 
when  that  is  required,  and  therefore  either  party  may  apply  for 
it  by  motion. 

When  the  application  is  made  to  the  county  court,  it  may  be 
made  at  any  reasonable  time  before  the  cause  is  argued,  unless 
some  rule  of  that  court  requires  the  application  to  be  made  within 
some  prescribed  time.  But  when  the  county  judge  is  incapaci- 
tated from  hearing  the  cause,  and  he  certifies  it  into  the  supreme 
court,  the  notice  for  the  application  must  be  given  within  twenty 
days  after  the  date  of  the  county  judge's  certificate,  or  it  will  be 
too  late.  Eule  53  of  sup.  court. 

The  statute  requires  the  original  return  to  be  filed,  and  for  that 
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reason  no  motion  for  an  amended  return  need  be  made  until  that 
has  been  done.  And  the  court  would  not,  probably,  before  that 
time,  entertain  a  motion  for  an  amended  return.  Fish  v.  Ferris,  3 
E.  D.  Smith,  568,  569. 

There  may  be  instances  in  which  it  will  be  apparent  from  the 
face  of  the  return,  that  it  is  defective,  and  in  that  case  the  court 
may  order  a  further  or  amended  return,  without  other  proof, 
upon  the  mere  production  of  the  original  return.  But  it  is 
almost  invariably  the  case  that  proof  of  the  defects  or  omissions 
must  be  made  by  affidavits.  Such  affidavits  are  always  a  suffi- 
cient foundation  for  a  motion  for  an  amended  return,  if  they  con- 
tain facts  sufficient  to  authorize  or  require  such  amendment  to 
be  made.  Lynsky  v.  Pendegrast,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  43. 

As  a  general  rule,  a  motion  for  au  amended  return  ought  to 
be  made  before  the  cause  is  brought  to  argument ;  and  if  a  party 
should  bring  the  case  to  a  hearing  upon  his  own  notice,  before 
procuring  an  amended  return,  the  court  might  refuse  to  entertain 
the  motion  at  that  stage  of  the  action.  But,  notwithstanding 
that,  the  mere  fact  of  noticing  the  cause  and  bringing  it  on  for 
argument  does  not,  in  any  manner,  deprive  the  court  of  the 
power  of  ordering  the  cause  to  stand  over,  for  the  purpose  of 
hearing  an  application  for  an  amendment  of  the  return,  and 
where  it  is  evident  that  justice  will  be  promoted  by  suspending 
the  argument  and  ordering  the  cause  to  stand  over  for  au  amend- 
ment of  the  return,  the  courts  will  sometimes  pursue  that  course. 
Foley  V.  Alger,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  719  ;  Matthews  v.  Fiestel,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  91.  Such  a  practice  is  not,  however,  to  be  encouraged, 
since  it  encourages  negligence ;  and  the  proper  corrective  is  to 
re(iuire  the  payment  of  costs  for  the  favor,  especially  when  it  is 
evident  that  the  omission  to  move  in  due  season  was  the  result 
of  inexcusable  negligence. 

The  power  to  order  an  amended  return  is  not  limited,  and 
therefore  the  county  court  may  order  such  a  return  as  frequently 
as  the  case  may  require  it,  and  until  the  return  is  as  complete  as 
either  party  may  be  entitled  to  have  it,  upon  the  proofs  made. 

In  those  cases  which  are  heard  and  decided  upon  the  facts 
ai)pearing  on  the  face  of  the  return,  it  will  be  best,  as  a  general 
rule,  to  allow  amendments  liberally,  when  the  facts  proved  will 
authorize  such  a  course. 

Magistrates  sometimes  omit  matters  which  seem  to  them  unim- 
portant, while  one  of  the  parties  may  deem  them  of  great 
value  as  a  part  of  the  case.  Such  omissions  are,  usually, 
unintentional ;  but  there  are  cases  in  which  the  aggrieved  party 
believes  that  design  had  quite  as  much  influence  in  producing 
the  result  as  any  other  cause.  Such  suspicions  may  be  well  or 
ill  founded,  but  however  that  may  be,  the  applicant  is  entitled  to 
be  fully  heard  upon  the  merits  of  the  question  whether  the 
return  is  really  omissive  in  material  particulars. 

A  party  who  believes,  or  knows,  that  a  return  is  defective, 
■ought  not  to  bring  it  on  for  a  hearing;  for,  as  we  have  already 
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seen,  ante,  805,  the  return  is  conclusive  as  to  the  facts  stated; 
and  it  will  also  be  presumed  to  contain  all  that  transpired  below, 
unless  the  contrary  appears  from  the  return  itself,  ante,  800;  and 
if  the  party  brings  the  cause  to  a  hearing  upou  such  a  return,  he 
will  be  compelled  to  abide  by  what  it  contains,  unless  the  court 
should  order  it  to  stand  over  for  amendment,  which,  in  some 
cases,  is  done  for  the  furtherance  of  justice.  Ante,  802. 

When  an  application  is  made  for  an  amended  return,  the  court 
ought  to  examine  the  matters  in  respect  to  Avhich  a  further  or 
amended  return  is  sought,  and  the  application  should  be  refused 
in  respect  to  whatever  is  irrelevant,  or  is  not  material  and  impor- 
tant to  the  questions  presented  for  review.  Onderdonli  v.  Eanlett, 
3  Hill,  323,  329. 

Where  it  is  evident  that  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  even 
though  an  amendment  were  ordered,  the  motion  for  an  amended 
return  will  be  denied.  A  motion  for  an  order  for  an  amended 
return  will  be  denied  when  it  is  evident  from  the  return  that  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed,  even  if  the  amendment  were  ordered. 
Wightman  v.  Cla-pp,  2  Cow.,  517.  So,  where  a  motion  is  made 
by  a  respondent  for  amendment,  the  motion  will  be  denied  where 
it  appears  by  the  appellant's  affidavits,  and  by  the  balance  of 
proof,  that  the  amendment  sought  is  incorrect  in  point  of  fact.  lb. 

The  court  will  not  order  the  return  of  a  notice,  or  other  paper, 
which  cannot  affect  the  decision  upon  the  appeal.  Keeler  v. 
Adams,  3  Oaines,  84.  And  an  affidavit,  which  is  made  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  an  amended  return,  must  state  wherein 
the  errors  consist,  so  that  the  court  may  see  whether  they  are 
material  or  not.  Leonard  v.  Suiiderlin,  3  Oaiues,  136. 

An  appellate  court  does  not  compel  a  justice  to  return  any 
particular  fact  as  true  or  false,  but  merely  whether  alleged  facts 
are  true  or  untrue.  In  one  case.  Palmer  v.  Pexik,  2  Cow.,  461,  it 
was  moved  that  a  justice  should  amend  his  return,  by  stating 
certain  'things  and  omitting  or  denying  others,  but  the  court 
deuied  the  motion,  and  said:  "We  never  direct  the  justice  to 
return  that  such  a  thing  is  true  or  otherwise,  but  merely  order 
him  to  supply  defects  by  stating  whether  the  matters  to  which 
he  is  legally  called  upon  to  return,  and  to  which  he  has  omitted 
to  answer,  be  true  or  false." 

Where  an  order  for  an  amended  return  is  granted  by  a  county 
court,  the  return  is  not  complete  or  perfect  until  such  amended 
return  has  been  made  and  filed,  and  the  cause  cannot  properly 
be  placed  upon  the  calendar  before  that  time.  People  v.  County 
Judge  of  Clinton  Co.,  13  How.,  277.  And  if,  in  such  a  case,  the 
county  court  dismisses  the  appeal  for  want  of  prosecution,  before 
the  amended  return  has  been  filed,  the  proceeding  will  be  irregular 
and  void,  and  a  mandamus  will  be  issued  by  the  supreme  court 
compelling  the  county  court  to  reinstate  the  case  and  proceed  to 
render  a  judgment.  lb. 

Where  a  return  is  silent  in  relation  to  the  matters  relied  upon 
as  the  grounds  of  reversing  the  judgment  rendered  below,  it  is 
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the  duty  of  the  appellant  to  procure  an  amended  return  which 
will  show  the  alleged  errors.  Baum  v.  Ta/rpenny,  3  Hill,  75 ;  War- 
ring V.  Loomis,  4  Barb.,  485 ;  Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  182, 
183 ;  Oapeivell  v.  Ormsby,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  180 ;  Rawson  v.  Grow, 
4  Id.,  18. 

The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any  time  within  which  an 
amended  return  must  be  made  and  filed;  and  for  that  reason  the 
order  requiring  an  amended  return  should  specify  the  time  within 
which  it  must  be  done.  And  if  the  justice  fails  to  comply  with 
such  order,  he  will  be  liable  to  attachment  in  the  same  manner 
as  for  a  neglect  or  refusal  to  make  and  file  the  original  return. 

On  a  motion  for  an  amended  return,  it  is  not  necessary  to  serve 
any  notice  of  the  motion,  or  any  copies  of  the  moving  aflSdavits 
upon  the  justice.  It  is  sufficient  to  serve  those  upon  the  opposite 
party.  But  when  an  order  for  an  amended  return  has  been 
obtained,  a  copy  of  such  order  must  be  served  upon  the  justice. 
This  must  be  done  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  justice  to  know 
precisely  in  what  particulars  he  is  required  to  amend  his  previous 
return.  Full  information  ought  to  be  given  to  the  justice  of 
those  matters  or  defects  which  are  complained  of  as  omissions, 
imperfections  or  errors  in  the  return. 

If  a  return  is  defective  on  account  of  some  mistake  made  by 
the  justice,  either  in  omitting  or  in  erroneously  stating  material 
matters,  he  may  apply  to  the  county  court  for  leave  to  correct  or 
amend  his  return.  And,  in  one  case,  a  justice  was  permitted  to 
make  the  application  even  after  the  cause  had'  been  noticed  for 
argument,  upon  his  affidavit  that  a  gross  imposition  had  been 
practiced  upon  him.  Simpson  v.  Carter,  5  Johns.,  350.  In  such  a 
case  the  cause  will  be  ordered  to  stand  over  for  the  purpose  of 
allowing  the  justice  to  make  an  application  to  the  court  for  leave 
to  amend  or  correct  his  return.  Ih.  Ifotice  of  the  motion,  and 
copies  of  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  motion  is  founded,  must 
be  served  upon  the  attorney  for  the  appellant.  lb.  If  the  error 
was  caused  by  the  acts  of  the  respondent's  attorney,  there  is  the 
same  reason  for  requiring  a  similar  practice  upon  the  justice's 
application.  After  the  original  return  has  been  filed,  the  justice 
is  not  at  liberty  to  volunteer  an  amended  or  supplementary 
return,  but  must  obtain  leave  of  the  appellate  court  for  that 
purpose.  Barker  v.  Webster,  Superior  Court,  Buffalo,  cited  2  Clint. 
Dig.,  1970. 

Where  the  court  thought  that  its  decision  might  depend  upon 
the  construction  of  a  lease  which  was  read  in  evidence  below, 
but  not  set  forth  in  the  return,  the  court,  of  its  own  motion, 
ordered  the  justice  to  amend  the  return  by  setting  forth  a  copy 
of  the  lease.  Howland  v.  Miller,  Superior  Court,  Buffalo,  cited  2 
Clint.  Dig.,  1970.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  argument  had  com- 
menced, the  court  would  suspend  the  hearing  until  the  amended 
return  was  made  and  filed.  Since  the  county  court  is  always 
open  for  the  purpose  of  applications  for  an  amended  return,  such 
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applications  ought  to  be  made  promptly  after  the  error  or  defect 
is  discovered  by  the  justice. 

Under  the  old  practice,  if  a  justice  returned  precisely  and  spe- 
cifically as  to  all  the  facts  stated  in  the  aflOidavit.upon  which  the 
certiorari  was  allowed,  the  court  would  have  refused  to  order  an 
amended  return  founded  upon  supplementary  aflBdavits  which 
stated  grounds  of  error  not  specified  in  the  original  afiidavits. 
Butler  V.  Mclntyre,  2  Johns.,  182.  So,  too,  it  has  been  held,  since 
the  Code,  that  the  appellate  court  would  not  reverse  a  judgment 
for  any  errors  except  such  as  were  stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal, 
ante,  779,  though  other  judges  have  taken  an  opposite  view  of 
the  matter,  atite,  780.  And  again,  a  notice  of  appeal  is  amendable, 
and  when  it  has  been  amended,  it  would  certainly  be  proper  to 
require  the  return  to  answer  as  to  the  points  allowed  to  be. insert- 
ed in  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  this  could  be  done  by  an  amended 
return  if  necessary. 

In  one  case,  Eudd  v.  Balcer,  7  Johns.,  548,  a  justice  signed  a 
return  which  had  been  drawn  by  the  appellant's  agent  or  attorney ; 
the  justice  subsequently  made  a  supplementary  return  declaring 
the  first  one  incorrect,  and  he  afterwards  made  a  still  further 
return  in  which  he  declared  that  the  supplementarj'^  return  was 
also  erroneous,  and  that  the  original  return  was  most  nearly  cor- 
rect, and  upon  a  motion  for  leave  to  file  the  returns,  the  court 
rejected  both  of  the  supplementary  returns. 

If  the  return  of  a  justice  is  evasive,  and  his  conduct  is  disin- 
genuous, the  court  will  order  him  to  amend  it,  and  require  him 
to  pay  the  costs  of  the  application,  upon  a  proper  motion  for  that 
purpose,  if  a  proper  notice  of  the  application  is  given  to  him. 
Bird  V.  SilsMe,  1  Oow.,  582. 

On  a  motion  for  an  order  requiring  a  justice  to  amend  his  return, 
one  party  read  a  certificate  from  the  justice  corroborative  of  the 
moving  papers ;  but  the  other  party  read  an  affidavit  made  by 
the  justice  contradictory  of  the  certificate,  and  explanatory  of  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  given,  and  it  was  held  that  the  affidavit 
ought  to  outweigh  the  certificate.  Keeler  v.  Adams,  3  Caines,  84. 

The  effect  of  an  arbitration  of  a  cause  after  an  appeal  has  been 
brought,  has  been  explained  elsewhere.  Vol.  I,  1033. 

Form  of  additional  return  made  hy  justice  voluntarily. 

To  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county : 

In  pursuance  of  the  notice  of  appeal  heretofore  served  upon  me,  and 
now  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  Fulton  county,  and  in  obedience  to 
the  law,  I  do  hereby  make  a  further  return  in  the  action  in  which  John 
Doe  is  plaintiff  and  Richard  Roe  defendant,  and  do  cei'tify  and  return  that 
I  accidentally  omitted  to  state  the  evidence  of  A.  B.,  a  witness  sworn  in 
behiilf  of  the  said  John  Doe,  on  the  said  trial  before  me ;  and  that  said 
A.  B.  testified  on  the  trial  as  follows :  (State  the  evidence  in  the  usual 
manner.)  I  do  further  certify  and  return  that  after  the  evidence  had  been 
closed  and  the  cause  summed  up  by  the  counsel  for  the  respective  parties, 
I  charged  the  jury  as  follows  :  (State  the  substantial  parts  of  the  charge 
given.)     Dated  Johnstown,  August  7,  1865. 

RICHARDSON  P.  CLARK,  Justice. 
Wait  11—104 
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In  such  an  additional  return  the  essential  point  is  to  supply 
the  defects  or  to  correct  the  errors  in  the  return  previously  made 
in  the  cause.  lu  doing  this,  care  should  be  taken  to  return  fully 
and  particularly  all  such  matters  as  are  necessary  to  constitute  a 

full  return.  . 

In  most  of  the  cases  in  which  an  amended  return  is  sought, 
the  motion  is  founded  upon  aflfidavits  made  or  furnished  by  the 
party  who  desires  an  amendment  of  the  return.  The  essential 
features  of  such  an  affidavit  are  that  it  sets. forth  truly,  fully  and 
particularly  the  points,  matters  or  things  in  which  it  is  claimed 
that  the  original  return  is  defective.  A  general  form  for  an  affi- 
davit will  be  here  given  ;  but  the  particulars  in  which  a  return 
may  be  defective  are  so  numerous  that  scarcely  any  two  cases 
will  be  similar  in  the  facts  forming  a  ground  of  the  motion.  For 
this  reason  any  form  which  may  be  given,  will  merely  serve  as 
an  outline,  which  must  be  filled  up  according  to  the  circum- 
stances of  each  particular  case. 

General  form  of  affidavit  for  an  amended  return. 

FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

JoliQ  Doe,  Respondent,        / 

agst.  ■> 

Richard  Roe,  Appellant.      \ 


Fulton  County,  ss!  Richard  Roe  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the 
appellant  in  the  above  entitled  cause  ;  that  Richardson  P.  Clark,  the  justice 
who  tried  the  said  cause  in  the  court  below,  has  made  and  filed  a  return  in 
obedience  to  the  notice  of  appeal  served  upon  him,  which  return  was  filed 
in  the  Fulton  county  clerk's  office  on  the         day  of  ,  1865.     And 

deponent  says  that  said  return  is  omissive  and  defective  in  several  material 
particulars,  and  among  other  things  it  omits  to  state  that  this  deponent  duly 
made  an  application  to  adjourn  the  trial  of  the  said  cause  while  the  same 
was  pending  before  said  justice  ;  that  this  deponent  made  due  proof  and 
offered  sufficient  security  to  entitle  him  to  an  adjournment  of  the  same, 
^nd  that  said  justice  improperly  refused  to  grant  the  adjournment  sought. 
And  deponent  further  says,  that  on  the  application  for  such  adjournment 
he  was  duly  sworn  by  the  said  justice,  and  testified  to  the  following  facts : 
(state  fully  such  facts  as  were  sworn  to,  but  omitted  in  the  return  ;)  that 
this  deponent  also  proved  by  Lucius  J.  Smith  the  following  facts :  (state 
the  facts ;)  that  this  deponent  also  offered  to  give  such  a  bond  as  may  be 
by  law  required  for  an  adjournment  in  such  an  action,  and  that  he  offered 
Lucius  J.  Smith  and  Francis  Burdick  as  sureties  in  said  bond,  which 
sureties  were  abundantly  responsible  and  were  legally  capable  of  becoming 
such  sureties.  And  deponent  further  says,  that  said  justice  rejected  both  of 
said  sureties,  and  denied  the  application  for  an  adjournment,  and  that  such 
decision  is  one  of  the  grounds  upon  which  this  appeal  is  founded,  and  is  so 
stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  )  RICHARD  ROE. 

this  7th  day  of  August,  1865,    j 

Peter  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 

Such  an  affidavit  ought  to  be  folioed  as  is  the  practice  in  courts 
of  record.  But  no  stamp  is  required  upon  affidavits  in  legal  pro- 
ceedings. Vol.  I,  1104.    After  completing  it,  the  proper  copies 
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must  be  made  for  service  upon  the  opposite  party,  and  for  prov- 
ing service  thereof,  K  other  affidavits  are  required  besides  those 
made  by  the  party,  let  them  be  prepared  and  copies  of  them  made 
for  service.  After  the  affidavits  are  completed,  the  next  step  will 
be  to  draw  a  notice  of  the  motion  for  such  amended  return. 
This  notice  is  brief,  and  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Form  of  notice  of  motion,  &c. 

[Title  as  in  affidavit,  ante,  826.] 

Sir :  Please  to  take  notice,  that  upon  the  return  on  this  appeal,  now  on 
file  in  the  Fulton  county  clerk's  office,  and  upon  affidavits,  with  co;  ies  of 
which  you  are  herewith  served,  a  motion  will  be  made  in  the  Fulton  county 
court,  before  the  Hon.  John  Stewart,  county  judge  of  Fulton  county,  at  his 
office  in  Johnstown,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  ten  o'clock  a. 

M.,  for  a  rule,  or  order,  requiring  Richardson  P.  Clark,  the  justice  who 
tried  the  cause  in  the  court  below,  to  make  a  further  and  amended  return, 
on  this  appeal,  or  for  such  other  or  furthei'  rule,  order  or  relief,  as  the  court 
may  deem  proper  to  grant.     Dated  August  29thj  1865. 

Yours,  &c.,  SMITH  &  CARROLL, 

■Attorneys  for  Appellant. 
To  Wells  &  Dudley,  Esqs., 

Attorneys  for  Mespondent. 

Such  a  motion  may  be  made  at  any  time,  since  the  county 
court  is  always  open  for  such  motions.  But  in  giving  notice 
of  motion,  care  should  be  taken  to  give  as  much  time  as  is 
required  iu  ordinary  motions  in  courts  of  record.  When  the 
affidavits  and  notices  are  complete,  serve  them  in  the  usual  man- 
ner. But  no  copies  of  the  affidavit  or  of  the  notice  of  the  motion 
need  be  served  on  the  justice  who  made  the  return,  unless  it  is 
in  a  case  in  which  it  is  sought  to  subject  him  to  costs  for  an  eva- 
sive return,  or  some  similar  case.  Ante,  825. 

At  the  time  appointed  for  the  motion,  the  moving  party  must 
attend  at  the  place  named  in  the  notice  of  motion,  prepared  with 
proof  of  the  service  of  copies  of  the  affidavits  and  of  the  notice 
of  motion.  If  no  opposition  is  made,  the  court  will  usually  grant 
the  motion  as  of  course,  if  the  matter  sought  by  the  amended 
return  is  material. 

If  the  opposite  party  concludes  to  oppose  the  motion,  it  will 
usually  be  upon  the  following  grounds :  1st.  That  the  moving 
papers  are  insufficient,  or  that  they  have  not  been  properly 
served ;  2d.  If  sufficient  and  properly  served,  that  the  facts  are 
not  truly  or  fully  stated  in  the  moving  affidavits ;  or,  3d.  That  the 
matters  are  not  material,  or  that  the  facts,  if  returned  as  claimed, 
would  not  change  the  result  of  the  appeal.  The  grounds  of 
opposing  such  a  motion  are  as  numerous  as  there  are  tenable 
objections  to  urge  against  the  motiou ;  and  the  nature  of  the 
objections  will  be  matter  of  fact  or  of  law,  as  the  circumstances 
of  the  particular  case  may  demand.  If  there  is  a  dispute  as  to 
the  truth  of  the  matters  stated  in  the  moving  affidavits,  the  proper 
way  to  raise  the  question  is  by  preparing  counter  affidavits,  and 
reading  them  on  the  hearing  of  the  motiou. 
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Draw  the  affidavits  in  the  usual  form,  and  state  the  facts  as 
they  may  be  in  the  particular  case,  or  so  as  to  present  such  facts 
as  are  deemed  important  in  the  disposition  of  the  motion. 
No  copies  of  the  affidavit  need  be  served  on  the  opposite  party ;  it 
will  be  sufficient  to  produce  and  read  them  at  the  hearing  of  the 
motion.  But  the  original  affidavits  used  by  both  parties  ought 
to  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court,  unless  the  county  judge 
retains  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  motion,  in  which  case  he 
will  either  file  them,  or  direct  it  to  be  done. 

After  reading  the  affidavits,  and  such  portions  of  the  return  as 
may  be  material,  the  motion  is  argued  in  the  usual  manner. 

The  moving  party  ought  to  be  prepared  with  a  draft  of  an  order 
such  as  he  deems  himself  to  be  entitled  to  ;  and  this  ought  to  be 
presented  to  the  court  at  the  argument.  Such  orders  are  fre- 
quently modified  by  the  court,  after  hearing  the  arguments  of  both 
parties,  and  such  an  order  as  is  proper  is  then  granted.  After  the 
order  is  granted  it  ought  to  be  filed  with  the  county  clerk,  and 
copies  of  it  served  upon  the  opposite  party  and  upon  the  justice 
who  tried  the  action  and  made  the  return.  The  order  may  be 
drawn  in  the  following  form : 

Form  of  order  for  amended  return. 
FTJLTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

Joha  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant, 


At  a  term  of  the  county  court  held  at  the  office  of  the  Hon.  John  Stewart, 
county  judge,  &c.,  &c.,  at  Johnstown,  on  the  8th  day  of  August, 
1865.  Present,  Hon.  John  Stewart,  county  judge. 
On  reading  and  filing  affidavits  and  notice  of  motion  and  proof  of  the 
service  of  the  same,  and  after  hearing  Horace  E.  Smith,  Esq.,  for  the  motion, 
and  John  Wells,  Esq.,  appearing  and  opposing,  it  is  ordered  that  Rich- 
ardson P.  Clark,  Esq.,  who  tried  this  cause,  amend  the  return  filed  therein, 
and  therein  state  whether  or  not  the  said  Richard  Roe,  on  the  day  this 
cause  was  tried  before  him,  did  or  did  not  ask  or  move  for  a  further  adjourn- 
ment of  the  cause  on  account  of  the  absence  of  a' material  witness  for  him, 
by  the  name  of  Peter  Smith,  who  resided  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  or  how 
otherwise;  and  whether  the  said  Richard  Roe  was  not  sworn,  and  testified 
to  the  said  justice  that  since  the  last  adjournment  he  had  procured  two 
subpoenas  for  the  said  Peter  Smith,  and  had  endeavored  to  serve  him  there- 
with ;_  that  one  of  the  said  subpcenas  he  had  given  to  Alexander  Stewart, 
and  hired  him  to  go  to  the  residence  of  the  said  witness  and  subpcena  him, 
and  that  he  had  been  informed  by  said  Stewart  that  he  had  subpoenaed  said 
witness  to  attend  this  trial  at  the  day,  but  that  said  witness  was  sick  and 
confined  to  his  bed  and  could  not  come,  or  how  otherwise ;  and  whether 
or  not  said  Richard  Roe  further  testified  in  said  application  that  Peter 
Smith  was  a  material  witness  for  him  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  and  that  he 
could  not  safely  proceed  to  the  trial  of  this  cause  without  his  testimony, 
and  that  he  expected  the  said  Alexander  Stewart  every  moment  in  court, 
and  that  he  would  then  prove  by  him  that  said  Peter  Smith  had  been 
subpoenaed  and  was  sick  and  unable  to  attend  court,  or  how  otherwise  ;  and 
whether  or  not  the  said  justice  refused  to  wait  a  few  moments  for  the  said 
Alexander  Stewart  to  come  into  court,  and  also  refused  to  grant  said 
Richard  Roe  a  farther  adjournment  on  his  said  application  or  how  other- 
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wise ;  and  it  is  further  ordered  that  said  Richardson  P.  Clark  make  said 
amended  return  and  file  the  same  with  the  clerk  of  Pulton  county  within 
ten  days  after  the  service  upon  him  of  a  copy  of  this  rule  or  order,  or  that 
he  show  cause  before  the  Hon.  John  Stewart,  at  his  oflSce  in  the  village 
of  Johnstown,  on  the        day  of  ,  1 865,  at  ten  o'clock  a.  m.,  why  an 

attachment  should  not  issue  against  him. 

MORTIMER  WADE,  Clerk. 

In  drawing  an  order  for  an  amended  return,  the  attorney  who 
obtains  it  ought  to  be  careful  to  state  with  particularity  every 
point  or  fact  as  to  which  he  seeks  information  in  the  amended 
return.  A  copy  of  the  order  ought  then  to  be  served  upon  the 
opposite  party,  and  upon  the  justice,  with  a  notice  indorsed 
thereon,  in  the  following  form,  or  some  other  similar  one  : 

Form  of  notice  of  ordpr. 

Sir :  Take  notice  that  the  within  is  a  copy  of  an  order  filed  in  this  cause. 
Yours,  &c.,  SMITH  &  CARROLL, 

Attorneys  for  Appellarit. 
To  Richard  P.  Ct.abk,  Esq.,  and  to 
Weixs  &  Dudley,  Esqs., 

Attorneys  for  Jiespondenf. 

Upon  thexreceipt  of  a  copy  of  this  order  and  notice,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  justice  to  comply  with  its  terms  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed therein,  unless  he  has  some  legal  excuse  for  not  comply- 
ing with  it.  And  in  that  case  he  must  appear  and  show  cause 
before  the  county  judge  at  the  time  specified  therefor  in  the 
order.  Usually  there  is  no  legal  reason  for  not  complying  with 
the  order  by  making  and  filing  an  amended  return.  And  the 
justice  may  comply  with  the  order  by  making  his  amended 
return  in  a  form  like  the  following : 

Form  of  amended  return. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant, 


To  the  county  court  of  the  county  of  Fulton : 

The  undersigned,  in  obedience  to  the  rule,  or  order,  hereto  annexed, 
returns :  that  the  said  Richard  Roe,  on  the  day  the  cause  in  said  rule  or 
order  mentioned  was  tried  before  me,  did  ask  or  move  for  a  further 
adjoui'nment,  on  account  of  the  absence  of  a  matei-ial  witness,  as  he  alleged, 
by  the  name  of  Peter  Smith,  who,  he  alleged,  resided  in  the  county  of  Ful- 
ton, but  he  did  not  produce  or  offer  any  evidence  that  the  said  Smith  had 
been  subpoenaed  to  attend  said  trial  as  a  witness. 

The  undersigned  further  returns,  that  the  said  Richard  Roe  was  sworn, 
and  testified  to  the  undersigaed,  that  since  the  last  adjournment  of  said 
cause,  he  had  procured  two  subpoenas  for  said  Smith,  and  endeavored  to 
serve  him  therewith,  and  that  he  had  given  one  of  the  said  subpoenas 
to  Alexander  Stewart,  and  hired  him  to  go  to  the  residence  of  said  wit-  • 
ness  and  subpoena  him ;  and  that  he  had  been  informed  by  said  Stewart 
that  he  had  subpoenaed  said  witness  to  attend  the  trial  of  said  cause  on 
said  day,  and  that  be  was  sick  and  confined  to  Ids  bed,  and  could  not  come, 
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as  he  was  also  informed  by  said  Stewart ;  and  that  the  said  Smith  was  a 
material  witness  for  him  on  the  trial  of  said  cause,  and  that  he  could  not 
safely  proceed  to  the  trial  thereof  without  his  testimony,  and  that  he 
expected  the  said  Alexander  Stewart  in  court  every  moment,  and  he  would 
then  prove  by  him  that  said  Smith  had  been  subpoenaed,  and  was  sick  and 
imable  to  attend  said  trial. 

But  the  undersigned  further  says,  that  no  evidence  whatever  was  offered 
to  him  to  show  that  any  subpoena  had  in  fact  been  served  upon  the  said 
Smith  by  the  said  Stewart,  or  by  any  other  person,  or  that  Smith  was 
sick  or  unable  to  attend,  or  that  said  Stewart  had  ever  been  to  his  house  to 
subpoena  him.  The  undersigned  denies  that  he  refused  to  wait  a  few 
moments  for  the  said  Stewart  as  requested  by  said  Roe,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
says,  that  at  the  request  of  said  Roe,  he  waited  according  to  his  best 
recollection  and  belief,  about  half  an  hour  for  said  Stewart,  who  not  then 
having  arrived,  the  undersigned  proceeded  to  the  trial  of  the  said  cause, 
and  refused  to  grant  said  Roe  a  further  adjournment,  because  it  was  con- 
sidered that  he  had  not  shown  himself  to  be  legally  entitled  to  such 
adjournment. 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  31,  1865. 

RICHARDSON  P.  CLARK,  Justice. 

When  the  amended  return  is  filed  in  the  county  clerk's  oflSce, 
and  neither  party  desires  a  further  return,  the  cause  will  be  ready 
to  bring  on  to  argument,  which  will  be  the  next  subject  discussed. 

SECTION  IV. 

ARGUMENT  OF  APPEAL. 

When  an  appeal  is  taken  in  a  case  in  which  there  is  no  new 
trial  in  the  county  court,  but  the  cause  is  heard  upon  the  facts 
appearing  in  the  return,  the  only  points  which  can  usually  be 
made  are  such  as  arise  upon  the  facts  appearing  in  the  record 
itself.  There  are  some  exceptions  to  this  rule,  as  in  the  case  of 
assigning  error  in  fact,  which  will  be  explained  in  a  subsequent 
place.  When  the  cause  is  heard  upon  the  return,  the  questions 
made  are  usually  matters  of  law,  and  these  are  argued  before  the 
court.  But  there  is  occasionally  a  case  in  which  a  reversal  is 
asked  on  account  of  an  erroneous  finding  upon  questions  of  fact; 
this  matter  will  be  hereafter  discussed. 

In  the  present  section  the  principal  subjects  of  attention  will  be 
such  as  relate  to  the  practice  on  the  argument  or  preceding  it, 
omitting  the  subject  of  the  decision  or  the  rules  relating  thereto 
until  discussing  the  title  Judgment. 

Hearing  at  ivhat  term  of  the  court.]  Where  the  appellate  court 
has  several  judges,  as  in  the  case  of  the  New  York  common 
pleas,  or  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  Buffalo,  there  are  both 
general  and  special  terms  of  the  court.  And  in  all  appeals  in 
which  the  case  is  heard  and  decided  upon  the  return,  the  argu- 
ment must  be  heard  at  a  general  term  of  the  court.  Vol.  I, 
oO,  '^  364. 

But  in  the  county  courts  there  is  but  one  judge,  and  every 
cause  IS  heard  by  him,  unless  transferred  to  some  other  judge  by 
virtue  of  some  statute.  There  is  not,  therefore,  any  such  thing 
as  a  distinction  between  general  and  special  terms  of  the  county 
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court.  A  county  judge  may  appoint  particular  terms  for  the 
hearing  of  law  arguments,  and  others  for  the  trial  of  issues  of 
fact  by  a  jury,  but  that  would  not  make  one  term  a  general  and 
the  other  a  special  one.  Any  term  of  the  county  court  at  which 
the  argument  is  heard  is,  for  the  purposes  of  the  law,  a  general 
term. 

Either  party  may  iring  cause  to  argument.']  After  the  return 
has  been  made  and  filed,  the  cause  may  be  noticed  for  argu- 
ment by  either  party,  imless  a  motion  for  an  amended  return 
should  be  pending.  If  the  return  is  not  complete  and  an  order 
is  made  for  an  amended  return,  this  will  operate  as  a  stay  of 
the  proceedings  on  the  argument  until  the  amended  return  is 
filed.  Ante,  823. 

If  a  motion  for  an  amended  return  has  been  made  and  is  pend- 
ing, the  court  will  not  hear  the  argument  of  the  appeal  until 
after  the  decision  of  the  motion,  nor  until  the  return  comes  in,  if 
an  amended  return  is  ordered. 

Upon  what  notice.']  A  cause  cannot  be  brought  to  argument 
upon  any  notice  less  than  eight  days.  Vol.  I,  30,  §  364.  Of 
course  this  rule  may  be  modified  or  entirely  waived  by  the  par- 
ties, if  they  choose  to  do  so.  And  if  the  case  is  actually  argued 
in  open  court  this  will  be  regular,  although  the  agreement  to 
argue  was  a  mere  verbal  one.  But  a  mere  oral  argreement  will 
not  be  enforced  by  the  courts.  Eule  13  of  supreme  court ;  see 
Voorhies'  Code,  854,  855,  8th  ed. 

After  a  cause  has  been  regularly  noticed  by  either  party,  and 
placed  upon  the  calendar,  it  will  continue  thereon  until  the  cause 
is  disposed  of.  Vol.  I,  30,  '^  364.  And  in  such  a  case,  no  further 
notice  of  argument  is  necessary,  even  though  the  case  is  moved 
at  a  subsequent  term  of  the  court.  Townsend  v.  Keenan,  2  Hilt., 
544. 

Putting  cause  on  the  calendar^  After  a  return  has  been  filed,  if 
it  is  complete  or  satisfactory  to  the  parties,  and  either  party  has 
noticed  the  cause  for  argument,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  place 
it  upon  the  calendar.  In  doing  this,  the  priority  of  the  causes  will 
be  governed  by  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  return. 

To  secure  the  entry  of  a  cause  upon  the  calendar,  the  party 
noticing  it  should  furnish  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court  with  a 
note  of  issue,  containing  the  title  of  the  action,  the  nature  of  the 
issue,  whether  tried  by  jury  or  an  argument  upon  the  return,  the 
names  of  the  attorneys,  and  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  return. 
This  notice  ought  to  be  given  in  due  season,  so  that  the  clerk  may 
make  up  the  calendar  with  as  little  trouble  and  alteration  as  pos- 
sible. The  proper  mode  will  be  to  file  a  note  of  issue  at  the  time 
of  serving  the  notice  of  argument. 

If  the  case  is  one  in  which  a  new  trial  can  be  had,  the  statute 
requires  the  note  of  issue  to  be  served  on  the  clerk  at  least  eight 
days  before  the  commencement  of  the  term  of  court.  Vol.  I,  30, 
^  364.  A  similar  rule  ought  to  be  enforced  in  cases  which  are 
heard  on  the  return.    In  cases  of  new  trials  the  clerk  is  required 
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to  enter  the  cause  upon  the  calendar  according  to  date  of  the 
return.  Vol.  I,  31,  §  364.  This  practice  diflfers  from  that  which 
obtains  where  the  cause  is  heard  upon  the  return,  for  the  gen- 
eral practice  there  has  been  to  arrange  the  causes  according  to  the 
priority  of  the  filing  of  the  return.  Uniformity  in  practice  would 
require  that  all  causes  should  be  placed  upon  the  calendar  accord- 
ing to  the  date  of  the  return,  as  required  by  statute  in  cases  of 
nevr  trials. 

In  the  county  courts  it  is  the  common  practice  to  hear  both 
classes  of  appeals,  whether  on  new  trials,  or  upon  the  justice's 
return  ;  and  they  are  either  of  them  heard  at  the  same  term  as 
may  be  convenient  to  hear  them. 

The  Oode  prescribes  the  order  of  disposing  of  causes  upon 
the  calendar.  Oode,  i^  257.  And  this  section  is  applicable  to  the 
county  courts.  Id.,  i^  8.  That  order  is :  1.  Issues  of  fact  to  bie 
tried  by  a  jury.  2.  Issues  of  fact  to  be  tried  by  the  court. 
3.  Issues,  of  law.  In  making  up  the  calendar,  the  county  clerk 
ought  to  arrange  the  causes  in  the  order  thus  specified.  To  do 
this,  he  will  first  insert  the  causes  in  which  a  new  trial  is  to  be 
had  in  the  county  court,  and  these  are  to  be  arranged  according 
to  the  date  of  the  justice's  return.  The  next  class  of  cases  will 
be  those  appeals  which  are  heard  and  decided  upon  the  justice's 
return,  and  these  are  arranged  in  the  order  of  time  in  which  they 
were  filed  in  the  clerk's  office,  unless  the  court  otherwise  orders, 
either  by  general  rules,  or  by  particular  direction. 

The  note  of  issue  filed  with  the  clerk  may  be  in  the  following 
form : 

Farm  of  note  of  issue  on  a/rgument. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

"^°''"  ""'iS'^"'"^"'*'      [H-  E.  Smith,  PMntiff's  Attorney. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant,     f  ^-  McFaelan,  Defendant's  Attorney. 


Appeal  to  be  heard  on  justice's  return.    Return  filed  August  8th,  1865. 
Defendant's  note. 

Where  a  new  trial  is  to  be  had  in  the  county  court,  the  note 
of  issue  will  differ  somewhat  in  form. 

Form  of  note  of  issue  on  new  trial. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

John  Doe^Respondent,     )  McIkttee  Fkasee,  Pte-^foJ's  Attorney. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant.     [  JoHN  Wells,  Defendant's  Attorney. 

Appeal  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  in  the  county  court.    Date  of  the  iustice's 
return  is  August  8th,  1865. 
Plaintiff's  note.  , 

Dismissing  appeal  for  neglect  to  Iring  it  to  a  hearing.']  After  a 
cause  has  been  regularly  noticed,  and  then  placed  upon  the 
calendar,  it  must  be  disposed  of  before  the  end  of  the  second 
term  following,  or  the  court  is  required  ta  dismiss  the  appeal 


ARGUMENT  OF  APPEAL.  833 

nnless  the  cause  is  continued  by  special  order  for  cause  shown. 
Vol.  I,  30,  §  364. 

This  clause  of  the  statute  does  not  seem  to  apply  to  any 
appeals,  except  those  which  are  heard  upon  the  justice's  return. 
And  even  in  those  cases  the  court  will  listen  favorably  to  any 
reasonable  cause  of  delay. 

Where  the  amount  of  business  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  court 
is  large,  it  is  a  general  rule  to  require  the  parties  to  be  ready  for 
the  argument  at  the  time  when  the  cause  is  regularly  called  on 
the  calendar.  Tryon  v.  Jminings,  22  How.,  421.  And  in  the  IS'ew 
Yorlc  common  pleas,  the  engagements  of  counsel  in  an  other 
court  is  not  sufficient  cause  for  postponement.  IJ).  This  rule, 
however,  would  not  be  applied  by  most  county  courts,  since  the 
same  reason  would  not  exist  for  its  enforcement.  There  are  so 
many  reasons  why  it  may  be  proper  to  postpone  the  argument 
of  a  cause,  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  enumerate  them.  And  yet 
while  a  reasonable  excuse  will  induce  the  court  to  retain  the 
cause  by  special  order,  yet  no  court  would  do  so  for  the  purpose 
of  permitting  an  unjust  or  unreasonable  protraction  of  the  cause. 

Where  the  cause  is  not  heard  before  the  close  of  the  second 
term,  it  is  best  to  ask  for  an  order  continuing  the  cause, 
which  ought  to  be  done  before  the  end  of  the  second  term. 
An  order  for  that  purpose  ought  to  be  drawn  up  and  entered, 
and  a  copy  served  upon  the  opposite  party. 

The  Code  does  not  prescribe  any  rule  as  to  making  proofs 
or  serving  any  notice  upon  the  opposite  party  as  a  prerequisite 
to  the  making  of  the  order.  To  prevent  all  questions  as  to  reg- 
ularity, the  better  practice  will  be  to  make  and  serve  affidavits 
showing  cause  for  the  postponement,  and  then  give'  the  usual 
notice  of  motion.  This  will  enable  the  opposite  party  to  be 
heard  upon  the  question,  and  the  court  will  then  have  tfie 
whole  merits  of  the  motion  before  it  for  adjudication. 

If  the  courts  shall  hold  that  a  cause  which  is  to  be  retried  in 
the  county  court  is  governed  by  the  same  rule  which  applies 
to  cases  heard  upon  the  justice's  return,  then  a  similar  practice  of 
applying  for  a  continuance  on  affidavits  and  notice  should  be 
adopted.  But  in  causes  to  be  retried  there  is  a  provision  for  notic- 
ing the  cause,  for  serving  notes  of  issue,  and  the  like,  as  in 
actions  in  the  supreme  court.  And  there  are  so  many  causes 
which  would  not  be  heard  before  the  end  of  the  second  term, 
that  it  is  scarcely  probable  that  the  legislature  intended  to  require 
so  many  special  applications  for  continuances  of  the  cause. 
There  might  be  cases  in  which  a  jury  would  be  found  in  attend- 
ance at  the  first  term,  while  the  second  term  might  be  a  mere 
law  term  without  any  jury  ;  and  in  such  a  case  all  causes  to  be 
retried  would  have  to  be  continued  upon  spexjial  applications  for 
cause  to  be  shown  in  each  case,  or  they  would  have  to  be  dis- 
missed even  when  they  could  not  be  tried  at  the  second  term. 
This  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  and  is 
not  the  reasonable  construction  of  the  statute. 
Wait  11—105 
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A  notice  of  argument  is  the  proper  notice  where  the  cause  is 
heard  upon  the  justice's  return,  and  it  must  be  served  at  least 
eight  days  before  the  first  day  of  the  term.  Such  notice  may  be 
in  the  following  form : 

Notice  of  argument. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Eespondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant. 


Take  notice  that  the  appeal  in  the  above  entitled  action  from  the  judg- 
ment rendered  by  Richardson  P.  Clark,  Esq.,  will  be  brought  to  a  hearing 
before  this  court,  at  a  term  thereof  to  be  held  in  the  court  house  in  the 
village  of  Johnstown,  on  the       d.ay  of  1865,  at  the  opening  of  the 

court  on  that  day,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  counsel  can  be  heard.      Dated 
Johnstown,  August  8th,  1865. 

Yours,  &c.,    A.  McFARLAN, 

Atfy  for  Appellant. 
To  H.  E.  Smith,  Esq., 

RespondenCs  Atfy. 

The  manner  of  serving  such  notices  is  so  familiar  to  the  pro- 
fession, that  no  remarks  are  necessary  upon  that  point.  See 
Code,  §§.408  to  415,  both  inclusive. 

Hearing  to  he  on  the  original  papers.]  The  statute  is  explicit 
and  express  that  an  appeal  shall  be  heard  on  the  original  papers; 
and  it  further  declares  that  no  copy  thereof  need  be  furnished 
for  the  use  of  the  court.  Vol.  I,  31,  §  365. 

Under  the  rule  prescribed  by  this  statute,  the  court  will  refuse 
to  hear  or. decide  an  appeal  unless  the  original  return,  or  a  duly 
certified  copy,  is  produced  at  the  argument.  Smith  v.  Van  Brunt, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  534.  If  the  original  return  is  lost  or  destroyed 
the  proper  course  is  to  procure  a  new'xeturn.  11. 

Where  a  cause  is  transferred  to  the  supreme  court  by  reason  of 
the  incapacity  of  the  county  judge  to  hear  it,  the  case  will  still 
be  heard  upon  the  original  return,  and  no  copy  need  be  furnished 
for  the  court.    Wiles  v.  Pech,  16  How.,  541. 

If  a  fair  copy  of  the  return  should  be  furnished  to  the  court 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  court  may  use  that  instead  of  the  orig- 
inal return ;  and  in  many  cases  such  a  copy  would  be  highly 
convenient  to  the  judge,  since  it  would  save  him  the  labor  of 
reading  some  manuscripts  which  are  well  calculated  to  try  his 
skill  and  his  patience. 

Every  careful  practitioner  will  desire  a  copy  of  the  return,  since 
It  will  greatly  facilitate  a  full  and  careful  examination  of  the  tacts 
of  the  case  while  preparing  and  arranging  his  brief  for  the  argu- 
ment ;  and  nothing  conduces  more  to  the  success  of  a  good  cause 
than  a  careful  study,  arid  a  brief  but  pertinent  presentation  of  its 
tacts  during  the  argument. 

There  are  few  causes  in  which  there  is  any  diflSculty  in  deter- 
mming  what  legal  questions  are  involved ;  but  there  are  innu- 
merable cases  in  which  there  is  an  earnest  dispute  in  relation  to 
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the  facts  involved  in  them,  and  he  who  hest  understands  the  facts 
of  his  case,  will  be  able  to  render  most  service  to  the  court,  and 
to  his  own  side  of  the  cause. 

Practice  on  the  argument.1  To  attempt  a  full  and  minute  exam- 
ination of  all  matters  of  practice  connected  with  the  argument  ot 
an  appeal,  or  relating  to  it,  would  open  a  very  wide  field  for  inves- 
tigation, and  for  that  reason  it  will  not  be  possible  to  pursue  the 
subject  so  minutely  as  would  be  desirable  to  some  persons,  but 
notwithstanding  this,  so  much  space  will  be  devoted  to  the  subject 
as  the  limits  of  this  work  will  permit. 

In  bringing  on  an  appeal  for  argument  there  are  several  mat- 
ters to  be  taken  into  consideration  ;  and  there  are  several  modi- 
fications .of  the  practice,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
particular  case.  There  are  several  different  classes  of  cases  in 
which  relief  is  sought,  each  of  which  is  governed  by  a  practice 
somewhat  peculiar  to  itself.  These  classes  may  be  conveniently 
examined  in  the  following  order :  1.  Those  cases  in  which  the 
relief  sought  is  a  reversal  or  modification  of  the  judgment  appealed 
from,  either  because  it  is  against  evidence  or  is  contrary  to  law, 
which  errors  are  claimed  to  be  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  return  ; 
2.  Those  cases  in  which  relief  is  asked  from  an  excusable  default 
which  occurred  in  the  court  below;  3.  Those  cases  in  which 
extrinsic  matters  are  alleged  as  error  in  fact.  These  several 
classes  will  be  noticed  in  the  order  of  arrangement  here  adopted. 

And  first,  then,  of  the  argument  of  a  cause  upon  the  return. 
After  it  has  been  properly  noticed  and  placed  upon  the  calendar, 
it  will  be  called  in  its  order,  and  if  ready  for  argument,  will  be 
argued.  Upon  the  argument  of  an  appeal  cause,  the  appellant 
has  the  right  to  open  and  close  the  argument.  In  opening  the 
case  the  a'ppellant  either  reads  or  states  such  portions  of  the 
return  as  are  material  to  a  proper  understanding  of  the  points 
involved  in  the  discussion.  And  after  presenting  the  facts  which 
show  how  the  points  of  law  are  properly  raised  in  the  case,  the 
appellant  proceeds  to  argue  those  questions,  and  to  cite  those 
authorities  which  are  deemed  important  or  conclusive  upon  their 
determination. 

After  the  appellant  has  closed  his  argument,  the  respondent  is 
then  entitled  to  be  heard  in  relation  to  either  the  facts  stated,  or 
the  legal  propositions  advanced  by  the  appellant;  and  he  also 
cites  such  authorities  as  are  deemed  applicable  for  the  purpose 
of  overturning  the  propositions  of  the  appellant,  or  of  otherwise 
answering  their  effect  as  authorities.  When  the  respondent  has 
closed  his  argument,  the  appellant  has  a  right  to  be  heard  in 
reply  to  the  positions  taken  by  the  respondent,  and  this  usually 
closes  the  discussion. 

It  would  save  much  time  if  county  courts  would  enforce  the 
rule  requiring  each  party,  at  the  opening  of  the  argument,  to 
furnish  the  court  and  the  other  p^rty  with  a  statement  of  the 
points  made,  and  of  the  authorities  intended  to  be  cited.  If  this 
were  generally  done,  the  court  and  the  respective  parties  would 
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know  precisely  what  matters  and  points  were  deemed  important 
in  the  discussion,  and  mnch  time  and  labor  be  saved  by  narrow- 
ing tlie  course  of  the  argument  to  these  points. 

Tljere  may  be  cases  in  which  it  is  not  possible  to  anticipate  all 
the  questions  which  may  be  made  on  the  argnment,  but  it  ought 
to  be  done  as  nearly  as  practicable;  and  wheniever  any  material 
point  has  been  accidentally  omitted,  the  parties  ought  to  be  per- 
mitted to  discuss  them.  When  the  points  are  numerous,  and 
the  facts  complicated,  an  oral  argument  is  of  the  greatest 
importance,  for,  if  properly  presented,  in  as  brief  a  manner  as 
possible,  it  will  save  the  court  much  labor,  and  will  prevent  any 
liability  to  mistakes  which  might  occur  if  the  cause  were  merely 
submitted  upon  written  points.  But,  in  many  cases,  a  careful 
statement  of  the  points  made,  with  a  full  reference  to  the  author- 
ities relied  on,  will  be  the  best  mode  of  argument,  for  in  such  a 
case,  tlie  court  will  fully  and  carefully  examine  each  material 
point,  which  will  be  certain  not  to  escape  his  attention  if  the 
brief  is  clear,  full  and  accurate  as  to  facts  and  authorities.  But 
all  such  matters  are  governed  so  mnch  by  personal  preferences, 
that  every  one  will  consult  his  own  choice  in  the  manner  of  pre- 
senting his  views  of  the  case. 

The  courts  favor  the  submission  of  proper  points,  and  in  the 
case  of  Agrecla  v.  Faulberg,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  179,  180,  the  court 
said  :  "  The  appeal  in  this  action  raises  several  questions  which 
are  of  considerable  importance,  and  I  regret  that  the  respondents 
have  submitted  no  ijoints  in  support  of  the  judgment,  ^l  i)arty 
has  no  right  to  expect  the  court  to  be  laborious  in  their  investi- 
gation, or  ingenious  in  their  endeavor  to  support  a  judgment ; 
when  his  own  counsel  is  either  unwilling  or  unable  to  aid  them 
by  any  suggestions  or  examination  of  authorities  on  "his  behalf. 
The  court  desire  not  to  reverse,  where  the  judgment  might  prop- 
erly be  sustained ;  but  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  court  below  depend,  to  some  extent,  upon  various 
statutory  enactments  running  through  a  period  of  forty  years ; 
the  court  are  entitled  to  the  aid  of  the  respondent's  counsel  in 
pointing  out  the  statutes  upon  which  the  regularity  of  the  pro 
ceedings  depend." 

An  a[)peal  which  is  heard  upon  the  justice's  return,  brings  up 
with  it  every  question  which  can  be  made  as  to  the  regularity  or 
validity  of  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  court  below.  And 
where  error  in  fact  is  assigned,  which  is  established  by  affidavits 
outside  of  the  return,  this  subject  forms  a  part  of  the  proceedings, 
and  it  must  be  heard  at  the  same  time  with  the  argument  of 
the  questions  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  return.  And  if 
the  county  court  refuses  to  hear  and  determine  the  matters  so 
assigned  as  error  in  fact,  but  merely  decides  upon  the  questions 
raised  upon  the  face  of  the  return,  this  will  be  error.  Cook  v.  Swift, 
18  How.,  454;  S.  C,  10  Abb.,  212.  This  rule  is  the  same  where 
an  application  is  made  for  relief  from  a  default  by  ordering  a  new 
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trial,  upon  sufiScient  proof  that  injustice  has  been  done,  and  that 
the  default  was  excusable.  lb. 

Before  proceeding  to  explain  the  practice  in  relation  to  obtain- 
ing relief  ti-oiu  defaults  taken  ,in  the  court  below,  it  may  be  proper 
to  mention  that  no  notice  will  be  taken  in  this  place  of  those 
matters  which  are  waived  by  an  omission  to  raise  the  question 
below,  or  of  any  other  matters  which  cannot  be  raised  for  the 
first  time  on  the  argument  of  the  appeal,  nor  of  those  other 
matters  which  furnish  sufficient  grounds  for  affirmance  or  reversal 
of  the  judgment.  All  these  subjects  will  be  fully  discussed  in  a 
subsequent  place. 

Relief  from  default  in  court  ielow.']  Under  the  practice  which 
existed  before  the  enactment  of  the  Code,  a  defendant  conld  not 
be  relieved  by  the  appellate  court  from  a  judgment  taken  against 
him,  even  in  the  case  of  an  excusable  defanlt.  And  if  a  defend- 
ant omitted  to  appear  and  plead  on  the  return  of  process,  but  he 
appeared  on  the  adjourned  day,  andoifered  to  j)lead  uixni  offering 
a  proper  excuse  for  his  default,  yet  it  was  discretionary  with  the 
justice  to  admit  him  to  defend  or  to  refuse  the  application,  and 
the  appellate  court  had  no  power  to  review  the  decision  or 
to  relieve  the  defendant.  Saminis  v.  Brice,  4  Denio,  576.  This 
rule,  however,  no  longer  exists ;  and,  under  the  present  practice, 
the  appellate  court  may  always  relieve  a  defendant  where  he 
excuses  his  default  and  shows  that  manifest  injustice  has  been 
done  to  him  in  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.  Vol.  I,  31, 
-^366. 

In  seeking  relief  from  a  judgment  by  default,  there  are  several 
points  in  the  practice  which  must  be  observed.  And,  in  the  first 
place,  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  there  is  no  relief  except  by 
way  of  api)eal  from  the  judgment.  It  is  only  by  an  appeal  that 
the  county  court  acquires  any  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  or  has 
any  power  to  afford  relief.  A  mere  motion  in  the  county  court, 
in  a  case  in  which  no  appeal  has  been  taken  from  the  judgment, 
would  be  useless,  and  would  be  denied  because  of  a  want  of 
power  to  interfere  with  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  court  below. 
Donnell  v.  Carroll,  1  Code  E.,  N.  S.,  288. 

In  the  next  place,  the  notice  of  appeal  ought  to  assign  as  one 
of  the  grounds  of  the  appeal,  that  manifest  injustice  has  been 
done  by  the  judgment,  and  that  the  defendant's  defaidt  is 
excusable.  Haugliey  v.  Wilson,  1  Hilt.,  260,  261.  The  general 
manner  of  stating  this  ground  of  error  may  be  seen  in  No.  16  of 
the  notice  of  appeal.  Ante,  785.  As  the  relief  sought  is  a  new 
trial  in  the  court  below,  and  as  one  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  is 
that  injustice  has  been  done,  this  ground  of  appeal  must  be 
stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  or  relief  will  be  denied.  Haugheyf 
V.  Wilson,  1  Hilt.,  260,  261;  Vol.  I,  28,  §  353;  ante,  773. 

The  proof  excusing  the  default  and  showing  the  injustice  of 
the  judgment  appealed  from  may  be  made  by  affidavits,  or  by 
oral  evidence  introduced  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal. 
If  affidavits  are  used,  they  may  be  served  at  the  same  time^ 
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with  the  notice  of  appeal,  or  at  any  time  afterwards  before  the 
hearing,  provided  they  are  served  at  least  eight  days  betore 
the  commencement  of  the  term  of  the  county  court ;  or,  in  other 
words,  if  they  are  served  as  early  as  is  required  in  the  case  of 
the  service  of  the  notice  of  argument. 

Tlie  form  of  the  afiSdavit  is  similar  to  other  affidavits,  except 
that  it  states  with  particularity  the  excuse  for  the  default,  and  it 
shows  clearly  that  injustice  has  been  done. 

In  entitling  the  affidavits  served,  it  will  be  remembered  that 
no  appeal  is  pending  until  the  notice  of  appeal  is  served ;  and 
for  that  reason,  if  the  affidavits  are  made  before  the  notice  of 
appeal  is  served,  they  ought  to  be  entitled  in  the  court  below ; 
while  if  they  are  served  after  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal, 
they  ought  to  be  entitled  in  the  county  court.  The  title  of  an 
action  is  not  changed  by  an  appeal.  Code,  §  326.  But,  after  an 
appeal  is  brought,  all  affidavits  ought  to  be  entitled  in  the  appel- 
late court  instead  of  the  court  below.  Glichman  v.  Clickman,  1 
Oomst.,  611.  If,  however,  a  mistake  should  be  made  in  that 
respect,  the  court  would  disregard  the  error,  if  the  opposite  party 
was  not  misled  in  consequence.  Code,  <^  406 ;  Bowman  v.  Sheldon, 
5  Saiidf.,  657.  Or,  if  the  error  could  not  properly  be  disre- 
garded, the  court  would  order  the  cause  to  stand  over  for  the  pur- 
pose of  allowing  new  affidavits  to  be  served,  in  case  there  was 
good  reason  for  adopting  such  a  course.  And,  whenever  sub- 
stantial justice  would  be  promoted  by  such  a  practice,  that  would 
be  the  best  of  reasons  for  pursuing  it. 

If  the  affidavits  are  made  and  served  after  the  appeal  is  per- 
fected, they  will  be  entitled  in  the  county  court,  and  they  may 
be  in  the  following  general  form : 

Form  of  affidavit  to  excuse  default. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COUE.T. 


John  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Eichard  Roe,  Appellant. 


Fut.TON  County,  ss  :  Richard  Roe  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  is 
the  defendant  and  appellant  named  in  the  above  entitled  action ;  that  on 
the  20th  day  of  July,  1865,  a  judgment  was  rendered  against  this  deponent, 
and  in  favor  of  John  Doe,  the  respondent  and  plaintiff,  by  Richardson  P. 
Clark,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county,  for  the  sum 
of  two  hundred  dollars  damages  and  costs ;  that  this  deponent  failed  to 
appear  in  the  action  before  the  said  justice  in  consequence  of  a  sudden  and 
serious  illness,  which  attacked  this  deponent  on  the  morning  of  the  day 
on  which  the  trial  was  had ;  that  deponent  was  so  sick  as  to  be  con- 
fined to  his  bed,  and  to  be  under  the  care  of  a  physician  ;  that  in  conse- 
quence of  such  sickness  this  deponent  was  unable  to  attend  the  trial  before 
said  justice  or  to  go  after  his  counsel  to  attend  the  same,  as  deponent  had 
arranged  to  do  before  his  said  illness ;  that  deponent  had  retained  Mcln- 
tyre  Frasei-,  Esq.,  as  his  counsel  to  defend  said  action,  and  had  promised 
to  call  and  notify  him  when  he  was  required  to  attend  the  cause  in  court, 
but  that  in  consequence  of  such  sickness  deponent  was  unable  to  give 
Buch  notice  to  said  Eraser  as  agreed,  and  therefore  said  Eraser  did  not 


ARGTTMENT  OF  APPEAL.  839 

attend  the  said  trial,  as  deponent  is  informed  and  believes ;  that  the  said 
judgment  was  rendered  in  the  absence  of  this  deponent,  and  without  any 
appearance  by  him  in  the  court  below.  And  deponent  further  says,  that 
manifest  injustice  has  been  done  to  him  by  the  rendition  of  said  judgment, 
and  he  alleges  that  the  judgment  was  rendered  upon  a  claim  made  by  the 
plaintiff  for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  this 
deponent ;  that  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  for  $200,  which  is  the 
full  value  of  the  goods  sold  by  plaintiff  to  this  deponent ;  that  no  credit 
was  given  to  deponent  for  payments  made  for  such  goods,  <fec. ;  that  on 
the  1st  day  of  July,  1865,  this  deponent  paid  to  said  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
$100,  to  be  applied  on  said  purchase  price;  that  no  credit  was  given  nor 
any  allowance  made  on  said  trial  on  account  of  said  payment,  but  the 
plaintiff  recovered  judgment  for  the  entire  amount  of  his  claim;  that  by 
such  judgment  manifest  injustice  was  done  to  this  deponent,  in  this,  that 
said  judgment  ought  not  to  have  been  more  than  $100,  with  costs,  &c., 
instead  of  the  sum  of  $200,  as  it  now  stands.  And  deponent  further  says, 
that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  he  duly  appealed  to  the  county  court  of 
Fulton  county,  from  said  judgment,  and  that  the  foregoing  injustice  is  one 
of  the  grounds  of  error  alleged  in  his  notice  of  appeal. 
Subscribed  and  swoi-n  before  me,  )  RICHARD  ROE. 

this         day  of  1865,  | 

Peter  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 

In  a  case  like  that  supposed  in  the  foregoing  aflSdavit,  let  the 
attorney  also  make  an  affidavit  showing  his  non-attendance,  and 
the  reasons  therefor,  as  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant. 

As  each  case  has  some  peculiarities  of  its  own,  so  the  affidavits 
must  be  drawn  in  such  a  manner  as  to  correspond  with  the  actual 
facts  of  the  particular  case.  And  it  is  a  safe  general  rule  to 
make  as  strong  a  case  as  possible  in  relation  to  the  excuse  for  the 
default,  and  to  show  that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done.  The 
cases  relating  to  these  points  will  be  fully  noticed  in  a  subsequent 
place. 

After  the  affidavits  are  completed  copies  must  be  made  and 
served  upon  the  respondent,  or  his  attorney  when  he  has  given 
notice  of  retainer.  Ifo  affidavits  or  notices  need  be  served  upon 
the  justice  who  tried  the  cause. 

The  affidavits  served  upon  the  respondent  ought  to  be  accom- 
panied by  a  notice  stating  the  object  of  the  affidavits,  and  that 
they  will  be  used  upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 

This  notice  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Form  of  notice  served  with  affidavits. 

[Title  as  in  last  affidavit,  ante,  838.] 

Sir :  Take  notice  that  the  affidavits,  with  copies  of  which  you  are  here- 
with served,  will  be  read  on  the  argument  of  the  appeal  in  this  action,  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  new  trial ;  to  excuse  the  default  of  this  appel- 
lant; afld  to  show  that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done  to  him  by  the 
judgment  rendered  in  the  court  below.     Dated  Johnstown,  August  9, 1865. 

Yours,  &c., 

A.  McFARLAN, 
To  Mabtin  McMaetin,  Esq.,  Attorney  for  Appellant. 

Attorney  for  .Respondent. 
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This  notice  and  the  copies  of  aCRdavits  ou;^ht  to  be  served  at 
the  least  as  early  as  eight  days  before  the  sitting  of  the  court. 
And  this  will  enable  the  respondent  to  controvert  or  explain  any 
of  the  facts  stated  in  the  atSdavits  if  he  desires  to  do  so. 

The  statute  does  not  declare  in  express  terms  that  witnesses 
may  be  orally  examined  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
the  default  is  excused,  and  whether  manifest  injustice  has  been 
done  to  the  appellant.  But  it  provides  that  a  new  trial  may  be 
ordered,  if  it  appears  by  the  affidavits  served  by  the  appellant, 
or  otherwise,  that  injustice  has  been  done,  and  that  a  sutiicieut 
excuse  is  shown.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  these  facts  could  appear 
unless  oral  evidence  is  allowed  for  that  purpose,  since  the  fact  of 
injustice  and  of  a  reasonable  excuse  would  not  usually  appear 
in  the  return,  and  some  other  evidence  is  intended  than  the 
affidavits  of  the  appellant. 

If  either  party  intends  to  call  witnesses  to  be  examined  orally 
upon  these  questions,  it  would  be  proper  to  require  them  to  give 
notice  of  such  intention,  which  would  enable  the  opposite  party 
to  produce  witnesses  if  he  desires. 

To  require  such  a  notice  in  this  case,  is  the  same  in  principle 
as  that  requiring  the  service  of  copies  of  the  affidavits  on  the 
part  of  the  appellant. 

The  statute  does  not  in  terms  require  the  service  of  copies  of 
the  affidavits,  or  the  giving  of  any  notice,  but  the  analogies  of  the 
practice  require  it  to  be  done,  and  for  that  reason  the  courts 
always  enforce  a  rule  which  is  so  wise  and  so  just  to  the  parties, 
and  so  convenient  to  the  court. 

The  hearing  of  the  application  for  a  new  trial  in  these  cases  of 
default  is  always  heard  by  the  court  without  the  intervention  of  a 
jury.  Indeed,  the  statute  does  not  confer  any  authority  to  call 
a  jury  in  such  a  case.  It  is  only  when  an  issue  of  fact  is  joined 
by  the  pleadings  that  a  jury  trial  is  authorized,  and  not  in  such 
cases  as  these  in  which  the  application  appeals  to  the  discretion 
of  the  appellate  court.  For  an  application  for  relief  against  a 
default  of  this  kind  is  a  mere  matter  of  discretion  with  the  county 
court,  and  if  it  refuses  to  grant  relief,  no  redress  can  be  had  by 
an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court,  since  that  court  has  no  i)ower  to 
review  the  decision  of  the  county  court  upon  this  point.  Wavel  v. 
Wiles,  10  B.  P.  Smith,  635. 

The  power  to  order  a  new  trial  is  not  conferred  unless  the  appli- 
cation is  made  by  a  defendant.  The  statute  does  not  apply  to  a 
case  in  which  a  plaintiif  is  nonsuited  in  consequence  of  a  default. 
His  remedy  in  such  a  case  is  by  bringing  a  new  action. 

Excusing  default^  One  of  the  first  things  a  defendant  has  to 
do  when  he  seeks  relief  from  a  default  is  to  show  satisfactorily 
to  the  county  court  that  a  reasonable  and  sufficient  excuse  exists 
for  the  default.  What  matters  have  been  held  sufficient,  and 
what  insufficient,  will  be  noticed  in  a  subsequent  place.  But  a 
practical  question  of  great  importance  is  presented  in  the  ques- 
tion, what  constitutes  a  default  within  the  meaning  of  this 
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statute.  The  statute  provides  that  relief  may  be  jyranted  "if 
the  defendant  failed  to  appear  before  the  justice,  &c."  Vol.  I,  31, 
§366. 

It  has  been  held,  in  some  cases  decided  by  the  New  York  court 
of  common  pleas,  that  where  a  defendant  has  once  appeared  in 
the  action  he  cannot  have  any  relief  under  §  366  of  the  Code, 
even  though  he  failed  to  appear  at  the  trial,  and  although  he 
offers  proof  of  a  sufficient  excuse  for  his  default.  Williams  v. 
McCauley,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  120  ;  Eawson  v.  Grow,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
18 ;  Hunt  V.  Westervelt,  Id.,  225 ;  Miiier  v.  Held,  3  Abb.,  110 ; 
Wilde  v.  N.  Y.  &  Harlem  E.  B.,  1  Hilt.,  302. 

With  the  utmost  respect  for  the  learning  of  the  court  which 
pronounced  these  decisions,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  constriictiou 
is  most  clearly  erroneous  and  untenable.  And,  in  the  first  place, 
the  statute  does  not  declare,  in  terms,  that  relief  shall  be  denied 
in  case  the  defendant  has  once  appeared  in  the  action.  The  lan- 
guage is  that  relief  may  be  given  "  if  the  defendant  failed  to 
appear  before  the  justice."  Vol.  I,  31,  §  366.  And  the  evident 
intention  of  the  legislature  was  to  provide  a  mode  of  relieving  a 
defendant  who  failed  to  make  his  defense  in  the  court  below.  *  If 
the  defendant  failed  to  appear  at  all  in  the  court  below,  none  of 
the  cases  would  deny  his  right  to  relief  if  a  satisfactory  excuse 
is  made;  and  manifest  injustice  is  shown.  But  how  does  such  a 
case  ditfer  in  principle  from  one  where  the  defendant  appears  and 
joins  issue,  and  then,  in  consequence  of  some  satisfactory  cause, 
he  is  prevented  from  appearing  at  the  trial  ?  If  the  statute  made 
any  difference  between  the  cases,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
courts  to  follow  the  rule  prescribed.  But  since  it  does  not  make 
any  such  distinction,  the  true  rule  of  construction  is  to  carry  into 
efl'ect  the  intention  of  the  lawmakers.  The  prominent  object 
of  the  law  is  to  furnish  relief  in  those  cases  in  which  manifest 
injustice  has  been  done  to  a  party  who  failed  to  appear  before 
the  justice  at  the  trial,  and  failed,  consequently,  of  an  oppor- 
tunity for  proving  his  defense.  This  construction  secures  the 
just  rights  of  an  unfortunate  defendant,  and  it  is  guarded  by  the 
qualifications  that  he  must  render  a  satisfactory  excuse  for  not 
appearing  at  the  trial,  and  also  show  that  injustice  has  been  done 
to  him  by  the  judgment  thus  rendered  against  him  in  his  absence. 
Such  a  construction  secures  the  rights  of  both  parties,  and  it  also 
carries  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  providing 
this  remedy  for  a  defendant  who  would  frequently  suffer  great 
injustice  but  for  its  provisions.  The  statute  is  a  remedial  one, 
and  will  be  liberally  construed  for  the  purpose  of  advancing  the 
remedy  sought  to  be  attained. 

The  supreme  court  have  expressly  adjudged  that  the  mere  fact 
of  appearing  in  an  action  and  joining  issue,  does  not  of  itself 
furnish  any  ground  against  giving  relief  against  a  judgment 
which  is  subsequently  rendered  against  the  defendant  on  his 
default  to  appear  at  the  trial.  Armstrong  v.  Craig,  18  Barb.,  387. 
This  is  unquestionably  the  true  construction  of  the  statute,  either 
Wait  11—106 
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in  reference  to  the  language  employed,  or  as  to  the  object  of  the 
legislature.  This  same  case  holds  that  the  defendant  must 
satisfactorily  excuse  his  default,  and  must  also  show  that  injustice 
has  been  done  to  him.  This  decision  of  the  supreme  court  is  a 
controlling  authority  with  county  courts,  and  will  undoubtedly  be 
followed  by  them  until  it  is  overruled  by  the  court  of  appeals,  or 
by  the  authority  of  other  opposite  decisions  by  the  supreme  court. 

Sufficient  excuses.]  The  statute  requires  that  a  detendant  must 
satisfaetorily  excuse  his  default.  Vol.  I,  31,  '^  366.  And  the  excuse 
must  be  such  as  is  satisfiictory  to  the  county  court,  or  other 
ai)pellate  court.  A  satisfactory  excuse  is  such  as  the  court  can 
pronounce  legally  sufficient,  and  such  as  is  reasonable  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  see  ante,  138,  139. 

And  upon  the  whole  proof  offered,  it  is  left  entirely  discretionary 
with  the  appellate  court  whether  to  grant  relief  or  refuse  it.  Ante, 
840.  But,  as  a  general  rule,  the  court  will  exercise  this  power 
liberally  for  the  furtherance  of  justice,  and  in  doubtful  cases  will 
be  inclined  to  order  a  new  trial,  where  both  parties  can  have  a 
full  and  a  fair  hearing. 

There  are  several  cases  which  decide  what  constitutes  a  satisfac- 
tory excuse.  In  Camp  v.  Stewart,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  88,  it  appeared 
from  the  afiidavits  of  the  defendant  that  he  was  under  the  necessity 
of  leaving  town  ;  that  he  had  prepared  his  defense  with  all  proper 
instructions,  and  had  given  the  matter  in  charge  of  a  young  man 
who  was  specially  enjoined  to  deliver  them  to  the  defendant's 
attorney,  with  a  request  that  he  would  attend  on  the  return  day 
of  the  summons  ;  and  that  the  young  man  forgot  to  do  it,  and  this 
was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  excuse.  So,  where  it  appeared  that  the 
defendant  delivered  the  summons  to  his  attorney,  with  a  request 
that  he  would  appear  and  answer,  which  he  promised  to  do,  but 
that  such  attorney  was  under  the  necessity  of  leaving  town,  and 
he  therefore  intrusted  the  summons  to  an  other  attorney,  who 
promised  to  appear;  that  the  latter,  owing  to  the  loss  of  a  key, 
was  unable  to  procure  the  summons,  and.  he  therefore  went  to  a 
wrong  court,  and  before  his  arrival  at  the  proper  court,  a  judg- 
ment had  been  taken  by  default,  and  this  was  considered  a  suffi- 
cient excuse.  Lent  v.  Jones,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  52. 

So,  where  the  affidavit  showed  that  the  defendant  had  retained 
an  attorney  to  appear  in  the  action  ;  that  he  left  his  residence  for 
the  court  room,  and  in  time  to  reach  it  at  the  hour  when  the 
summons  was  returnable  ;  that  the  attorney  was  met  in  the  street 
by  a  client,  who  engaged  him  in  a  conv^ersation  upon  a  special 
matter  of  business ;  that  through  a  misapprehension  as  to  the 
lapse  of  time,  such  attorney  failed  to  reach  court  until  fifteen 
minutes  after  the  proper  time ;  that  the  plaintiff",  and  his  counsel, 
and  witnesses  were  there  in  court,  and  that  the  plaintiff  refused 
to  open  the  default,  and  allow  a  trial  upon  the  payment  of  costs 
&c.,  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  reasonable  and  satisfactory  excuse. 
Seymour  v.  Elmer,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  199. 
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So,  wliere  a  summons  stated  that  the  defendant  was  required 
"  to  answer  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  for  professional  ser- 
vices," and  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  good  reason  to 
believe,  froln  the  wording  of  the  summons,  and  the  facts  within 
his  knowledge,  that  the  action  was  for  a  claim  which  he  admitted 
to  be  due,  and  for  that  reason  he  failed  to  appear  before  the 
justice,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  for  a  greater 
sum,  and  upon  an  entirely  different  claim,  this  was  held  suliicieut 
as  an  excuse.  Bissell  v.  Dean,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  172. 

So,  where  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant  himself  mistook  the 
return  day  of  the  summons,  aud  for  that  reason  failed  to  appear, 
the  court  may  relieve  him,  Qottsberger  v.  Harned,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
128,  especially  where  it  appears  that  the  defendant  actednipon 
his  mistaken  impression  and  appeared  at  the  time  which  he  sup- 
posed was  the  correct  one.  Gardner  v.  Wight,  3  Id.,  334. 

Where  it  is  evident  that  a  defendant  really  intende<i  to  appear 
and  defend  an  action,  and  that  he  has  a  good  defense  thereto, 
either  partial  or  total,  and  that  he  failed  to  appear  in  consequence 
of  any  excusable  mistake,  he  ought  to  be  relieved  upon  proper 
terms. 

The  manner  of  serving  process  may  be  such  as  to  excuse  a 
defendant  from  appearing  in  the  action,  and  to  entitle  him  to 
relief  against  a  judgment  entered  by  default  upon  such  service. 
And  wiiere  the  appellate  court  is  satisfied,  from  the  affidavits, 
that  the  process  was  not  served  at  all,  or  that  it  was  so  improperly 
or  defectively  served  that  the  defendant  was  not  duly  apprised 
of  its  nature  and  effect,  the  default  will  be  opened  and  a  new 
trial  ordered.  Carroll  v.  Goslin,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  376  ;  ante,  68. 

Where  an  issue  has  been  joined,  and -the  cause  adjourned  to  a 
specified  day  for  trial,  but  previous  to  that  day  there  is  a  nego- 
tiation between  the  parties  relative  to  the  adjournment  of  the 
cause  to  a  still  further  day,  and  the  defendant  actually  believes 
that  such  adjournment  has  been  agreed  on,  and  he  consequently 
remains  absent  or  fails  to  appear  at  the  trial,  this  will  be  a  good 
excuse  and  a  sufficient  ground  for  opening  the  default,  if  he  also 
shows  that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done.  Armstrong  v.  Craig, 
18  Barb.,  387. 

So,  where  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff  prevent  the  defendant  from 
appearing,  and  a  default  is  taken,  this  will  be  a  good  excuse  for 
the  default.  And  where  a  plaintiff  obtains  a  judgment  by 
default  before  the  proper  time,  upon  a  false  statement  that  the 
defendant  does  not  intend  to  appear,  and  when  he  does  in  fact 
appear  at  the  proper  time,  but  after  judgment  has  been  rendered 
against  him,  this  will  be  a  good  ground  for  reversing  the  judg- 
ments Beadi  v.  McCann,  1  Hilt.,  256.  And  if  these  fiicts  appear 
in  the  return,  there  will  not  need  to  be  any  proof  of  them  by 
affidavits.  lb. 

So,  where  it  appeared  by  the  return  that  the  defendant  appeared 
before  a  justice,  at  the  proper  hour,  on  the  return  day  of  a  sum- 
mons which  had  been  served  upon  him,  aud  asked  the  justice  for 
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his  case,  when  the  justice  mistakenly  informed  him  that  no  snch 
cause  was  pending  before  him,  upon  which  the  defendant  left 
court,- but  afterwards  the  justice,  upon  discovering  the  mistake, 
adjourned  the  cause  to  an  other  day,  when  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered against  the  defendant  by  default,  this  was  held  to  be 
erroneous,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed.  Murling  v.  Grote,  1 
Hilt.,  IIG  ;  8.  C,  3  Abb.,  109. 

So,  where  a  defendant  appeared  at  the  proper  time  and  place 
for  the  return  of  a  summons  which  had  been  served  upon  him, 
and  the  justice  informed  him  that  the  action  was  discontinued, 
whereupon  the  defendant  left  court,  and  the  plaintiff  soon  after 
appeared,  and  the  justice  then  proceeded  and  heard  the  cause 
and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  in  the  absence  of  the  defend- 
ant, this  was  held  to  be  error,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed. 
Tyler  v.  Olney,  12  Johns.,  378. 

Insufficient  excuses.']  Where  the  defendant  has  appeared  and 
litigated  the  cause  in  the  court  below,  the  case  does  not  fall 
witliin  the  provisions  of  §  366  of  the  Code,  because  that  merely 
provides  for  cases  in  which  the  defendant  failed  to  appear  on  the 
trial  before  the  justice. 

And  the  rule  is  the  same  where  there  is  an  appearance  by  an 
attorney,  who  swears  to  his  authority  to  appear  for  the  defendant. 
Armstrong  v.  Craig,  18  Barb.,  387.  If  the  attorney  is  responsible, 
and  appeared  without  authority,  the  defendant  will  be  bound  by 
his  acts  as  against  the  plaintiff  in  that  action,  and  the  remedy 
of  the  defendant  is  by  action  against  the  attorney.  lb.;  Allen  v. 
Stone,  10  Barb.,  547,  affirmed  at  general  term.  See  note  at  end 
of  case.  If,  however,  the  attorney  is  irresponsible,  the  court  will 
relieve  the  defendant  from  the  consequences  of  the  attorney's  acts, 
and  in  a  case  under  this  section  would  open  the  cause  as  though 
a  default  had  been  taken.  lb.;  Williams  v.  Van  Valkenburg,  16 
How.,  144;  Denton  v.  Noyes,  6  Johns.,  296;  Meacham  v.  Dudley, 
6  Wend.,  514 ;  Grazebrooh  v.  McCreedie,  9  Wend.,  437. 

If  the  attorney  appears  for  a  defendant,  and  at  his  request,  or 
by  his  authority,  litigates  the  cause,  there  will,  of  course,  be  no 
relief  under  §  366.  Edwards  v.  Drew,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  55 ;  Bunker 
V.  Latson,  1  Id.,  410. 

Oases  sometimes  occur,  as  we  have  already  seen,  ante,  842,  in 
which  relief  is  granted  in  cases  where  an  attorney  had  been 
retained  to  appear  and  defend  an  action,  but  failed  to  do  so. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  the  negligence  of  the  attorney 
may  deprive  a  defendant  of  relief  from  a  default.  In  Mulliern 
V.  Hyde,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  177,  the  defendant  suffered  a  default  and 
then  asked  relief  upon  affidavits  showing  that  he  and  his  counsel 
were  prevented  from  attending  the  trial  in  consequence  of 
engagements  elsewhere,  but  without  stating  the  nature  of  those 
engagements.  The  court  refused  to  open  the  default,  and  said, 
"We  can  never  sanction  a  practice  that  a  defendant  and  his 
counsel  may  absent  themselves  from  the  court  on  the  day  of  trial, 
and  then  offer  a  mere  allegation  of  other  engagements  as  an 
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excuse  for  their  failure  to  appear,  and  as  a  groutid  for  setting 
aside  the  judgment."  lu  Fmvler  v.  Colyer,  2  E.  D.  Sujith,  125, 
126,  the  conrt  said  :  "  The  default  in  this  case  was  taken  in  the 
court  room,  after  eleven  o'clock  of  the  day  on  which  the  sum- 
mons was  returnable.  The  defendant's  attorney  appears  to  have 
absented  himself  from  the  court  until  after  that  honr,  when  the 
summons  was  returnable  at  ten.  We  do  not  think  that  going  to 
attend  to  other  business  is  necessarily  a  good  excuse  for  setting 
aside  a  judgment.  An  application  should  at  least  be  made  to 
the  court  below  for  an  opportunity  to  attend  to  other  business, 
if  necessary,  before  leaving  the  court." 

Where  a  summons  is  served  by  copy,  which  the  defendant  puts 
into  his  pocket,  and  he  forgets  the  matter  until  after  a  judgment 
has  been  rendered  against  him,  the  courts  will  not  consider  his 
forgetfulness  a  sufBcieut  excuse.  Ball  v.  Mander,  19  How.,  468, 
especially  where  it  appears  that  the  defendant  paid  more  atten- 
tion to  playing  cards  than  to  the  process  of  the  court,  and  where 
it  is  evident  that  there  is  no  substantial  defense.  lb. 

Where  issue  has  been  joined  and  the  cause  adjourned  to  a  day 
for  trial,  the  mere  fact  that  the  defendant  forgot  the  day  of  trial 
is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  when  not  accompanied  by  any  explana- 
tory circumstances  accounting  for  a  default.  Beebe  v.  Roberts,  3 
E.  I).  Smith,  194.  So,  where  a  defendant  neglects  to  attend  on 
the  day  of  trial,  until  after  judgment  has  been  rendered  against 
him,  it  will  not  be  a  suflicient  excuse  to  allege  in  his  affidavits 
that  he  was  ignorant  of  law  proceedings,  especially  where  it 
appears  that  he  went  in  search  of  counsel  in  due  season,  and  on 
not  finding  him  did  not  attend  court  until  after  judgment  had 
been  rendered.  Mayor,  &c.,  of  New  York  v.  Green,  1  Hilt.,  393.  His 
alleged  ignorance  is  no  excuse  for  not  obeying  the  summons,  by 
appearing  at  the  time  and  place  named  in  the  summons.  lb. 
This  case,  however,  was  uiaiuly  decided  upon  the  ground  that 
no  proof  was  made  that  manifest  injustice  had  been  done. 

If  the  case  is  one  which  is  tried  by  a  court  in  which  numerous 
causes  ai'e  pending  and  called  in  their  order,  as  in  the  marine 
court  of  I^ew  York,  it  will  not  be  sufficient  ground  for  opening 
the  default  where  the  defendant  alleges  as  an  excuse  that  he  was 
present  in  court,  but  did  not  hear  the  cause  called,  if  he  fails  to 
show  that  injustice  has  been  done  to  him.  Forster  v.  Capew^ll, 
1  Hilt.,  47. 

So,  if  the  action  is  one  which  is  founded  upon  an  assigned  demand, 
it  will  not  be  a  sufficient  excuse  for  a  default  to  show  that  the 
defendant  was  negotiating  with  the  assignor  for  a  settlement  of 
the  claiju,  after  notice  of  assignment,  and  that  he  omitted  to 
ai>pear  at  the  trial,  upon  a  promise  of  such  assignor  to  stop  the 
proceedings  in  the  action.  Travis  v.  Bassett,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  171. 
But  if  such  negotiation  had  occurred  between  the  actual  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  had  promised  to  stop  the 
proceedings,  and  the  defendant,  acting  upon  such  promise,  had 
remained  absent  on  the  day  of  the  trial,  this  would  be  a  suffl- 
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cienfc  excuse  for  setting  aside  any  judgment  obtained  in  violation 
of  such  promise.  Armstrong  v.  Craig,  18  Barb.,  387.  And  wben- 
ever  a  plaintiff  is  guilty  of  a  fraudulent  practice  which  prevents 
the  defendant  from  attending  the  trial,  the  court  will  regard  this 
as  a  good  excuse  for  not  appearing,  and  will  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment so  fraudulently  obtained.  li. 

The  various  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  upon  the  question 
of  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  excuse,  have  not  been  cited  as 
establishing  any  particular  rule  of  law,  but  rather  as  showing 
what  practice  usually  prevails  upon  such  facts  and  circumstances 
as  appeared  in  those  cases. 

Since  every  such  appeal  is  a  mere  application  to  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  and  since  each  case  differs  materially  from  all  others 
as  to  facts  and  circumstances,  the  citation  of  cases  can  effect  no 
other  object  than  to  aid  in  establishing  a  uniform  system  of  prac- 
tice. And  in  deciding  each  case,  the  county  court  will  be  governed 
by  the  same  principles  that  would  be  applied  in  case  of  an  applica- 
tion for  relief  from  a  default  taken  in  the  county  court ;  or  by 
such  rules  as  the  supreme  court  adopts  in  cases  where  a  motion 
is  made  to  open  a  default.  In  all  such  cases,  the  courts  uniformly 
adopt  such  a  course  as  "will  tend  to  the  furtherance  of  justice, 
and  as  will  allow  every  person  a  fair  and  reasonable  opportunity 
to  defend  an  action  where  he  has  a  meritorious  defense,  and  he 
has  by  any  excusable  default  been  prevented  from  interposing 
that  defense.  Justices'  courts  have  no  power  to  open  such 
defaults,  and  that  power  was  expressly  given  to  the  county 
courts  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  see  that  justice  should 
prevail,  and  that  every  man  should  have  a  reasonable  opportunity 
for  making  a  legal  and  a  just  defense  to  any  action  which  might 
be  brought  against  him.  And,  at  the  risk  of  a  repetition,  it  may 
be  again  said  that  the  power  is  a  discretionary  one,  which  is  to  be 
liberally  used  for  the  purpose  of  advancing  the  remedy  intended 
by  the  legislature  in  enacting  the  law. 

More  has  been  said  upon  this  subject  than  would  ordinarily  be 
deemed  necessary.  But  every  experienced  practitioner  is  familiar 
with  the  injustice  which  has  too  often  resulted  under  the  old  sys- 
tem of  practice,  in  cases  in  which  it  was  held  that  no  relief  could 
be  given  in  cases  of  judgments  taken  by  default,  unless,  indeed, 
there  could  be  some  legal  ground  of  reversal  found  in  some  error 
in  the  proceedings  in  the  court  below.  It  was  held  that  relief 
from  defaults  could  not  be  given  by  justices  after  judgment 
rendered,  and  this  is  still  the  rule.  But  it  was  also  held,  that  in 
many  cases  it  was  discretionary  with  the  justice  whether  to 
permit  a  defendant  to  appear  and  defend  if  he  failed  to  appear 
on  the  return  day.  See  the  cases  cited,  ante,  220,  221,  222. 

The  Code  adopted  the  present  rule  of  allowing  the  county 
court  to  grant  relief  from  excusable  defaults,  for  the  express 
purpose  of  enabling  that  court  to  review  such  matters  of  discre- 
tion in  the  court  below,  and  also  to  give  relief  in  a  proper  case, 
even  when  no  application  was  made  in  that  court,  but  there  was 
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an  entire  default  in  appearing,  provided  saiih  default  were  properly- 
excused,  and  manifest  injustice  had  been  done  in  the  court  below. 

Manifest  injustice  must  be  sJiown.']  To  entitle  a  defendant  to 
relief  against  a  default  in  the  court  below,  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  show  a  good  excuse  for  the  failure  to  appear ;  it  is  also  indis- 
pensable to  show  that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done  by  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment.  Proof,  either  of  a  good  excuse  or  of 
inanifest  injustice,  when  taken  separately,  will  not  be  sufficient, 
since  it  fails  to  meet  the  statutory  requirement  that  both  facts 
shall  be  proved  before  relief  is  to  be  granted. 

In  drawing  the  affidavits  of  the  defendant,  it  will  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  rely  upon  a  mere  statement  or  allegation  that  injustice 
has  been  done.  The  statute  requires  that  it  shall  be  shown  that 
manifest  injustice  has  been  done.  From  the.  language  used,  it  is 
evident  that  it  was  intended  that  injustice  must  be  shown  in  a 
proper  manner  by  legal  proof,  which,  in  such  a  case,  may  be  by 
affidavits  showing  the  facts  and  circumstances  from  which  it  may 
be  legally  inferred  that  injustice  has  been  done.  If  the  affidavits 
of  the  defendant  show  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  and 
the  nature  of  the  defense  which  the  defendant  desires  to  inter- 
pose, and  that  it  is  probable  that  he  can  establish  such  defense 
upon  a  fair  trial,  this  will  be  showing  enough  to  authorize  the 
legal  inference  that  injustice  has  been  done.  And  in  every  case 
in  which  there  is  a  valid  or  legal  defense  to  an  action  which  has 
been  lost  by  reason  of  the  default,  it  is  easy  to  state  such  facts 
and  circumstances  as  will  satisfy  the  appellate  court  that  justice 
requires  a  new  trial,  and  when  this  is  done,  it  is  showing  manifest 
injustice  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

A  party  may  have  suffered  injustice  by  being  deprived  of  his 
defense  upon  a  default  taken  against  Mm  in  the  court  below ; 
and  he  may  also  fail  to  attain  a  remedy  in  the  appellate  court,  if  he 
is  again  so  negligent  or  so  unfortunate  as  not  to  present  proper 
facts  and  circumstances  entitling  him  to  relief.  A  defendant 
may  have  a  case  in  which  a  mere  statement  of  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances in  his  affidavits  would  entitle  him  to  relief;  and  yet 
should  he  fail  to  present  them  to  the  court,  but  rely  upon  a  mere 
affidavit  of  merits  in  the  usual  form,  he  would  fail  to  secure  any 
relief  from  the  default  and  judgment  below.  Fowler  v.  Golyer, 
2  E.  D.  Smith,  125 ;  Armstrong  v.  Craig,  18  Barb.,  387.  It  is  not 
sufficient  to  state  mere  conclusions  from  facts,  but  the  facts 
themselves  must  be  stated  in  such  a  manner  that  the  court  will 
be  authorized  to  infer  from  such  facts  that  injustice  has  been 
done.  Ih. 

The  defendant  must  show  such  facts  as  satisfy  the  court  that 
he  has  a  valid  defense,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  the  action  ; 
and  merely  showing  that  an  answer  was  interposed  which  set  up 
a  particular  defense,  without  any  proof  that  the  defense  is  true 
in  fact,  will  not  be  sufficient.  Mix  v.  White,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  614. 

In  Mayor,  Ssc,  of  New  York  v.  Chreen,  1  Hilt.,  394,  395,  the 
court  used  the  following  language  in  reference  to  a  defendant's 
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afBdavit :  "  Nor  does  it  appear  from  his  aflSdavit  that  injustice 
has  been  done.  He  states  in  it  that '  he  denies  that  he  has  violated 
any  of  the  ordinances  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  manner  and  form  as 
set  forth  in  the  complaint.'  This  is  a  mere  matter  of  opinion, 
whether  or  not  he  has  violated  them.  If  he  wished  to  satisfy  the 
court  that  injustice  had  been  done  by  the  judgment,  he  should 
have  shown,  by  a  statement  of  facts,  that  the  charge  made  out 
by  the  evidence  on  the  trial  was  not  true.  On  the  contrary,  he 
does  no  such  thing.  He  asks  this  court  to  decide  that  injustice 
has  been  done  him  by  the  judgment,  because  he  swears  that  he 
denies  that  he  has  violated  the  ordinances.  He  does  not  even 
swear  that  he  has  not  violated  them,  but  he  affirms  that  he  denies 
the  violation,  when  the  truth  of  such  deuial  is  not  sworn  to.  If 
a  defendant  wishes  to  obtain  a  new  trial  in  such  a  case,  he  must 
point  out  the  mode  in  which  injustice  has  been  done,  and  leave 
to  the  court,  and  not  assume  himself,  the  decision  of  that  ques- 
tion." 

Where  the  affidavits  show  that  the  plaintiff  took  judgment  by 
default  for  the  entire  amount  of  his  demand  without  crediting 
payments  which  had  been  made  thereon,  this  will  be  showing 
that  manifest  injustice  has  been  done.  Bissell  v.  Dean,  3  E.  D. 
Smith,  173. 

There  are  cases  in  which  an  omission  to  appear  and  set  off  a  de- 
mand will  not  bar  a  subsequent  action  by  the  defendant  for  the 
amount  of  his  claim  ;  and  this  is  the  rule  iu  courts  of  record,  in 
which  a  party  may  set  off'  his  claim,  or  maintain  a  separate  action 
for  it.  And,  in  those  instances  in  which  a  like  rule  prevails  in  in- 
ferior courts,  it  has  been  held  that  it  will  not  be  any  ground  for  a 
new  trial  to  show  that  the  plaintiff"  took  judgment  by  default  with- 
out allowing  a  set-off',  for  the  reason  that  a  defendant  may  still 
recover  the  amount  of  his  demand  by  action.  Travis  v.  Bassett, 
3  E.  D.  Smith,  171.  This  last  case  was  where  an  appeal  was 
taken  from  the  marine  court  to  the  court  of  common  pleas  in 
New  York  city.  But,  even  though  the  defendant  might  main- 
tain an  action  for  the  recovery  of  his  demand  in  such  a  case,  it 
does  not  follow  that  such  an  action  would  be  as  advantageous 
as  the  right  of  set-off  on  a  new  trial.  The  plaintiff'  might  be 
irresponsible,  and  the  defendant  entirely  solvent;  and,  in  such  a 
case,  if  the  plaintiff  were  allowed  to  enforce  his  judgment,  while 
the  defendant  could  not  collect  his  claim,  even  if  he  had  a  judg- 
ment, the  proceeding  would  hardly  escape  the  charge  of  manifest 
injustice,  and  the  court  would  be  disposed  to  open  the  detault 
and  order  a  new  trial,  so  that  the  defendant  may  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  deducting  the  amount  of  his  claim  from  the  plaintiff's 
demand. 

In  actions  in  justices'  courts,  an  omission  to  appear  and  set  off 
a  demand  incurs,  in  most  cases,  a  forfeiture  of  the  claim,  and  no 
subsequent  action  can  be  maintained  for  its  recovery.  Vol.  I,  47, 
§§  55,  5(j,  946,  978.  For  this  reason,  a  county  court  will  always 
open  a  judgment  taken  by  default  in  a  justice's  court,  when  it 


ARGUMENT  OP  APPEAL.  849 

appears  tliat  the  plaintiff  has  taken  a  judgment  for  the  full 
amount  of  his  claim  without  allowing  the  amount  of  a  set-off 
which,  in  justice,  ought  to  have  been  allowed  to  the  defendant.  In 
no  other  way  can  a  county  court  prevent  manifest  injustice,  and 
carry  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  legislature ;  although  this 
rule  is  always  subject  to  the  qualification  that  the  defendant  has 
shown  a  satisf3iCtory  excuse  for  his  default. 

It  is  sometimes  a  matter  of  difficulty  to  determine  whether 
manifest  injustice  has  been  done,  and  this  doubt  arises  from  a 
conflict  in  the  statements  contained  in  the  affidavits  of  the  respec- 
tive parties. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  it  may  be  questionable  whether  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  statute  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  intro- 
duce affidavits  in  contradiction  of  those  upon  which  the  defendant 
asks  for  a  new  trial.  Camp  v.  Stewart,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  88,  89 ; 
Lent  v.  Jones,  4  Id.,  52,  53.  But  notwithstanding  these  casual 
remarks,  the  settled  practice  of  the  court  is  to  receive  such  affida- 
vits, and  to  act  upon  them  as  a  part  of  the  proof  in  the  case. 
Forster  v.  Capetcell,  1  Hilt.,  47 ;  Gottsberger  v.  Harned,  2  E.  D. 
Smith,  128 ;  Sillanan  v.  Boiger,  4  Id.,  236 ;  Armstrong  v.  Craig, 
18  Barb.,  387.  Besides  these  cases  which  received  such  affidavits, 
the  general  analogies  of  the  law  favor  the  reception  of  such 
affidavits.  If  the  application  is  regarded  as  a  motion,  then  it  is 
clear  that  the  motion  may  be  met  by  counter  affidavits ;  if  it  is 
regarded  as  a  trial,  then  every  party  ought  to  be  allowed  equal 
facilities  for  presenting  his  views  as  to  his  rights;  and  if  the 
application  is  regarded  as  a  mere  application  to  the  discretionary 
power  of  the  court  to  afford  relief,  it  is  of  the  highest  importance 
that  both  parties  should  be  heard  before  such  discretion  is  exer- 
cised. The  court  will,  therefore,  always  receive  the  affidavits  of 
the  appellent,  and  will  consider  them  in  disposing  of  the  question 
as  to  ordering  a  new  trial.  But  where  it  is  evident  that  there  is 
a  meritorious  defense,  which  has  been  shut  out  by  the  default,  or 
where  it  is  probable  that  there  is  a  valid  defense,  the  appellate 
court  will  not  weigh  probabilities  very  nicely  upon  conflicting 
affidavits,  but  will  order  a  new  trial  in  the  court  below,  upon 
which  the  questions  may  be  appropriately  settled  upon  all  the 
evidence  given.  Camp  v.  Stewart,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  88 ;  Carroll  v. 
Goslin,  Id.,  376,  378.  If,  however,  the  evidence  is  so  evenly  bal- 
anced, that  there  is  no  preponderance  in  favor  of  the  defendant, 
the  court  may  refuse  to  order  a  new  trial.  Forster  v.  Capewell, 
1  Hilt.,  47.  The  manner  of  weighing  the  evidence  on  these  appli- 
cations for  a  new  trial  has  been  sufficiently  explained  upon  gen- 
eral principles.  There  are,  however,  a  few  cases  which  require 
notice  before  leaving  this  subject. 

Where  the  evidence  is  returned,  and  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
proved  his  case  fully  by  one  competent  witness,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  defendant  must  do  more  than  to  offer  his  own  affidavit  in 
contradiction  of  the  witness  sworn.  Armstrong  v.  Craig,  18  Barb., 
387 ;  Lent  v.  Jenes,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  52,  54.  The  court  said  in  the 
Wait  11—107 
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last,  case  cited :  "  To  order  a  new  trial  upon  the  proofs  before  ns; 
and  no  other  proof  is  shown  by  the  plaintiflF  to  be  within  his 
power;  would  be  of  no  avail  to  hi  in.  If  he  cannot  produce  the 
affidavit  of  any  witness,  he  should  at  least  show  that  there  are 
witnesses  who  refuse  to  give  their  affidavits,  and  who  have  know- 
ledge of  facts  to  which  they  can  be  compelled  to  testify,  and 
which,  if  proved,  would  reduce  or  disprove  the  plaintiff's  claira." 
The  case  of  Silkman  v.  Boiger,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  236,  is  to  the  same 
effect ;  and  it  also  holds,  that  when,  in  addition  to  such  a  case,  the 
respondent's  affidavits  show  that  entire  justice  has  been  done, 
the  defendant's  single  affidavit  must  be  regarded  as  overborne 
by  the  proofs  in  the  case,  and  a  new  trial  will  be  refused.  So,  where 
the  affidavit  of  the  defendant  is  met  and  fully  denied  by  that 
of  the  plaintiff,  it  has  been  held  that  the  defendant  must  fail  in  his 
apj)lication  for  want  of  a  balance  of  proof.  Forster  v.  Capewell,  1 
Hilt.,  47.  The  court  said,  "  We  cannot  say,  where  the  defendant 
states  a  fact,  and  the  plaintiff  denies  it,  which  of  the  statements 
is  correct ;  and  the  only  way  to  establish  it  is  by  the  affidavit  of 
the  witness  by  whom  the  defendants  expect  to  prove  their 
defense."  To  the  same  effect  is  Van  Wyck  v.  Kelly,  cited  in  note 
6,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  128.  Where  the  defendant's  affidavit  is  met  by 
that  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also  that  of  an  other  witness,  the 
balance  of  proof  will  be  against  the  defendant,  and  his  apphcation 
must  fail.  Gottsberger  v.  Earned,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  128  ;  Gardner  v. 
Wight,  3  Id.,  334. 

The  cases  which  have  been  cited  show  a  tendency  to  follow  the 
rule  usually  adopted  of  being  governed  by  the  balance  of  proof. 
But  it  is  not  always  numbers  that  control.  There  may  be  such 
a  statement  of  facts  in  the  affidavits  of  the  defendant  as  will 
leave  no  doubt  that  injustice  has  been  done,  even  when  the  plain- 
tiff produces  a  larger  number  of  affidavits  or  of  witnesses  than 
the  defendant.  But  it  does  not  follow,  as  of  course,  that  the 
cause  is  to  be  decided  merely  upon  a  count  of  the  number  of  affi- 
davits furnished  by  the  respective  parties.  The  true  question  is, 
whether  the  court  is  satisfied  that  injustice  has  been  done,  or 
whether  the  case  is  not  so  doubtful  as  to  require  a  new  trial  so 
that  justice  may  prevail.  See  ante,  534,  539  to  545. 

And  in  pursuance  of  this  principle  it  has  been  held  that  the 
unsupported  evidence  of  the  defendant  would  be  sufficient  to 
authorize  a  new  trial  when  it  appeared  that  the  judgment  below 
was  obtained  upon  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor  of  the 
demand  sued  on.  Seymour  v.  Elmer,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  199,  201. 

Terms  of  opening  default:]  The  statute  confers  upon  the  county 
court  the  power  to  impose  such  terms  as  it  may  deem  proper  upon 
opening  a  default.  Vol.  I,  31,  %  366.  Such  a  power  is  a  very  val- 
uable one,  and  it  will  be  freely  exercised  whenever  that  may 
become  proper  or  necessary.  Inasmuch  as  the  defendant  gen- 
erally asks  relief  upon  the  ground  that  he  failed  to  appear  in  the 
court  below  in  consequence  of  some  excusable  mistake  or  neglect, 
the  court  will  sometimes  impose  terms  upon  him  by  way  of  pay- 
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ing  costs,  since  he  ought  to  bear  the  consequences  of  his-  neglect 
rather  than  the  diligent  party. 

The  statute  does  not  declare  what  terms  may  be  imposed, 
and  therefore  it  is  entirely  for  the  county  court  to  declare  what 
tbey  shall  be.  This  power,  however,  is  not  to  be  harshly  or  arbi- 
trarily exercised ;  but  is  to  be  enforced  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
secure  the  just  rights  and  interests  of  both  litigant  parties.  Upon 
this  question,  as  upon  others  of  a  discretionary  character,  author- 
ities are  not  of  much  value  except  as  illustrations  of  the  practice  of 
the  courts  under  this  section.  In  Camp  v.  Stewart,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
89,  cited  «nfe,  842,  the  court  ordered  a  new  trial  upon  the  terms  that 
the  defendant  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  $12  costs  of  the  appeal, 
within  five  days.  In  Seymour  v.  Elmer,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  199, 
201,  cited  ante,  842,  the  county  court  ordered  a  new  trial  upon 
the  payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  costs  of  the  respondent 
upon  the  appeal,  and  also  of  waiving  any  claim  for  restitution 
for  the  costs  paid  on  appealing.  In  Bissell  v.  Dean,  3  B.  D.  Smith, 
172, 174,  cited  ante,  843,  a  new  trial  was  ordered  upon  the  payment 
by  the  defendant  of  such  sum  as  his  affidavits  conceded  to  be 
due,  and  upon  the  payment  by  him  also  of  the  costs  incurred  in  the 
court  below. 

Where  a  default  is  opened,  and  a  new  trial  ordered  upon  speci- 
fied conditions,  the  defendant  must  comply  with  those  conditions 
or  he  will  lose  the  benefit  of  the  order.  Mitchell  v.  Menlde,  1  Hilt., 
142.  And  on  proper  proof  that  such  conditions  have  not  been 
complied  with,  the  county  court  wilt  vacate  the  order  granting  a 
new  trial ;  although  any  order  vacating  it  would  probably  be 
unnecessary,  since  a  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  orig- 
inal order  would  prevent  it  from  becoming  operative  so  as  to 
vacate  the  judgment  below.  Ih. 

New  trial  before  the  justice.']  The  county  court  may  order  the 
new  trial  to  take  place  before  the  justice  who  originally  rendered 
judgment,  or  it  may  be  sent  to  any  other  justice  in  the  same 
county  for  trial.  Vol.  I,  31,  §  366.  In  determining  this  question 
the  county  court  will  consider  the  convenience  ot  both  parties, 
and  also  the  impartiality  of  the  justice,  and  will  order  the  trial 
before  such  justice  as  may  result  in  a  full  and  fair  trial  between 
the  parties.  The  statute  provides  that  on  an  appearance  before 
the  justice  for  the  purposes  of  such  new  trial,  the  same  proceed- 
ings shall  be  had  as  upon  the  return  of  a  summons  personally 
served.  Vol.  I,  31,  ^  366.  The  effect  of  this  statute  is  to  set 
aside  everything,  even  including  the  former  pleadings;  and  a 
new  issue  must  be  joined,  precisely  as  though  no  trial  or  judg- 
ment had  ever  occurred.  Camp  v.  Stewart,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  88,  90, 
at  end  of  opinion  of  court. 

A  copy  of  the  order  granting  a  new  trial,  duly  certified  by  the 
clerk  of  the  appellate  court,  will  be  sulficient  evidence  to  author- 
ize the  justice  to  proceed  with  the  trial  precisely  as  though  a 
summons  had  been  issued  by  him  and  it  were  then  returned  with 
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proof  of  personal  service  thereof;  and  see  Manning  v.  Johnson,  7 
Barb.,  460,  462. 

When  a  default  is  openetl  by  order  of  the  county  court  and  a 
new  trial  is  ordered  on  a  particular  day,  the  cause  must  be  tried 
upon  that  day,  or  it  must  be  legally  adjourned  to  a  subsequent 
day;  and  if  the  cause  is  not  tried  on  the  day  assigned,  nor  the 
cause  regularly  adjourned,  but  a  judgment  is  rendered  on  a  sub- 
sequent day,  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  it  will  be  reversed, 
on  the  ground  that  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  to  render  a  judg- 
ment upon  such  subsequent  day.  McCollum  v.  McClave,  1  Hilt., 
140.  And  in  such  a  case,  if  the  trial  is  proceeded  with  on  the 
proper  day,  the  justice  must  hear  the  proofs  and  allegations  of 
the  plaintiff;  he  has  no  authority  to  make  an  order  that  the  pre- 
vious judgment  shall  stand  as  his  judgment  in  the  action.  Ih. 
A  judgment  once  vacated  is  always  vacated,  and  the  defendant 
stands  in  reference  thereto  as  if  no  action  had  been  prosecuted 
against  him.  Ih. 

Where  a  new  trial  is  ordered  upon  the  terms  that  the  former 
judgment  shall  stand  as  security,  and  a  new  trial  takes  place 
which  results  in  a  second  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
but  which  is  reversed  upon  an  appeal,  for  errors  occurring  on 
such  new  trial,  the  first  judgment  will  fall  upon  the  reversal  of 
the  second  one,  since  such  first  judgment  was  a  mere  security 
for  the  second.  Pierce  v.  Thomas,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  354,  356. 

The  order  granting  a  new  trial  must  specify  the  name  of  the 
justice  before  whom  it  is  t(J  take  place,  the  day  and  hour  and 
place  for  the  appearance  of  the  parties,  and  the  terms  upon 
which  the  order  is  granted. 

The  party  obtaining  the  order  should  see  that  it  is  properly 
filed  and  entered  by  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court.  And  he 
ought  also  to  serve  a  copy  of  it  upon  the  justice  who  is  to  try 
the  cause,  as  well  as  upon  the  plaintiff  in  the  action. 

The  service  of  the  order  may  be  made  as  follows  :  1.  Procure 
a  certified  copy  of  the  order  from  the  clerk ;  2.  Serve  a  copy  of 
this  certified  order  upon  the  justice,  and  upon  the  plaintiff,  show- 
ing the  certified  copy  at  the  time  of  making  such  service. 

If  the  order  provides  for  the  service  of  a  copy  thereof,  and 
fixes  a  time  for  such  service,  the  order  must  be  complied  with. 
But  if  the  order  is  silent  upon  this  point,  the  defendant  ought 
immediately  to  serve  a  copy  of  the  order  upon  the  justice  and 
the  plaintiff.  The  statute  does  not  provide  that  the  order  need 
be  served,  but  it  is  best  to  follow  the  usual  practice  of  serving 
copies  of  orders,  so  that  no  question  of  regularity  or  of  jurisdic- 
tion can  occur. 

An  order  for  a  new  trial  may  be  in  the  following  form : 
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Form  of  order  for  neiv  trial. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant. 


J 


At  a  term  of  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county,  held  at  the  court  house, 
iu  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865. 

Present,  Hon.  John  Stewart,  county  judge,  &c. 

The  above  named  Richard  Roe  having  appealed  to  this  coui-t,  from  a 
judgment  rendered  against  him  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  for 

the  sum  of  damages  and  costs,  by  Richardson ' 

P.  Clark,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county ; 
and  after  a  hearing  of  this  cause  upon  the  return  made  and  filed  by  the  said 
justice,  and  upon  the  affidavits  made  by  the  respective  parties  and  read  on 
the  hearing,  and  filed  with  the  clerk  of  this  court,  and  after  hearing  Horace 
E.  Smith  in  support  of  the  said  appeal,  and  upon  hearing  Archibald  Mc- 
Farlan,  Esq.,  in  opposition  thereto  ;  and  it  appearing  to  the  court  that  the 
defendant's  default  is  satisfactorily  excused,  and  that  manifest  injustice  has 
been  done  to  the  appellant  and  defendant,  it  is  now,  on  motion  of  Horace 
E.  Smith,  Esq.,  ordered  :  *  That  the  judgment  so  rendered  by  the  said 
Richardson  P.  Clark,  Esq.,  be  set  aside  (or  suspended),  and  that  a  new 
trial  be  had  before  the  said  Richardson  P.  Clark,  on  the  25th  day  of  August, 
1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  office  of  the  said  justice,  or  on 
such  other  day  as  the  said  cause  may  be  legally  adjourned  to.  (If  the  order 
is  granted  upon  terms  or  conditions  a  clause  like  the  following  may  be 
added,  though  it  will  conform  to  the  order  actually  made  by  the  court : ) 
with  dollars  costs  to  the  appellant  (or  respondent)  (that  such  new 

trial  be  granted  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  that  the  said  Richard  Roe 
pay  to  the  said  John  Doe,  the  plaintifi",  the  sum  of  ten  dollars,  on  or  before 
the  hour  appointed  for  such  new  trial ;  or  that  he  leave  such  sum  with  said 
justice  at  that  time  for  the  plaintifi"). 

It  is  entirely  discretionary  with  the  court  whether  to  impose 
terms  or  not.  If  justice  demands  it,  costs  may  be  imposed  upou 
the  defendant  as  the  condition  of  relief.  And  there  may  be 
cases  in  which  the  court  may  impose  the  costs  of  the  reversal  or 
of  a  motion  upon  the  plaintiff  where  his  conduct  has  been  fraud- 
ulent in  procuring  the  judgment,  or  where  he  fraudulently  misleads 
the  defendant  and  induces  him  to  be  absent  from  trial,  or  in  any 
other  similar  manner  prevents  him  from  making  a  defense. 

FJrror  in  fact.']  The  statute  provides  that  the  county  court, 
or  other  corresponding  appellate  court,  may  reverse  the  judgment 
of  the  justice's  court,  or  other  inferior  court,  for  errors  of  law  or 
of  fact.  Vol.  I,  31,  §  366.  This  is  no  new  power,  and  it  was 
in  common  use  before  the  enactment  of  the  Code.  And  to  those 
Avho  are  not  familiar  with  legal  principles  and  proceedings,  and 
especially  those  who  are  not  familiar  with  the  former  practice, 
there  is  quite  a  liability  to  misapprehension  as  to  the  meaning 
of  the  terms  "error  of  law,"  or  "error  in  fact." 

When  a  return  is  made  by  a  justice  upon  an  appeal  taken  for 
the  purpose  of  reviewing  the  proceedings  below,  upon  the  facts 
appearing  in  the  return,  such  return  is  considered  as  a  record^ 
after  it  is  filed.    And  if  there  are  any  errors  which  appear  from 
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the  face  of  the  record  itself,  those  errors  are  errors  of  law;  and 
where  the  return  is  the  only  evidence  of  the  erroneous  pro- 
ceeding below,  the  errors  disclosed  by  the  return  are  always 
termed  errors  in  law,  as  distinguished  from  error  in  fact  in  the 
proceedings.  For  errors  of  law  a  judgment  is  nearly  always 
reversible. 

When  a  return  is  made,  but  it  does  not  set  out  the  errors 
complained  of,  although  there  are  errors  for  which  the  judgment 
is  reversible,  but  the  return  does  not  disclose  them  because  the 
facts  did  not  occur  within  the  knowledge  of  the  justice,  for  which 
reason  he  is  neither  required  or  allowed  to  return  them,  the 
remedy  of  the  aggrieved  party  is  by  assigning  error  in  fact.  And 
error  in  fact,  in  such  a  case,  means  some  error  which  took  place 
in  the  proceedings  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  justice,  but 
still  of  such  a  character  as  to  require  a  reversal  of  the  judgment 
below,  if  the  errors  are  properly  established.  From  what  has 
been  already  said,  it  is  evident  that  error  in  fact  does  not  mean 
a  mere  erroneous  decision  by  a  jury  or  by  the  justice,  upon  a 
question  of  fact  involved  in  the  trial  below,  for  such  a  matter  is 
clearly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  justice,  and  he  can  return 
all  the  facts  relating  to  such  trial.  And  it  will  be  remembered, 
therefore,  that  a  mere  erroneous  decision  upon  a  question  of  fact, 
upon  the  issues  raised  in  the  court  below,  never  constitutes  what 
is  known  as  error  in  fact.  Biglow  v.  Sanders,  22  Barb.,  147, 149; 
Hurd  V.  Beeman,  8  How.,  254 ;  Adsit  v.  Wilson,  7  Id.,  64,  68,  69  ; 
Lynch  v.  McBeth,  7  Id.,  113, 118.  But  where  the  error  arises  from 
some  incapacity  of  the  parties,  such  as  infancy,  coverture  or  the 
like,  or  from  some  defect  or  irregularity  in  the  service  of  the  pro- 
cess for  the  commencement  of  the  action,  or  for  some  misconduct 
of  the  jury  after  they  have  retired  for  deliberation,  or  in  other 
similar  cases  in  which  proof  of  such  error  must  be  made  in  some 
other  manner  than  by  the  justice's  return,  such  errors  are  properly 
termed  errors  in  fact.  To  illustrate  these  general  views,  a  few 
of  the  numerous  cases  will  now  be  cited. 

Where  a  constable's  return  is  erroneous  or  false  as  to  the 
service  of  process  upon  the  defendant,  he  may,  if  he  properly 
objects  thereto  before  joining  issue,  or  if  he  does  not  appear  at 
all  in  the  court  below,  assign,  as  error  in  fact,  that  the  process 
was  never  served  upon  him,  or  was  so  defectively  served  as  not 
to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  justice,  or  that  it  was  so  irregular 
as  to  be  a  ground  of  reversal  of  the  judgment.  Wavel  v.  Wiles, 
10  E.  P.  Smith,  635,  637 ;  see  the  cases  cited,  ante,  74.  Errors 
of  this  kind  sometimes  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  iustice's 
return,  as  in  some  of  the  cases  just  referred  to,  but  where  the 
error  does  not  thus  appear,  it  may  be  proved  by  affidavits,  as 
will  be  fully  explained  in  a  subsequent  place. 

A  defendant  may  assign,  as  error  in  fact,  that  the  justice  who 
tried  the  action  was  not  a  resident  of  the  town  in  which  either 
of  the  parties  resided,  nor  a  resident  of  any  town  adjoining 
either  of  them.   Tiffany  v.  Gilbert,  4  Barb.,  320 ;  anU,  7.    So, 
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where  the  defendant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  connty,  and  he  is 
sued  by  a  long  summons  instead  of  a  short  one,  he  may  assign 
this  as  error  in  fact.  Willins  v.  WJieeler,  28  Barb.,  669 ;  8.  C,  17 
How.,  93 ;  8  Abb.,  116. 

The  relationship  of  the  justice  to  one  of  the  parties  is  properly 
assignable  as  error  in  fact,  although  it  will  be  equally  available 
as  error  in  law,  if  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  return.  Ante,  27. 

Where  the  error  complained  of  relates  to  the  manner  in  which 
process  has  been  served,  or  is  founded  upon  the  ground  that  it 
was  served  upon  the  wrong  person,  or  that  there  was  no  service 
of  it  upon  the  defendant,  he  must  take  the  objection  before  join- 
ing issue,  or  he  will  waive  it.  Ante,  17,  235.  But  an  appearance 
and  a  joinder  of  issue  without  objection,  will  not  waive  the  error 
that  the  justice  is  related  to  one  of  the  parties.  Ante,  27,  28. 

The  appearance  of  an  infant  defendant  by  attorney  instead  of 
guardian,  is  error  in  fact,  and  infancy  may  be  shown  by  the  affi- 
davits served.  Arnold  v.  Sandford,  14  Johns.,  417  ;  Deuntt  v.  Post, 
11  Id.,  460.  So  the  appearance  of  an  infant  defendant  by  attor- 
ney and  not  by  guardian,  is  error  in  fact,  and  if  a  judgment  is 
rendered  against  him  it  will  be  reversed,  though  it  is  otherwise 
where  the  judgment  is  in  his  favor.  Camp  v.  Bennett,  16  Wend., 
48.  If  an  entire  judgment  be  rendered  against  an  infant  and  an 
other,  where  the  former  appears  by  attorney  instead  of  guardian, 
it  will  be  reversed  upon  appeal  for  error  in  fact,  even  though  the 
infant  should  die  after  the  appeal  was  brought.  lb. 

Under  the  former  practice,  where  a  judgment  was  rendered 
against  two  or  more,  and  one  of  them  was  au  infant  and  appeared 
by  attorney,  the  judgment  would  have  been  reversed  as  to  all  of 
the  defendants  for  the  error.  Cruilcshank  v.  Gardner,  2  Hill,  333 ; 
Arnold  v.  Sandford,  14  Johns.,  417.  And  the  rule  was  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  severed  the  judgment  in 
the  court  below  by  taking  a  separate  judgment  against  the  adult 
alone.  li.  Whether  §  366  of  the  Code  introduces  a  different  rule 
has  not  yet  been  decided  in  any  reported  case  that  has  fallen 
under  my  observation. 

Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  an  infant  and  an  other 
person  as  joint  debtors,  but  no  process  is  served  upon  the  infant, 
and  he  does  not  appear  in  the  action,  he  cannot  assign  as  error  in 
fact  that  he  did  not  appear  by  guardian.  Mason  v.  Benison,  11 
Wend.,  612 ;  8.  C,  15  Id.,  64;  ante,  231. 

Where  an  infant  plaintiff  appears  by  attorney  instead  of  guard- 
ian or  next  friend,  and  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  him  for 
costs,  the  appellate  court  will  revoke  or  set  aside  the  judgment, 
but  they  will  refuse  to  allow  any  costs  to  the  infant.  Maynard  v. 
Downer,  13  Wend.,  575. 

Misconduct  on  the  part  of  a  jury,  or  of  individual  jurors,  is  a 
proper  matter  to  be  assigned  as  error  in  fact;  and  where  the 
jurors  agreed  that  each  of  them  should  mark  the  sum  which  he 
found ;  that  the  amounts  so  marked  should  be  added  together, 
and  the  total  amount  divided  by  the  number  of  jurors ;  and  that 
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the  quotient  should  be  the  amount  of  the  verdict  without  altera- 
tion, this  was  held  to  be  erroneous,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed. 
Harvey  v.  Eickett,  15  Johns.,  87 ;  Roberts  v.  Failis,  1  Cow.,  238. 
See  further,  ante,  620,  621.  So,  where  a  jury  or  any  of  the  indi- 
vidual jurors  drink  intoxicating  liquors  in  the  jury  room  while 
out  for  deliberation,  this  is  assignable  as  error  in  fact.  Rose  v. 
Smith,  4  Oow.,  17. 

In  relation  to  the  misconduct  of  jurors,  it  may  be  remarked 
generally,  that  whenever  their  conduct  is  such  as  to  be  a  ground 
of  setting  aside  their  verdict,  then  such  misconduct  is  properly 
assignable  as  error  in  fact. 

It  is  to  be  remembered,  however,  that  the  affidavits  of  jurors 
will  not  be  received  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  their  verdict, 
by  showing  what  influenced  their  minds  in  finding  the  verdict. 
Brotvnell  v.  McEwen,  5  Denio,  367.  'Eon  are  they  admissible  to 
show  error  in  respect  to  the  merits  of  the  verdict,  nor  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  irregularity  or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the 
juror  himself  or  that  of  his  fellow  jurors.  Clum  v.  Smith,  5  Hill, 
560;  Dana  v.  Tucker,  4  Johns.,  487.  Their  affidavits  may,  how- 
ever, be  received  to  exculpate  the  jurors,  or  in  support  of  their 
verdict.  76. 

While  error  in  fact  may  be  assigned  for  the  purpose  of  correct- 
ing all  such  errors  as  may  have  occurred  in  the  course  of  the 
action,  or  for  matters  connected  with  it  and  forming  a  legal 
ground  of  error,  there  is  still  a  limit  to  this  general  rule,  and 
one  qualification  of  the  rule  is,  that  error  in  fact  is  not  assign- 
able as  to  matters  which  contradict  the  record  of  the  court  below ; 
and  where  a  defendant  pleaded  infancy  in  the  court  below,  which 
issue  was  tried  by  a  jury  and  found  against  him.  It  was  held 
that  the  decision,  below  was  conclusive,  and  that  infancy  could 
not  be  assigned  as  error  in  fact  on  an  appeal.  IngersoU  v.  Wilson, 
3  Johns.,  437. 

Must  le  an  appeal]  It  is  a  general  rule  that  no  errors,  whether 
of  law  or  of  fact,  can  be  reached  except  by  an  appeal  duly  taken 
to  the  county  court,  or  other  appellate  tribunal.  And  where 
error  in  fact  exists,  which  is  sufficient  to  secure  a  new  trial*  the 
first  step  in  the  way  of  securing  the  remedy  is  by  bringing  an 
appeal.  Vol.  I,  31,  ^  366.  So,  too,  the  notice  of  appeal  ought  to 
specify  in  what  such  error  in  fact  consists.  The  manner  of  doing 
this  may  be  seen  in  Nos.  18,  19,  20,  21,  of  the  notice  of  appeal, 
ante,  785.  As  to  the  necessity  for  an  appeal  and  for  stating  the 
grounds  of  appeal  in  the  notice,  see  the  remarks,  ante,  837,  as  to 
obtaining  relief  from  a  judgment  taken  by  default,  for  most  of 
the  remarks  there  made  are  equally  applicable  to  cases  in  which 
error  in  fact  is  assigned. 

Assigning  error  in  fact.]  It  has  been  held  by  one  county  court 
that  the  practice  of  assigning  error  in  fact  has  not  been  abro- 
gated by  the  Code.  Graiv  v.  Daly,  2  Code  E.,  118,  L.  Tbemain, 
county  judge  of  Greene  county.  As  has  just  been  seen,  it  is 
necessary  to  state  the  error  in  fact  as  one  of  the  grounds  of 
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appeal.  And  since  such  errors  do  not  appear  upon  the  face  of 
the  return,  proof  of  their  existence  must  be  made  by  affidavits 
or  by  the  oral  evidence  of  witnesses.  The  Code  provides  that 
either  or  both  kinds  of  evidence  may  be  received  by  the  court. 
Vol.  I,  31,  '^  366.  If  affidavits  are  used,  they  will  necessarily 
specify  the  particular  grounds  of  error,  and  they  will  also  state 
the  facts  and  circumstances  showing  the  existence  of  the  error. 
And  it  is  well  settled  that  such  a  specification  of  the  errors  in  the 
notice  of  appeal  and  in  the  affidavits,  ia  a  sufficient  assignment 
of  errors ;  and  the  counter  affidavits  of  the  respondent  will  con- 
stitute a  sufficient  joinder  iu  error.  Adsit  v.  Wilson,  7  How.,  64, 
70;  Lynch  v.  McBeth,  Id.,  113,  118 ;  Hurd  v.  Beeman,  8  Id.,  254, 
Sheldon,  county  judge  of  Erie  conuty.  From  the  fact  that  the 
statute  provides  that  the  court  may  determine  the  alleged  error 
in  fact  upon  affidavits,  it  is  evident  that  such  questions  were  not 
intended  to  be  tried  by  a  jury.  And  so  the  court  may,  in  its 
discretion,  determine  the  question  upon  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses. Vol.  I,  31,  §  366.  These  witnesses  may  be  required  to 
attend  in  obedience  to  a  subpoena,  which  may  be  issued  by  the 
attorney  of  the  party  requiring  their  attendance.  The  form  of  a 
subpoena  will  be  given  when  treating  of  new  trials. 

Form  of  affidavits.']  The  general  form  of  the  affidavit  is  the 
same  as  that  used  on  an  application  for  relief  from  a  default.  See 
ante,  838.  There  will,  of  course,  be  this  difference,  viz. :  the  affi- 
davits used  for  the  purpose  of  assigning  error  in  fact  will  state 
tlie  particular  error  assigned,  and  will  also  state  the  particular 
facts  and  circumstances  relating  thereto. 

Serving  copies  of  affidavits.']  The  affidavits  ought  to  be  copied, 
and  copies  thereof  served  upon  the  opposite  party  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  cases  of  asking  relief  from  a  default.  Ante,  839. 
And  in  relation  to  the  time  of  making  such  service,  it  is  emi- 
nently proper  that  the  appellant  should  serve  these  affidavits  at 
least  eight  days  before  the  sitting  of  the  court  at  which  the  hear- 
ing is  to  take  place.  Hurd  v.  Beeman.  8  How.,  254 ;  Cooli  v.  Swift, 
18  How.,  454,  457;  S.  C,  10  Abb.,  212;  Adsit  v.  Wilson,  7  Id., 
64,  70 ;  and  see  ante,  840. 

Notice  of  hearing.]  The  notice  of  hearing,  in  this  case,  is  simi- 
lar to  that  in  an  application  for  a  new  trial,  after  a  defaxdt  has 
been  taken ;  and  the  form  of  notice,  and  the  time  and  manner 
of  service  may  be  the  same.  See  ante,  839.  If  any  modification 
of  the  notice  becomes  necessary,  that  may  readily  be  done  by  the 
practitioner. 

Practice  on  the  hearing.]  The  practice  upon  the  hearing  of  an 
appeal,  when  error  in  fact  is  assigned,  is  the  same  as  that  already 
pointed  out  in  cases  of  default.  Ante,  840.  And  the  court  must 
hear  all  matters  claimed  as  errors,  whether  appearing  in  the 
return,  or  in  the  affidavits,  or  by  the  oral  evidence  of  witnesses, 
Ante,  840,  849. 

Decision  of  the  court.]  There  is  one  material  difference  between 
a  case  in  which  an  appellant  seeks  relief  from  a  judgment  taken 
Wait  11—108 
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against  him  by  default,  and  one  in  which  he  assigns  error  in  fact  as 
ground  of  reversal.  In  the  former  case,  the  granting  of  relief 
is  discretionary  with  the  county  court,  upon  a  hearing  of  all  the 
facts.  Ante,  840,  846.  But  where  error  in  fact  is  assigned,  and  the 
truth  of  the  facts  assigned  is  established,  the  county  court  is 
bound  to  reverse  the  judgment  below,  if  the  matters  assigned  as 
error  are  such  as  in  law  require  a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  And 
if  the  county  court  refuses  to  render  a  proper  judgment,  the 
error  may  be  corrected  by  an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court. 

And  so,  too,  when  error  in  fact  is  assigned,  the  proper  judg- 
ment is  a  mere  reversal  or  affirmance  of  the  judgment  below, 
with  the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  successful  party. 

The  decision  is  not  a  mere  order,  but  a  final  judgment.  The 
form  of  such  a  judgment  will  be  given  in  a  subsequent  place. 

Transfer  of  cause  to  supreme  court.^  Whenever  any  arction  or 
proceeding  is  pending  in  a  county  court,  and  the  county  judge  is, 
for  any  cause,  incapable  of  acting,  he  must  make  a  certificate  of 
that  fact  and  file  it  in  the  county  clerk's  office.  Vol.  I,  4,  ^  30, 
sub. '13.  This  act  vests  the  supreme  court  with  jurisdiction  of 
the  cause  or  proceeding.  Ih. 

Every  such  action,  cause  or  proceeding  must  be  heard,  in  the 
first  instance,  at  a  special  term  or  circuit  held  in  such  county.  11. 

This  was  also  the  settled  rule  before  the  Code  was  amended  so 
as  to  require  the  first  hearing  to  be  had  before  the  special  instead 
of  the  general  term.  Davis  v.  Stone,  16  How.,  538 ;  Crandall  v. 
Bodgers,  cited  Id.,  540,  and  decided  at  general  term. 

On  the  hearing  at  the  special  term  of  the  supreme  court,  the 
cause  is  heard  upon  the  original  papers  in  the  same  manner  as  it 
would  have  been  had  it  been  heard  in  the  county  court.  Wiles  v. 
Pecli,  16  How.,  541.  No  copy  need  be  furnished  for  the  court. 
II.  And  the  clerk  ought  to  refuse  to  permit  the  return  or  other 
papers  to  be  taken  from  his  county  for  the  purpose  of  a  hearing 
in  an  other  county.  76. 

His  duty  is  to  retain  such  papers  on  file  until  they  are  required 
at  the  court  house  in  his  county  for  the  purposes  of  a  hearing  in 
that  county.  Ih.  , 

The  decision  of  the  justice  of  the  supreme  court  stands  as  the 
decision  of  the  county  judge,  and  may  be  reviewed  in  the  same 
manner  by  an  appeal  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court. 
As  to  the  amcAdment  of  a  return  in  a  transferred  cause,  see 
ante,  821. 

Re-argument  of  an  appeal  cause.']  After  an  appeal  has  been 
argued  upon  the  return  and  decided,  and  a  judgment  has  been 
entered  upon  such  decision,  the  county  court  has  no  power  to 
vacate  the  judgment  and  to  order  a  rehearing,  as  that  would 
be  equivalent  to  a  review  of  its  own  judgments. 

But,  after  a  cause  has  been  argued  and  before  a  decision  has 
been  given,  the  county  court  undoubtedly  has  power  to  hear  a 
further  argument,  if  such  a  course  is  deemed  proper.  And  even 
where  a  county  judge  has  decided  a  cause,  but  he  has  not  filed 
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his  decision,  it  may  be  that  he  has  power  to  hear  further  argu- 
ments, and  to  review  the  decision  previously  made.  But  this 
would,  be  the  extent  to  which  his  authority  would  extend  for  such 
a  purpose. 

The  exercise  of  such  a  power  is  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the 
county  court,  and  will  not  be  exercised  without  sufficient  reason 
for  such  a  course. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  mere  want  of  preparation  for  the  argu- 
ment, when  no  sufficient  reason  is  shown  therefor,  will  not  be  a 
sufficient  cause.  Druclier  v.  Patterson,  2  Hilt.,  135.  Nor  will  it 
be  sufficient  to  allege  that  the  court  did  not  understand  the  case 
on  the  argument,  in  consequence  of  the  counsel's  want  of  prepara- 
tion. 16. 

This  question,  however,  is  one  which  is  so  much  controlled  by 
circumstances  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  lay  down  any  general 
rule  which  ought  to  control  every  case,  unless  it  should  be  that 
a  re-argument  will  be  ordered  in  those  cases  in  which  there  is^  a 
doubfr  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  previous  decision,  or,  if  not 
decided,  if  the  court  desires  to  hear  a  further  discussion  before 
disposing  of  the  cause.  If  the  cause  is  of  importance,  and  the 
questions  are  novel  and  intricate,  there  is  entire  propriety  in 
hearing  a  full  and  careful  discussion  of  the  points,  even  if  a 
re-argnnient  becomes  necessary.  But  when  the  points  are  clear 
and  well  settled,  and  the  matter  is  of  little  importance,  a 
re-argument  would  be  a  mere  waste  of  time. 

SECTION  V. 

NEW   TBtAL. 

General  considerations^  Since  the  adoption  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure, and  down  to  a  recent  period,  there  was  no  such  thing  as 
a  new  trial  of  an  action  upon  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a 
justice's  court,  or  other  inferior  tribunal.  In  1862  the  Code  was 
amended  so  as  to  allow  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court  in  certain 
specified  cases ;  and,  in  1864  and  1865,  the  law  was  again  modir 
fied,  and  it  now  stands  as  it  may  be  found  in  Vol.  I,  31,  %  366. 
This  change  in  the  law  is  one  of  the  greatest  importance  and 
value.  And,  it  may  be  safely  asserted,  that  few  amendments 
have  ever  been  made  to  the  Code  which  conferred  greater  benefits 
upon  the  public  at  large.  It  is  true,  that,  under  the  former  sys-s 
tem  of  review  upon  the  return  alone,  there  were  many  cases  in 
which  relief  could  have  been  obtained  against  errors  committed 
in  the  court  beloAv.  But  this  was  not  always  the  case.  The^ 
plaintiff'  always  has  the  selection  of  the  justice  before  whom  th6 
cause  is  to  be  tried ;  and  he  certainly  will  not  select  one  who  is 
inimical  to  himself,  and  friendly  with  the  defendant.  Again,  a 
jury  is  selected  from  the  neighborhood  where  the  justice  resides ; 
and,  besides  that,  the  selection  of  a  constable  is  not  a  matter  of 
entire  indifference,  since  bis  selection  of  jurors  may  be  for  the 
advantage  of  one  of  the  litigant  parties,  while  it  may  be  a  detrir 
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ment  or  injury  to  the  other.  If  a  cause  is  tried  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, where  there  is  favoritism  on  the  part  of  the  justice, 
the  constable  or  the  jury,  there  must,  of  necessity,  be  injustice 
as  the  result  of  the  trial.  Such  things  are  not  so  common  as 
they  might  be,  but  every  practitioner  of  any  experience  will 
readily  recall  instances  of  injustice,  which  have  occurred  within 
his  own  personal  knowledge. 

It  may  be  said  that  an  appeal  would  correct  such  evils,  and  in 
some  instances  this  is  true.  But  suppose  a  case  in  which  the 
cause  turns  upon  a  question  of  fact,  and  that  there  is  a  conflict  in 
the  evidence,  though  the  balance  of  evidence  clearly  lies  upon  the 
side  of  the  party  against  whom  the  verdict  or  decision  is  given. 
In  such  a  case,  an  appeal  under  the  former  system  would  be  of 
no  avail,  because  of  the  settled  rule  that  an  appellate  court 
could  not  interfere  upon  a  question  of  fact,  when  there  was 
evidence  upon  both  sides  of  the  question.  Under  such  a  state 
of  things,  an  unjust  judgment  of  two  hundred  dollars  might  be 
rendered  against  a  party,  and  he  be  utterly  remediless. 

Again,  the  injured  party  may  have  taken  exceptions  upon  the 
trial  which  ought  to  secure  a  new  trial,  or  rather  a  reversal  of 
the  justice's  judgment ;  but  it  has  sometimes  been  found  that 
the  return  did  not  contain  the  exceptions  which  were  taken,  or, 
if  stated  in  some  form,  it  was  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  of  no 
avail  to  the  appellant.  It  is  true  that  these  things  are  not  com- 
mon, but  that  they  have  occurred  sometimes,  no  one  will  venture 
to  deny. 

By  providing  for  a  new  trial  in  important  causes,  the  occur- 
rence of  snch  results  will  be  prevented ;  or,  at  all  events,  an 
adequate  remedy  will  be  afforded  to  the  injured  party  by  an 
appeal,  where  the  findings  of  fact  below  will  be  of  no  consequence, 
and  where  the  exceptions  below  are  not  returned  because  a  new 
trial  of  the  whole  matter  is  to  take  place  in  the  appellate  court. 
Under  such  circumstances,  an  unjust  verdict  and  judgment  in 
favor  of  a  plaintiff  will  be  of  no  advantage  to  him,  since  it  will 
be  certain  to  be  superseded  by  a  just  one  on  the  new  trial.  And 
no  plaintiff  will  desire  to  obtain  a  verdict  for  a  sum  larger  than 
is  his  just  due,  since  he  may  incur  the  costs  of  an  appeal  by 
taking  it. 

^  The  principal  value,  however,  of  the  rule  ordering  a  new  trial 
is,  that  it  provides  the  injured  party,  whether  plaintiff  or  defend- 
ant, from  the  evils  of  an  unjust  verdict,  whether  procured  by 
error  or  by  fraud ;  and  such  a  remedy  cannot  be  over  estimated. 
This  system  of  new  trials  might  be  extended  to  some  new  cases 
with  profit  to  the  public.  There  are  many  cases  which  are  now 
excluded  from  the  jurisdiction  of  justices'  courts,  such  as  assault, 
battery,  slander  and  the  like.  Vol.  I,  8,  §  54.  In  most  of  these 
actions  the  recovery  is  usually  much  less  than  $200,  or  less  than 
the  amount  of  a  justice's  jurisdiction,  and  for  that  reason  the^Q 
causes  might  advantageously  be  tried  by  justices'  courts  in  the 
first  instance,  subject  to  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court.    Such  a 
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practice  would  relieve  the  circuits  of  many  causes  which  never 
ought  to  find  their  way  upon  the  calendar  to  take  up  the  time  of 
that  court,  while  they  could  be  more  economically  and  quite  as 
justly  disposed  of  in  an  other  manner. 

.  New  trial  in  what  cases.]  A  new  trial  may  be  had  upon  either 
questions  of  law  or  of  fact  arising  upon  the  pleadings  in  the 
court  below.  Vol.  I,  31,  '^  366. 

But  the  right  to  a  new  trial  is  not  absolute  in  all  cases.  Before 
it  can  be  claimed  as  a  matter  of  right,  it  must  appear  that 
the  recovery  below  exceeded  fifty  dollars,  or  that  the  value 
of  the  property  recovered  exceeded  that  sum,  or  that  either  party 
demanded  judgment  in  his  pleadings  for  a  greater  amount  than 
that  sum.  Vol.  I,  30,  '^  360 ;  Id.  27,  j  352.  So,  too,  it  is  import- 
ant that  there  should  have  been  an  issue  joined,  either  of  law  or 
of  fact,  for  if  that  has  not  been  done,  there  cannot  be  any  new 
trial  in  the  county  court,  but  the  case  must  be  heard  upon  the 
return,  or  upon  a  motion  for  relief  from  any  default  taken  in 
the  court  below.  See  the  practice,  ante,  837.  If  an  issue  of  fact 
was  joined  between  the  parties  below,  it  is  not  essential  that  the 
defendant  should  have  been  present  at  the  trial,  for  if  the  claim 
in  the  pleadings,  or  the  sum  found  by  the  justice  or  jury  in  the 
court  below,  exceeds  fifty  dollars,  he  may  have  a  new  trial.  Vol. 
I,  27,  ^  352. 

If  the  judgment  below  is  for  less  than  fifty  dollars,  and  the 
defendant  did  not  appear  at  the  trial  in  consequence  of  an 
excusable  default,  he  may  obtain  relief  by  asking  to  have  the 
default  opened.  Ante,  842.  If  the  amount  exceeds  fifty  dollars 
and  an  issue  of  fact  has  been  joined,  he  may  have  a  new  trial  if 
he  desires  it,  or  he  may,  if  he  prefers  it,  appeal  upon  the  law  of 
the  case,  and  have  the  cause  decided  upon  the  return,  without 
any  new  trial  in  the  county  court,  except  the  argument  of  the 
questions  which  properly  arise  upon  the  face  of  the  return  itself. 
Ante,  770. 

Return  must  he  made.']  A  return  must  be  made  in  every  case 
in  which  au  appeal  is  properly  brought.  But  in  those  cases  in 
which  a  new  trial  is  to  be  had,  it  must  be  recollected  that  proper 
security  must  be  given  to  render  the  appeal  effectual.  Ante,  789. 
So,  too,  the  justice's  fee  for  making  his  return  must  be  paid,  as 
well  as  the  costs  entered  in  the  judgment  below.  Ante,  788,  and 
Vol.  I,  28,  %  354. 

And  although  the  perfecting  of  the  appeal  will  give  the  county 
court  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  for  the  purpose  of  dismissing  the 
appeal,  or  for  compelling  a  return,  yet  such  court  cannot  proceed 
to  try  the  cause  upon  the  merits  until  the  justice's  return  has 
been  made,  unless  it  may  be  otherwise  in  those  cases  in  which 
no  return  is  made  by  reason  of  the  death,  insanity  or  absence  of 
the  justice.  Ante,  804,  805. 

What  is  to  he  returned.']  The  statute  is  explicit  as  to  the  mat- 
ters or  things  which  the  justice  ought  to  return.  These  are:  1. 
The  process  by  which  the  action  was  commenced ;  2.  The  proof 
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of  the  service  thereof;  3.  The  pleadings  or  copies  of  them;  4. 
The  proceedings  and  judgment;  6.  A  true  statement  of  the 
amount  and  the  nature  of  the  claims  litigated ;  and,  6.  He  must 
also  return  the  notice  of  appeal.  Vol.  I,  30,  §  360.  For  the  form 
of  a  return  in  such  a  case,  see  ante,  808,  809.  See  also  the  gen- 
eral remarks  following  it.  Ante,  809,  810. 

Ko  part  of  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial  in  the  court  below 
need  be  returned.  Nor  need  any  of  the  objections  or  exceptions 
taken  on  the  trial  as  to  the  admission  or  rejection  of  evidence. 

These  matters  are  entirely  unimportant,  since  the  cause  is  to  be 
retried  in  the  county  court,  where  the  witnesses  will  be  sworn 
anew,  and  the  whole  cause  disposed  of  upon  such  evidence  as  may 
be  introduced  upon  such  new  trial.  If  the  return  is  defective  in 
relation  to  those  matters  or  things  which  ought  to  have  been 
returned,  an  amended  return  may  be  procured  in  the  ordinary 
manner.  See  ante,  821. 

Preliminaries  to  notice  of  trial.']  If  for  any  cause  there  is  good 
ground  for  moving  to  dismiss  an  appeal,  this  ought  to  be  done 
promptly,  and  before  taking  any  steps  in  the  action  which  can 
be  construed  into  a  waiver  of  the  objection.  When  any  ground 
exists  for  which  the  appeal  may  be  dismissed,  the  remedy  is  by 
motion  founded  upon  aflfidavits  showing  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances which  entitle  the  moving  party  tp  a  dismissal  of  the 
appeal.  If  a  motion  is  made,  affidavits  must  be  prepared,  and 
copies  served  upon  the  opposite  party,  as  well  as  a  proper  notice 
of  motion,  which  must  be  served  at  least  eight  days  before  the 
time  for  making  the  motion.  In  such  a  case,  the  notice  and 
appearance  must  show  that  it  is  for  the  purposes  of  the  motion 
only,  and  not  as  a  general  appearance,  which  might  waive  the 
objection  complained  of. 

Again,  if  the  action  is  one  in  which  the  justice  had  no  juris- 
diction, a  motion  should  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
an  order  of  the  county  court  refusing  to  try  the  cause  for  that 
reason.  This  clearly  is  an  objection  which  must  be  taken  before 
the  cause  is  tried  in  the  county  court,  or  it  will  be  waived.  See 
ante,  809,  810. 

So,  if  the  return  is  defective,  an  amended  return  ought  to  be 
procured  before  noticing  the  cause  for  trial.  And,  if  the  plead- 
ings require  amendment,  it  is  always  best  to  move  in  the  matter 
promptly,  and  to  secure  an  order  for  the  amendment  at  the 
earliest  day,  so  that  the  pleadings  may  be  corrected  and  com- 
pleted before  noticing  the  cause  for  trial.  The  particulars  which 
have  been  mentioned  are  mere  illustrations  of  the  general  rule 
that  the  practice  requires  early  and  prompt  action  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  objections  founded  upon  irregularities,  as  well  as  vigi- 
lance in  attending  to  the  completion  or  correction  of  the  record 
contained  in  the  appeal  return. 

If  no  grounds  exist  for  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  and  if 
the  return  is  entirely  satisfactory,  the  next  step  will  be  to  bring  the 
action  to  trial,  which  is  done  by  serving  a  proper  notice  for  that 
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purpose,  putting  the  cause  upon  the  calendar,  and  subpoenaing 
the  proper  witnesses,  or  procuring  the  other  material  evidence. 

Notice  of  trial.']  Where  the  cause  is  to  be  retried  in  the  county 
court,  it  is  brought  to  a  hearing  at  any  jury  term,  upon  the  same 
notice  as  that  given  on  the  trial  of  a  cause  at  the  circuit.  Vol.  I, 
30,  §  364.  In  the  supreme  court,  a  notice  of  trial  must  be  given 
at  least  fourteen  days  before  the  court.  Code,  §  256.  And 
although,  in  ordinary  cases,  a  service  by  mail  is  required  to  be 
given  for  double  time,  an  exception  is  made  as  to  notices  of  trial, 
which  may  be  served  by  mail  if  sixteen  days'  notice  is  given 
Code,  j  412. 

It  will  be  observed,  therefore,  that  a  notice  of  trial  in  a  case  in 
which  the  cause  is  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  differs  materially  from 
the  notice  of  argument  of  a  cause  heard  upon  the  justice's  return, 
in  which  case  a  notice  of  eight  days  is  sufficient.  Ante,  831. 

There  is  no  particular  form  of  notice  required,  since  the  object 
of  the  notice  is  merely  to  inform  the  opposite  party  of  the  inten- 
tion to  bring  the  cause  to  trial,  and  when  this  object  is  properly 
accomplished,  the  notice  will  be  held  to  be  sufficient.  The 
following  will  be  sufficient  as  the  usual  form : 

Form  of  notice  of  trial. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Eichard'Eoe,  Appellant. 


Please  take  notice,  that  the  above  entitled  •action  will  be  brought  to  trial 
at  a  county  court  appointed  to  be  he'ld  in  and  for  the  county  of  Fulton,  at 
the  court  house,  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the  day  of  , 

1865,  at  the  opening  of  the  court  on  that  day,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as 
counsel  can  be  heard.     Dated,  Johnstown,  August  15th,  1865. 

Yours,  &c.,  A.  McFARLAN, 

To  Smith  &  Cakeoll,  Esqs.,  Attorney  for  Defendant. 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff. 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  notice  does  not  contain  a  clause 
declaring  that  a  "  dismissal  of  the  appeal  will  be  taken."  And 
such  words  would  be  of  little  value,  since  the  county  court  would 
dismiss  the  appeal  or  nonsuit  the  plaintiff  in  case  of  his  non- 
appearance at  the  time  of  calling  the  cause  in  its  regular  order 
on  the  calendar. 

So,  in  the  case  of  a  notice  of  trial  by  the  plaintiff,  it  would  not 
be  necessary  to  insert  the  words  "  and  an  inquest  taken  therein," 
after  the  words  "  brought  to  trial,"  for  the  reason  that  the 
plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  proceed  and  try  the  cause  as  soon 
as  the  cause  is  reached  and  called  in  its  regular  order  on  tlje 
calendar.  In  the  courts  below  no  judgment  can  be  taken  by 
default  without  proving  a  case,  ante,  690,  and  since  the  trial  in 
the  county  court  is  bat  a  retrial  of  the  same  cause  there  ought 
to  be  the  same  proof  required  in  that  court. 

The  party  moving  the  cause  for  trial  ought  to  be  prepared  to 
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prove  the  service  of  the  notice  of  trial,  if  the  opposite  party  does 
not  appear,  or  if  he  does  appear  but  disputes  such  service. 

A  common  practice  is  to  talse  an  admission  of  service,  which 
is  indorsed  upoa  the  notice,  and  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Adviission  of  service  of  notice  of  trial. 
Due  service  of  a  notice  of  trial,  of  which  the  within  (or  above)  is  a  copy, 
is  hereby  admitted  this  day  of  ,  1865. 

SMITH  &  CAKROLL, 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff'. 

Note  of  issue.]  The  proper  form  of  a  note  of  issue  has  been 
already  given  ;  and  so  the  practice  as  to  putting  the  cause  upon 
the  calendar  has  also  been  sufiiciently  explained,  ante,  832. 

Offer  of  judgment.]  The  law  has  provided  that  in  certain  speci- 
fied cases  a  party  may  offer  to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken  against 
him.  The  object  of  the  law  doubtless  M'as  to  enable  a  party  to 
terminate  the  litigation  upon  such  terms  as  he  deems  just,  and 
to  throw  the  responsibility  of  a  refusal  upon  the  opposite  party. 

In  what  actions.]  The  law  does  not  discriminate  as  to  the  form 
of  action  in  which  the  offer  may  be  made,  and  therefore  it  may 
be  made  in  any  action,  whether  founded  upon  contract  or  upon 
tort. 

Wlw  may  offer.]  It  is  expressly  provided  by  the  statute  that 
either  party  may  make  the  offer.  Vol.  I,  32,  §  366,  sub.  5. 

This  will  enable  a  defendant  to  offer  to  permit  a  judgment  to 
be  taken  against  him  in  the  manner  specified  in  his  offer,  and 
thus  terminate  the  litigation  without  further  trouble  or  costs. 

So,  where  a  plaintiff  is  satisfied  that  he  cannot  gain  anything 
by  continuing  the  litigation,  he  may  close  the  litigation  by  a 
proper  offer  to  allow  judgment  to  be  entered  against  him  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  proper  under  the  circumstances. 

This  power  thus  conferred  by  the  statute  is  a  valuable  one, 
and  parties  would  do  well  to  consider  carefully  whether  a  proper 
offer  had  not  better  be  made  to  the  opposite  party,  since  the  costs 
of  the  entire  ai)peal  may  turn  upon  such  an  off'er,  and  a  refusal 
to  accept  it,  or  in  consequence  of  a  refusal  to  make  a  proper  offer 
wheu  it  ought  to  have  been  done.  Where  there  are  several 
defendants,  the  offer  must  be  made  on  behalf  of  all  of  them,  or 
it  will  be  ineffectual  for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  other  party 
with  the  costs  of  the  action  for  refusing  to  accept  the  offer. 
Griffiths  V.  DeForest,  16  Abb.,  292.  And  even  though  an  offer 
by  one  of  several  defendants  might  be  suflScient  to  authorize  the 
plaintiff  to  sever  the  action  and  take  a  separate  judgment  against 
the  party  offering  it,  this  would  not  affect  the  question  of  costs, 
since  a  recovery  against  all  of  the  defendants  would  be  a  more 
favorable  judgment  than  a  judgment  against  only  a  part  of  them. 
Ih.  See  also  the  remarks  in  relation  to  an  offer  of  judgment  in 
a  justice's  court,  ante,  255  to  258. 

The  offer  in  the  county  court  may  be  made  by  an  attorney, 
although  it  will  be  best  for  the  party,  himself  to  make  or  sign 
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the  offer  In  person  in  all  cases  in  which  it  can  conveniently  be 
done.  This  coarse  will  remove  all  question  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  offer  on  the  score  of  its  being  made  by  a  duly  authorized 
person. 

At  what  time,  and  in  whut  cases  offer  is  to  he  made.]  At  first 
sight,  and  on  a  casual  reading,  it  may  seem  that  there  is  no  diffi- 
culty in  determining  when,  and  in  what  cases,  a  party  may  make 
an  offer  of  judgment.  And  if  there  were  no  provisions  of  the 
statute  but  those  of  §  366,  the  matter  would  not  be  intricate  nor 
perplexing.  In  the  first  place,  this  section  declares  that  the  offer 
may  be  made  in  those  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  may  be  had  in 
the  county  court ;  so  it  provides  that  the  offer  of  judgment  may 
be  made  at  any  time  before  the  trial  takes  place  in  the  county 
court,  and  the  reasonable  construction  of  this  section  would  be 
that  the  offer  might  be  made  at  any  time  after  the  appeal  is 
perfected,  and  before  the  trial  of  the  cause,  so  that  a  notice  could 
be  properly  served  whenever  the  notice  of  appeal  had  been  prop- 
erly served,  and  the  proper  security  given,  if  done  before  trial. 
But  before  determining  finally  upon  the  question  when  this  offer 
may  be  made,  or  in  what  cases  it  is  proper,  it  will  be  important 
to  examine  some  of  the  other  provisions  of  the  statute.  By  section 
371  of  the  Code,  Vol.  I,  33,  it  is  provided,  that  an  appellant  may 
state  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  in  what  particular  or  particulars  he 
claims  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  should  have  been  more 
favorable  to  him.  That  section  also  allows  the  respondent  fifteen 
days,  after  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  within  which  to 
determine  whether  he  will  offer  to  correct  or  modify  the  judgment  in 
the  particulars  specified.  And  if  he  concludes  to  make  such  offer, 
the  appellant  has  five  days  within  which  to  accept  it.  If  the 
respondent  does  not  make  any  offer,  and  the  judgment  in 
the  appellate  court  is  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  that 
in  the  court  below  ;  or  if  an  offer  is  made  by  the  respondent,  but 
not  accepted  by  the  appellant,  and  the  judgment  in  the  appellate 
court  is  more  favorable  to  the  latter  than  the  offer  of  the  respond- 
ent, then  in  either  case  the  appellant  will  recover  costs.  But  if 
the  appellant  may  make  such  an  offer  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  and 
also  under  the  provisions  of  §  366,  it  is  evident  that  he  may  make 
two  different  offers  in  relation  to  the  same  judgment ;  and  this 
could  scarcely  have  been  intended  by  the  legislature.  If  an 
attempt  is  made  to  avoid  this  difficulty  by  limiting  the  offers 
under  §  366,  to  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county' 
court,  and  confining  the  provisions  of  §  371  to  cases  heard  and 
decided  upon  the  justice's  return,  there  will  still  be  difliculties  to 
overcome. 

The  last  clause  of  §  371,  Vol.  I,  34,  would  favor  the  construc- 
tion that  it  was  intended  that  the  notice  of  appeal  should  specify 
the  particulars  in  which  a  more  favorable  judgment  was  claimed, 
in  those  cases  only  on  which  the  cause  is  heard  and  decided  upon 
the  return.  But  it  has  been  held  that  the  notice  must  be  thus 
specific  even  in  those  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  bad  in  the 
Wait  11—109 
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county  court,  or  that  the  appellant  could  not  recover  costs,  even 
though  he  obtained  a  more  favorable  judgment  in  the  county  court 
than  that  in  the  court  below.  Ante,  794  to  796. 

It  is  clear  that  §  366  has  no  application  to  cases  heard  and 
decided  upon  the  return  alone,  and  therefore  an  offer  would,  in 
such  a  case,  be  a  nullity.  But  whether  the  notice  of  appeal  must 
be  thus  specific  in  a  case  in  which  a  new  trial  is  to  be  had,  is  not 
so  easily  determined.  If  such  a  specification  is  necessary,  then 
the  result  will  be  that  the  appellant  must  make  an  offer  in  his 
notice  of  appeal,  and  he  may  also  make  an  other  before  the  notice 
of  trial.  If  this  construction  is  to  prevail,  it  still  brings  up  the 
question  when  the  offer  is  to  be  made  in  cases  in  which  a  new 
trial  is  to  be  had  in  the  county  court. 

In  determining  this,  it  is  important  to  recollect  that  the  law 
allows  a  respondent  fifteen  days  after  the  notice  of  appeal  has 
been  served,  during  which  he  may  offer  to  correct  the  judgment 
below ;  and,  if  the  offer  is  made,  the  appellant  has  five  days  fur- 
ther in  which  to  determine  whether  he  will  accept  or  reject  the 
proposition.  This  allows  the  parties  to  consume  twenty  days  in 
negotiating  in  relation  to  a  compromise  in  the  court  below,  and 
it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  legislature  intended  that  an  offer 
could  be  made  in  the  court  above,  while  the  same  matters  might 
be  pending  in  the  court  below. 

For  this  reason  the  most  convenient  practice,  and  the  most 
natural  construction  which  could  be  given  to  these  statutes,  if 
they  are  to  be  taken  together,  would  be  that  during  the  twenty 
days  allowed  for  offers  and  acceptances  in  the  courts  below,  no 
offer  could  properly  be  made  in  the  court  above.  But  if  no  com- 
promise is  effected  in  the  court  below,  then  the  right  of  making 
an  offer  in  the  county  court,  at  any  time  after  the  twenty  days, 
and  the  trial  of  the  action,  ought  to  be  allowed.  Such  a  con- 
struction would  come  nearest  to  harmonizing  all  the  various 
provisions  of  the  statute. 

That  the  offer  may  be  made  in  the  county  court,  before  the 
return  has  been  filed,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  it  is  provided 
that  the  party  to  whom  the  offer  is  made  may  file  the  return  and 
the  offer  made,  which  language  would  not  have  been  employed 
if  it  had  been  intended  that  the  offer  should  not  be  made  until 
after  such  return  has  been  filed. 

That  the  offer  may  be  made  after  the  return  is  filed,  is  equally 
clear,  since  it  is  expressly  declared  that  such  offer  may  be  made 
at  any  time  before  the  trial  in  the  county  court.  And  to  hold 
that  the  offer  may  be  made  in  the  county  court  before  the  expir- 
ation of  twenty  days,  or  the  time  allowed  for  compromise  in  the 
court  below,  would  be  to  interfere  with  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute, as  to  correcting  the  judgment  in  the  court  below. 

It  may,  therefore,  be  considered  as  the  best  practice  not  to  serve 
any  offer  in  the  county  court,  until  after  the  time  for  correcting 
the  judgment  in  the  court  below  has  elapsed,  provided  it  is  deter- 
mined that  sections  366  and  371  are  both  to  be  applied  to  cases  in 
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■which  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court.  •  But  a  far  more  con- 
venient practice  would  exist  if  a  construction  were  adopted  which 
"would  limit  "^^  371  to  cases  in  which  the  cause  is  heard  and  decided 
upon  the  justice's  return,  while  <§  366  is  allowed  to  operate  in  those 
Ciises  which  are  retried  in  the  county  court.  Such  a  construction 
would  prevent  any  serious  question  as  to  the  time  when  the  offers 
must  be  made  or  accepted.  If  the  case  is  one  heard  upon  the 
return,  the  time  is  fixed  definitely.     See  the  practice,  ante,  793. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  case  is  one  in  which  a  new  trial  is  to  be 
had  in  the  county  court,  the  offer  may  be  made  at  any  time  after 
the  appeal  is  perfected,  and  before  the  trial  in  the  county  court. 

This  construction  would  also  avoid  an  other  difficulty  which 
must  be  met  in  case  both  sections  are  applicable  to  new  trials  in 
the  county  court.  Suppose  that  two  offers  were  made  in  the 
same  case,  one  in  the  court  below,  and  one  in  the  court  above, 
and  that  the  offers  differ,  in  such  a  case  it  is  difficult  to  say  whicli 
would  i)revail  upon  the  question  of  costs.  But  if  the  sections 
are  applied  as  already  suggested,  no  such  question  could  occur. 
Besides  this,  the  allowance  of  an  offer  like  this  in  the  county 
court  was  probably  intended  to  give  the  parties  the  same  rights 
which  they  would  have  in  an  action  in  the  supreme  court,  while 
in  those  cases  in  which  the  notice  of  appeal  is  required  to  specify 
the  particulars  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  it  was  intended  to  re- 
quire the  parties  to  settle  the  matter  in  the  court  below,  or  to 
abide  by  the  result  of  a  modification  of  the  judgment  by  the 
county  court  on  hearing  the  appeal  upon  an  argument  upon  the 
facts  appearing  in  the  return. 

These  remarks  have  been  extended  to  a  greater  length  than 
was  at  first  intended,  but,  since  the  question  is  entirely  unsettled, 
a  few  suggestions  were  deemed  proper  for  the  purpose  of  calling 
attention  to  the  views  thus  presented. 

-  Form  of  offer  and  its  service.']  The  statute  expressly  requires  a 
written  offer,  and  therefore  a  verbal  offer  of  judgment  would  be 
a  nullity.  This  ©ffer  may  be  to  the  effect  that  the  opposite  party 
may  take  judgment  for  the  sum  or  property  in  litigation,  or 
it  may  be  for  such  other  purpose  or  to  such  other  effect  as  the  offer 
may  specify.  So,  too,  the  offier  may  be  with  or  without  a  tender 
of  the  costs  of  the  action,  according  to  the  election  of  the  party 
making  the  offer,  and  as  the  offer  may  specify  in  that  respect. 
Vol.  I,  32,  §  366,  sub.  5.  The  offer  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Offer  of  judgment. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 

John  Doe,  Respondent.       j 

agst.  y 

Richard  Roe,  Appellant.      \ 


Richard  Roe,  the  defendant  in  the  above  entitled  action,  offers  to  allow 
judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  by  the  plaintiff,  John  Doe,  for  the  sum 
of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  with  costs.  Dated  Johnstown,  August 
15th,  1865.  RICHARD  ROE. 

To  John  Doe. 
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Instead  of  making  the  offer  in  person,  it  may  be  made  by  the 
defendant's  attorney,  and  may  be  made  to  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney instead  of  the  plaintiff.  The  service  of  this  order  is  made 
by  the  delivery  of  a  copy  of  it  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney, 
which  may  be  done  by  the  defendant  in  person  or  by  his  attorney. 
If  the  offer  be  made  by  the  plaintiff,  the  same  general  principles 
of  practice  prevail,  except  that  the  necessary  changes  in  the 
phraseology  will  be  made. 

The  party  npon  whom  such  offer  is  served,  has  ten  days  in 
which  to  elect  whether  to  accept  or  refuse  it.  If  he  concludes  to 
refuse  it,  he  need  not  give  any  notice  thereof,  because  his  omis- 
sion to  give  notice  of  acceptance  will  be  a  sufficient  notice  of 
refusal.  But  in  case  the  offer  is  accepted,  a  written  notice 
of  acceptance  mnst  be  served  within  ten  days  after  the  offer, 
upon  the  party  making  it.  This  notice  of  acceptance  may  be  as 
follows : 

Notice  of  acceptance. 

[Title  as  in  last  form.] 

Take  notice  that  the  plaintiff  accepts  the  offer  of  the  defendant,  by 
which  he  offers  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  take  judgment  in  this  action 
against  him  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  with  costs. 

Dated  Johnstown,  August  15th,  1865. 

JOHN  DOE. 

To  RicHAED  Roe,  Esq. 

This  acceptance  may  be  made  by  attorney,  as  well  as  in  the 
case  of  the  offer  of  judgment. 

The  offer  of  acceptance  must  be  in  writing,  and  must  be  served 
within  ten  days  after  the  service  of  the  offer  of  judgment.  Vol. 
I,  32,  %  366,  sub.  5.  Upon  serving  notice  of  the  acceptance  of 
the  offer  of  judgment,  the  plaintiff  may  file  the  return  and  the 
offer,  together  with  an  affidavit  of  the  acceptance  of  the  offer, 
and  thereupon  the  clerk  is  required  to  enter  a  judgment  in  pur- 
suance of  the  offer.    This  affidavit  may  be  as  follows : 

Farm  of  affidavit,  " 

[Title  as  in  offer,  ante,  867.] 

Fulton  County,  ss  :  John  Doe,  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  the  county 
of  Fulton,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  he  is  the  plaintiff  in  the  above  enti- 
tled action;  that  the  annexed  offer  to  allow  judgment,  was  made  by  the 
defendant  therein,  and  was  served  on  this  deponent  on  the  15th  day  of 
August,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Johnstown  aforesaid  ;  that  within  ten  day« 
after  such  offer  was  served,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  day  of  August,  1865,  he 
served  upon  the  defendant,  at  Johnstown  aforesaid,  a  written  notice,  that 
the  plaintiff  accepted  the  same,  and  that  the  foregoing  (or  the  annexed) 
is  a  copy  thereof. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  )  TriTnvT  T\r\-c 

this  loth  day  of  August,  1865,  \  ^^^^  ^"^• 

Peter  W.  Plantz,  Justice. 

The  acceptance  may  be  by  attorney,  and  in  that  case  the  neces- 
sary changes  in  the  afiidavit  must  be  made.  If  the  return  has 
been  filed  before  the  offer  or  acceptance  take  place,  this  will  be  a 
sufficient  filing.    And  in  that  case  the  plaintiff  would  annex  the 
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offer,  the  acceptance  and  the  affidavit  to  the  return,  and  leave 
them  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court,  who  is  then  required 
to  enter  judgment  in  accordance  with  the  offer.  The  judgment 
may  be  as  follows : 

Form  of  judgment  on  offer. 
[Title  as  in  the  offer,  ante,  867.] 

This  action  having  been  brought  into  this  court  by  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  against  the  defendant,  by 
Richardson  P.  Clark,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in 
Fulton  county,  for  the  sum  of  $150  damages  and  costs,  which  appeal  was 
brought  upon  the         day  of  ,  1 865,  by  the  defendant  in  said  action  ; 

and  the  said  defendant,  after  such  appeal,  and  before  the  trial  thereof  in  the 
county  court,  having  offered  in  writing  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  take  judg- 
ment against  him  for  the  sum  of  $100  and  costs,  which  offer  the  plainiift 
within  ten  days  thereafter  duly  accepted  in  writing,  and  gave  the  defendant 
due  notice  thereof,  pursuant  to  §  366,  of  the  Code  of  Procedure.  Now,  on 
motion  of  A.  McFarlan,  Esq.,  plaintiff's  counsel,  it  is  adjudged,  that  the 
plaintiff  recover  of  the  defendant  $100,  with  $10  costs  and  disbursements, 
making  together  the  sum  of  $110. 

Effect  of  refusing  offer  of  judgment.']  If  the  party  to  whom 
judgmenfis  offered  refuses  to  accept  it,  the  offer  will  be  deemed 
to  be  withdrawn,  and  it  cannot  be  given  in  evidence.  Vol.  I,  32, 
§  366,  sub.  5.  The  party  thus  refusing  the  offer  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  show  that  an  offer  of  a  particular  kind  or  sum  was 
made,  and  thus  influence  the  verdict  on  the  trial.  By  a  refusal 
of  the  offer,  the  law  declares  that  no  more  effect  shall  be  given 
to  such  offer,  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  offered,  than  would 
have  resulted  had  no  offer  whatever  been  made.  His  refusal 
may,  however,  subject  him  to  costs  which  would  not  be  imposed 
upon  him  but  for  his  refusal.  For  if  hg  fails  to  recover  a  judg- 
ment more  favorable  to  him  than  that  specified  in  the  offer,  he 
will  not  only  lose  his  costs,  but  he  will  be  compelled  to  pay  all 
the  costs  of  the  other  party  which  are  incurred  after  such  offer 
was  made.  Vol.  I,  32,  ■§  366,  sub.  5. 

More  favorable  judgment.']  There  are  many  cases  in  which  there 
will  be  no  dispute  whether  the  judgment  recovered  is  more  or 
less  favorable  to  the  party  recoveriug  it,  than  the  offer  made  to 
him  by  the  opposite  party.  As  illustrations,  suppose  that  the 
defendant,  in  an  action  for  a  trespass  to  personal  property,  should 
offer  to  allow  a  judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  for  $100 
damages,  but,  on  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  recovers  only  $25 ;  in 
such  a  case  no  one  would  question  a  claim  made  by  the  defend- 
ant that  the  judgment  was  less  favorable  to  the  plaintiff  than 
tfie  offer  made,  and  that  he  must  consequently  pay  costs  under  the 
statute. 

So,  too,  in  an  action  for  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  special 
contract,  if  the  defendant  were  to  offer  to  allow  a  judgment  for 
$150  damages,  and  the  plaintiff  should  recover  but  $75  damages, 
it  is  clear  that  the  same  result  must  follow.  But  there  may  be 
cases  in  which  the  mere  amount  of  the  verdict  is  not  alone  the 
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matter  which  is  to  control  the  determination  of  the  question  as 
to  the  liability  for  costs.  ISTo  cases  have  been  reported  as  to  the 
construction  of  sub.  5  of  §  366,  Vol.  1, 32.  But  a  similar  statute 
is  applicable  to  actions  in  the  supreme  court,  and  several  cases 
have  been  decided  upon  the  construction  of  that  statute ;  and 
since  the  principle  of  the  statute  is  alike  in  both  cases,  the  cases 
thus  decided  are  equally  applicable  to  cases  arising  under  this 
section. 

In  Buggies  v.  Fogg,  7  How.,  324,  the  defendant,  before. answer- 
ing in  the  action,  offered  to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken  against 
himself  for  $230  and  costs,  in  a  case  in  which  the  complaint 
claimed  $274;  this  offer  was  refused.  The  defendant  then 
answered  by  a  general  denial,  and  also  interposed  a  counterclaim 
for  $175.  On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  recovered  $241.67,  which  was 
less  than  the  offer  of  $230,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the 
offer  to  the  day  of  trial ;  but  this  was  held  to  be  a  more  favorable 
judgment  to  the  plaintiff  than  that  offered,  because  the  judg- 
ment extinguished  the  counterclaim,  while  that  would  not  have 
been  the  result  if  the  offer  had  been  accepted,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  therefore  entitled  to  costs. 

The  principle  is  the  same  where  the  plaintiff  recovers  the  precise 
sum  offered,  but  extinguishes  a  counterclaim  set  up  by  the  defend- 
ant after  the  date  of  the  offer  and  refusal,  and  where  the  offer  is 
made  before  answering  in  the  action.  Fielding  v.  Mills,  2  Bosw., 
489. 

Where  a  complaint  sets  out  a  note  and  account  as  the  causes 
of  action,  and  the  defendant  interposes  a  defense  by  answer,  set- 
ting up  a  counterclaim,  or  a  set-off,  and  he  afterward  serves  an 
offer  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  take  judgment  against  him  for  a 
specified  sum,  which  the  plaintiff  declines  to  accept,  and  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  trial,  recovers  a  verdict  for  a  less  amount  than 
the  sum  offered,  with  interest  thereon  to  the  date  of  the  ver- 
dict, the  plaintiff  must,  in  such  a  case,  pay  costs  to  the  defendant 
from  the  time  of  the  offer,  because  the  verdict  is  less  favorable 
than  the  offer,  since  an  offer  of  judgment  made  at  that  stage  of 
the  case,  and  its  acceptance,  and  the  entry  of  judgment  thereon, 
would  extinguish  the  counterclaim  or  set-off.  Schneider  v.  Jacobi, 
1  Duer,  694 ;  Kilts  v.  Seeber,  10  How.,  270. 

The  principle  applicable  to  such  cases  is  clearly  and  forcibly 
stated  by  Bkowjt,  J.,  in  Budd  v.  Jackson,  26  How.,  398,  400,  401. 
"  When  the  plaintiff  unites  in  the  same  action,  as  he  did  in  the 
present  case,  a  claim  that  is  not  disputed  with  one  that  is,  the 
defendant  may  remove  from  the  controversy  the  undisputed 
claim  by  the  offer  under  the  section  quoted,  and  thus  make  the 
subsequent  costs  of  the  litigation  depend  upon  the  litigation  in 
regard  to  the  disputed  claim.  The  offer  must  be  fully  equal  to 
the  sum  actually  and  really  due  to  the  plaintiff,  or  he  is  not  bound 
to  accept  it,  and  whether  it  is  equal  to  that  sum  or  not  is  to  be 
determined  (if  it  is  not  accepted)  by  the  sum  subsequently  proved 
to  be  due  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury  or  the  report  of  the  referee. 
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The  plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  reject  the  offer>  and  to  proceed  in  the 
action  as  if  it  had  not  been  made,  but  he  does  this  at  the  peril 
of  losing  his  own  subsequent  costs,  and  also  of  paying  costs  to 
the  defendant  should  he  fail  to  recover  a  more  favorable  judgment. 
This  '  more  favorable  judgment,'  spoken  of  in  the  section,  which 
he  must  recover  to  entitle  him  to  costs,  does  not  mean  in  the 
case  of  a  money  demand  upon  which  interest  is  accruing,  a  sum 
greater  at  the  time  of  the  report  or  verdict  than  the  sum  offered ; 
because  the  excess  may  be  made  up  of  the  interest  accruing  since 
the  time  of  the  offer  and  pending  the  litigation.  "Were  this  con- 
struction to  obtain,  the  section  would  become  practically  useless, 
for,  as  it  would  be  impossible  to  know  how  long  the  litigation  has 
to  last,  so  it  would  be  impossible  to  know  what  sum  to  offer. 
Besides,  if  the  offer  be  a  greater  sum  than  that  actually  due 
at  the  time  of  the  offer,  by  accepting  it  the  plaintiff  would,  in 
fact,  get  what  did  not  belong  to  him.  The  time  of  making  the 
offer  is  a  material  element  in  determining  whether  it  is  as  favor- 
able as  the  judgment  recovered.  And  if  the  verdict  is  made  up 
of  principal  and  the  interest  which  accrued  upon  that  princi- 
pal, in  determining  which  is  most  favorable  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
interest  which  accrued  intermediate  the  time  of  the  offer  and 
the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  is  to  be  rejected  there- 
from. Thus,  in  the  present  case,  the  sum  named  in  the  written 
offer  was  $357.44;  the  sum  found  due  the  plaintiff  by  the 
referee,  is  $377.17,  being  $19.73  in  excess  of  the  sum  expressed 
in  the  offer,  but  as  this  excess  is  not  equal  to  the  interest  from 
the  time  of  the  offer  to  the  date  of  the  report,  the  plaintiff  has 
failed  to  obtain  a  more  favorable  judgment.  The  test  is  the  sum 
due  to  the  plaintiff  for  principal,  and  interest  thereon,  at  the 
time  of  the  written  offer,  and  not  that  sum  increased  and  enlarged 
with  the  interest  intermediate  the  date  of  the  offer,  and  the  date 
of  the  report  or  verdict."  In  the  case  just  cited,  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  costs  from  the  time  of  the 
offer,  but  must  pay  costs  to  the  defendant  from  that  time  to 
the  judgment. 

In  Howard  v.  Farley,  29  How.,  4;  S.  0.,  18  Abb.,  367,  the 
action  was  upon  »  money  bond,  which  was*  secured  by  a  mort- 
gage upon  real  estate,  and  the  complaint  claimed  to  recover 
judgment  for  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  in  consequence  of  a 
default  in  the  payment  of  a  half  year's  interest  which  was  due, 
although  the  principal  sum  was  not  then  due. 

The  defendants  offered  to  allow  judgment  to  be  taken  against 
them  for  the  amount  of  the  sum  named  in  the  condition  of  the 
bond,  with  the  interest  then  due,  and  the  costs  of  the  action. 

The  plaintiff  refused  to  accept  the  offer,  and  on  the  trial  she 
recovered  the  amount  of  the  interest  due,  and  nothing  more,  and 
yet  it  was  held  that  this  judgment  was  more  favorable  to  the 
plaintiff  than  the  offer  of  the  defendant,  and  the  reason  assigned 
was,  that  by  an  acceptance  of  the  defendant's  offer  and  the  entry 
of  a  judgment  thereon,  the  defendant  would  have  been  entitled 
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to  pay  up  the  judgment  immediately,  wliicb  payment  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  obliged  to  receive,  and  she  would  also  have  been 
compelled  to  cancel  the  mortgage,  which  she  otherwise  would  not 
have  been  required  to  do  until  the  mortgage  became  due.  And 
that  the  plaintiff  might  not  have  been  able  to  reinvest  her  money 
without  a  probable  loss  of  interest  and  expenses. 

Where  a  proper  offer  of  judgment  has  been  made  and  refused, 
the  offer  or  a  copy  of  it  ought  to  be  furnished  to  the  county 
judge  on  the  trial,  so  as  to  enable  the  court  to  decide  intelligently 
as  to  the  award  of  costs.  Post  v.  N.  Y.  C.  E.  H.,  12  How.,  552. 

A  refusal  by  a  plaintiff  to  accept  a  judgment  does  not  deprive 
him  of  all  right  to  costs,  even  where  the  judgment  recovered  by 
him  is  less  favorable  than  the  offer;  he  is  entitled  to  such  costs  as 
accrued  before  the  offer  was  made,  but  liable  for  those  accruing 
afterwards.  Burnett  v.  Westfall,  15  How.,  420 ;  Keese  v.  Wyman, 
8  How.,  88. 

Preparation  for  trial.']  When  it  is  once  finally  settled  that  the 
cause  is  to  be  tried  in  the  county  court,  it  is  the  duty  of  each 
party  to  prepare  for  the  trial. .  And  since  most  of  the  remarks 
made  in  a  previous  part  of  the  work  are  equally  applicable  to  a 
trial  in  the  county  court,  they  need  not  be  repeated  here.  See 
ante,  546,  &c. 

If  documentary  evidence  will  be  necessary  on  the  trial  it  is 
important  that  the  party  should  be  prepared  with  it.  So,  too, 
where  witnesses  are  material,  they  must  be  properly  subpoenaed 
in  due  season. 

The  subpoena  may  be  in  the  following  form  : 

Form  of  subpana. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  (name  the  witnesses  required), 
GEEKTmG : 

We  command  yon  that,  all  and  singular,  business  and  excuses  being  laid 
aside,  you  and  each  of  you  appear  and  attend  before  our  county  judge  of 
the  county  of  Fulton,  at  a  county  court  to  be  held  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Pulton,  at  the  court  house  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  at  o'clock  in  the  noon,  to  testify 

and  give  evidence  in  a  oertain  action,  now  pending  in  said  court,  then  and 
there  to  be  tried  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and  Richard  Roe,  defendant, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  (or  of  the  defendant),  and  for  a  failure  to  attend, 
you  will  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court,  and  liable  to  pay  all 
loss  and  damages  sustained  thereby  to  the  party  aggrieved,  and  forfeit 
fifty  dollars  in  addition  thereto. 

Witness,  John  Stewakt,  Esq.,  county  judge  of  Fulton  county,  at  the 
court  house  m  the  village  of  Johnstown,  the  day  of  , 

1865. 

»    ,?y  *^^  <'<'"^*-  MORTIMER  WADE,  Ckrk. 

A.  Mel  AELAN,  Flaintiff^s  Attorney. 

Form  of  siibpaena  ticket. 
By  virtue  of  a  writ  of  subpoena,  to  you  directed  and  herewith  shown, 
you  are  commanded  that,  all  business  and  excuses  being  laid  aside,  you 
appear  and  attend  before  our.county  judge  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  at  a 
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county  court  to  be  held  in  and  for  the  coixnty  of  Fulton,  at  the  court  house 
in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  on  the       day  of  ,  1865,  at       o'clock  in 

the  noon,  to  testify  and  give  evidence  in  a  certain  action  now  pending 
in  said  court,  then  and  there  to  be  tried  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff,  and 
Richard  Roe,  defendant,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  (or  defendant),  and  for 
a  failure  to  attend,  you  will  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court,  and 
liable  to  pay  all  loss  and  damages  sustained  thereby  to  the  party  aggrieved, 
and  forfeit  fifty  dollars  in  addition  thereto.  Dated  the  day  of  ,1865. 
By  the  court.  A.  MoFARLAN", 

Plaintiff'' s  Attorney. 
To  Lucius  J.  Smith,  Esq. 

A  subpoena  issued  in  a  cause  pending  in  the  county  court,  is 
valid  to  compel  the  attendance  of  any  witness  who  resides  or 
who  is  in  any  part  of  this  state.   3  R.  S.,  468,  §  1,  sub.  1,  5th  ed. 

The  statute  prescribes  the  mode  in  wliich  a  subpoena  shall  be 
served  upon  a  witness.  3  R.  S.,  683,  '^  56,  5th  ed. :  1.  The  orig- 
inal subpoena  must  be  exhibited  to  the  witness  at  the  time  of  its 
service;  2.  A  copy  of  the  subpoena  or  a  ticlcet  containing  its  sub- 
stance must  be  delivered  to  the  witness ;  and,  3.  The  fees  allowed 
by  law  to  such  witness  for  travelitig  to  and  returning  from  the 
place  where  he  is  required  to  attend,  and  the  fees  allowed  for  one 
day's  attendance,  shall  be  paid  or  tendered  to  such  witness. 
The  fees  to  which  a  witness  is  entitled  in  such  case  will  be  fifty 
cents  for  each  day  while  attending  the  court,  and  if  the  witness 
resides  more  than  three  miles  from  the  place  where  be  is  required 
to  attend  as  a  witness,  he  will  also  be  entitled  to  the  sum  of  four 
cents  a  mile  for  the  distance  to  be  traveled  in  going  and  return- 
ing. 3  R.  S.,  925,  §  24,  5th  ed.  The  penalties  for  disobedience  to 
a  subpoena  are  also  prescribed  by  the  statute.  3  R.  S.,  683,  %  57, 
5th  ed. 

The  practice  in  relation  to  the  subpoenaing  witnesses  in  the 
county  court  is  similar  to  that  in  actions  in  the  supreme  court ; 
and  since  those  who  practice  in  the  county  court  will  be  familiar 
with  the  practice  in  those  cases,  or  will  have  the  usual  books  of 
practice  relating  to  actions  in  the  supreme  court,  it  will  not  be 
necessary  to  state  the  practice  here.  It  may  be  proper,  however, 
to  refer  to  the  principles  which  have  already  been  stated,  since 
most  of  them  are  equally  applicable  to  a  court  of  record.  See 
ante,  549  to  555. 

Practice  on  the  trial  in  the  county  court.']  The  practice  on  trials 
in  the  county  courts  is  so  similar  to  that  in  the  causes  tried  at 
the  circuit,  that  it  is  merely  necessary  to  refer  to  the  works  of 
practice  which  treat  of  the  practice  in  the  supreme  court.  And 
see  Vol.  I,  32,  §  366,  sub.  4. 

It  may  also  be  proper  to  mention  that  many  of  the  principles 
relating  to  practice,  pleadings  and  evidence  on  trials  in  justice's 
courts  are  equally  applicable  to  all  courts.  And  the  discrim- 
inating practitioner  will  readily  determine  which  of  them  may 
be  applicable  to  the  trial  of  actions  in  the  county  courts.  The 
rules  of  evidence  given  in  this  work  are  as  applicable  to  the 
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county  court  as  to  a  justice's  court,  and  will  be  found  as  useful 
in  one  court  as  in  the  otlier. 

Amendment  of  pleadings.']  By  a  recent  change  in  the  Code,  the 
county  court  has  full  power  to  allow  either  party  to  ameud  his 
pleadings,  upon  such  terms  as  shall  be  just,  in  those  actions  in 
which  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court.  Vol.  I,  32,  ^  366, 
sub.  5.  The  rule  laid  down  by  the  case  of  Savage  v.  Cock,  cited 
ante,  334,  has  been  changed  by  the  statute  just  cited. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  or  exceptions,"]  After  a  trial  iu 
the  county  court,  iu  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  had,  the  nusuc- 
cessful  party  may  move  that  court  for  a  new  trial ;  and  the  appli- 
cation may  be  made  upon  a  case  or  upon  a  case  and  exceptions, 
or  otherwise.  Vol.  I,  32,  §  366,  sub.  6.  The  practice  as  to  the 
mode  of  making  and  settling  the  case  and  exceptions  is  the  same 
as  in  actions  in  the  supreme  court,  and  for  that  reason  it  will  be 
sufficient  to  refer  to  the  works  of  practice  in  the  supreme  court 
for  the  rules  of  proceeding,  and  for  the  forms  necessary  to  be 
followed. 

The  practice  on  appeals  to  tke  supreme  court,  after  the  decision 
of  the  county  court  upon  the  application  for  a  new  trial,  will  be 
discussed  in  a  subsequent  place. 

Amount  of  verdict,  and  its  effect  upon  the  question  of  costs.] 
The  general  rule  is  that  the  prevailing  party  recovers  costs 
without  any  reference  to  the  amount  of  the  recovery.  And  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  six  cents,  will 
carry  the  full  costs  of  the  appeal  as  much  as  though  the  recovery 
had  been  for  two  hundred  dollars,  provided  the  case  is  one  in 
which  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court,  and  provided,  also, 
that  no  offer  has  been  made  and  refused  which  deprives  the  suc- 
cessful party  of  his  costs. 

Where  a  party  may  lose  his  costs  by  refusing  to  make  an  offer 
in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  see  ante, 
793.  So,  also,  see  ante,  864,  as  to  the  effect  of  an  offer  made 
after  the  appeal  has  been  brought,  and  before  the  trial  in  the 
county  court. 

The  subject  of  costs  will  be  fully  discussed  in  a  subsequent 
place,  and  therefore  the  subject  will  be  dismissed  for  the  present. 

SECTIO"N  VI. 

JUDGMENT   ON   APPEAL. 

General  considerations.]  The  practice  of  reviewing  justices' 
judgments  upon  the  facts  appearing  in  the  return,  has  generally 
prevailed  since  the  organization  of  the  state.  The  mode  of  bring- 
ing causes  up  for  review,  and  the  courts  by  which  the  case  was 
heard  in  the  first  instance,  have  differed,  but  the  essential  prin- 
ciples governing  the  review  have  been  the  same  at  all  times, 
and  in  whatever  mode  was  adopted. 

There  are  some  general  provisions  of  the  statute  which  declare 
what  rule  shall  prevail  in  rendering  judgments  upon  appeals. 
Vol.  I,  31,  §  366.  These  principles  of  decision  are  both  wise  and 
just,  and  the  principal  points  are,  that  the  county  court  shall 
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render  judgment  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case;  that 
technical  errors  not  affecting  the  merits  of  the  action,  shall  be 
disregarded  ;  that  the  judgment  may  be  reversed  in  whole  or  in 
part ;  that  it  may  be  reversed  as  to  any  or  all  of  the  parties ;  and 
that  it  may  be  reversed  for  errors  of  law  or  fact.  These  rnles 
seem  so  plain  that  one  would  scarcely  apprehend  any  difficulty 
in  their  application,  and  yet  a  review  of  the  cases  will  disclose  a 
great  discrepancy  in  the  mode  of  applying  them  to  particular 
cases.  To  remedy  this  defect,  and  to  reduce  the  practice  to  a 
uniform  system,  would  be  a  most  desirable  result,  and  the  object 
of  this  section  will  be  to  contribute  something  toward  the  accom- 
plishment of  that  object. . 

According  to  justice.']  The  statute  which  prescribes  what  kind 
of  judgment  shall  be  rendered  upon  an  appeal  declares,  as  the 
first  requisite,  that  the  court  shall  give  judgment  according  to 
the  very  right  of  the  case,  without  regard  to  technical  errors  and 
defects  which  do  not  affect  the  merits.  A  more  wise  and  just  prin- 
ciple for  the  decision  of  causes  could  not  have  been  enunciated  by 
the  legislature.  And  if  this  rule  is  liberally  enforced  and  applied 
by  the  county  courts,  it  will  do  much  towards  accomplishing  the 
object  of  every  review,  which  is  the  attainment  of  justice  through 
the  forms  of  the  law.  Under  the  authority  thus  conferred,  the 
county  court  has  power  in  every  case  to  see  that  ample  justice  is 
done.  The  demands  of  justice  are  not  to  be  ascertained  by  techni- 
cal distinctions,  nor  by  arbitrary  rules  framed  as  a  matter  of  con- 
venience, but  every  litigant  has  a  right  to  insist  that  justice  shall 
be  meted  out  according  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  appearing 
in  the  retilrn,  and  upon  the  broad  principles  of  justice  and  equity, 
instead  of  the  technical  niceties  of  a  strict  i)ractice. 

These  remarks  are  not  to  be  construed  as  advising  a  disregard 
of  legal  rules  and  principles,  since  these  must  always  be  observed 
and  enforced.  And  if  legal  questions  are  presented  in  the  return, 
they  must  be  decided  in  strict  accordance  with  settled  legal  prin- 
ciples. But  appeals  so  frequently  present  a  case  in  which  all 
legal  rnles  may  be  applied,  and  still  leave  room  for  the  applica- 
tion of  the  liberal  principles  of  enforcing  justice  without  the  aid 
of  technicalities,  that  it  is  worthy  of  an  attempt  to  give  full  effect 
to  the  intent  and  object  of  the  statute. 

It  may  be  said  that  these  general  remarks  are  entirely  true, 
and  that  the  principle  is  a  just  one,  but  that  there  will  be  a  diffi- 
culty in  applying  it  to  practice,  and  the  force  f)f  such  a  remark  is 
very  evident.  And  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  some  service  to 
those  whose  duty  it  is  to  apply  these  rules  to  practice,  the  subject 
will  be  discussed  in  separate  propositions,  in  which  the  cases  will 
be  somewhat  fully  and  carefully  noticed. 

Reversal  in  whole  or  in  pa.rt.']  No  language  can  be  more  explicit, 
and  no  power  could  be  more  clearly  conferred  than  that  expressed 
by  the  statute,  which  declares  that  the  appellate  court  may 
reverse  the  judgment  appealed  from,  either  in  whole  or  in  part. 
Vol.  I,  31,  §  366.    This  gives  the  appellate  court  full  authority 
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to  reverse  so  much  of  a  judgment  as  may  be  contrary  to  law, 
or  against  the  justice  of  the  case  as  developed  by  the  return  j 
while  it  equally  gives  power  to  affirm  so  much  of  the  same  judg- 
ment as  may  be  legal  and  just. 

The  cases  in  which  this  rule  may  be  applied  are  very  numerous, 
and  therefore  it  is  important  that  it  should  be  well  understood 
and  invariably  enforced  when  justice  requires  it.  To  review  the 
cases  which  were  decided  before  the  enactment  of  the  Code  would 
be  of  little  use,  because  the  recent  cases  are  conclusive  as  to  the 
present  practice,  which  is  to  carry  into  effect  the  intention  of  the 
law. 

When  a  judgment  is  recovered  upon  9,  complaint  founded  upon 
an  account  consisting  of  several  items,  and  the  evidence  warrants 
a  recovery  as  to  some  of  the  items,  but  is  insufficient  as  to  the 
others,  the  judgment  may  be  reversed  as  to  the  latter  items  and 
affirmed  as  to  the  others.  Allen  v.  Bates,  1  Hilt.,  221,  223.  So, 
where  the  action  is  founded  upon  contract,  and  there  is  a  recov- 
ery for  too  large  an  amount,  and  the  court  can  clearly  see  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  reversal  as  to  part  of  the  judgment,  and  an 
affirmance  as  to  the  residue,  such  judgment  will  be  rendered  by 
the  appellate  court.  Eawson  v.  Grow,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  18,  20; 
Thomas  v.  Mills,  Id.,  75,  77  ;  Cooli  v.  ClarTc,  Id.,  213,  215 ;  Mills 
V.  Fox,  Id.,  220,  224  ;  Cook  v.  Bitter,  Id.,  255,  253 ;  Pinck- 
ney  v.  Keykr,  Id.,  469,  473  ;  Polloclc  v.  Hoag,  Id.,  473,  476. 
These  cases  which  have  just  been  cited  were  decided  by  the 
court  of  common  pleas  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  they  show 
clearly  what  practice  prevails  in  that  court,  which,  in  such  appeal 
cases,  is  co-ordinate  with  the  supreme  court.  But  the  rule  is  the 
same  in  the  supreme  court,  as  has  been  settled  in  that  court  at 
general  term. 

In  Decker  v.  Hassel,  26  How.,  528,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a 
judgment  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  $30.42  damages,  the 
items  of  which  were  $30  for  two  months'  services,  and  $0.42  for 
horse  feed  and  for  a  dinner  furnished  to  the  defendant's  son.  On 
an  appeal  to  the  Albany  county  court  the  judgment  was  affirmed ; 
and  an  appeal  was  then  taken  to  the  supreme  court,  where  the 
judgment  was  affirmed  as  to  the  $30,  but  reversed  as  to  the  $0.42. 
In  this  case,  the  court  carefully  considered  the  question  whether 
a  county  court  had  power  to  reverse  a  judgment  in  part,  and  to 
affirm  it  as  to  the  residue,  and,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  the  following  language  was  used  by  Peckham,  J. :  "  It  is 
further  objected  by  defendant's  counsel,  that  the  plaintiff  recov- 
ered forty-two  cents  for  feed  for  the  horses  of  defendant,  and  for 
a  dinner  for  defendant's  son.  There  was  no  proof  that  these 
were  had  for  the  defendant,  or  that  he  was  in  any  manner 
responsible  for  them.  The  proof  is  simply  that '  defendant's  son 
bad  of  me  (plaintiff)  for  his  horses,  one  peck  of  j»rovender,  and 
some  hay,  also  dinner.'  The  justice,  therefore,  erred  in  allowing 
those  items  in  the  judgment  against  the  defendant.  What  is  the 
consequence  ?    Must  the  whole  judgment  be  reversed  because  a 
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mistake  is  made  as  to  this  small  item  ?  I  think  not.  The  prin- 
ciple decided  in  Staats  v.  H.  M.  B.,  23  How.,  463 ;  8:  C,  39  Barb., 
298,  will  allow  this  court  to  do  what  the  county  court  ought  to 
have  done,  affirm  the  judgment  as  to  the  contract  for  the  two 
mouths'  work,  and  reverse  it  as  to  this  separate  item.  This 
reverses  it  in  part  and  affirms  it  in  part.  We  do  not  assume  to 
weigh  evidence,  or  in  any  manner  to  decide  a  question  of  fact, 
but  whenever  a  separate  distinct  item  is  erroneously  allowed  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  there  being  a  total  failure  of  evidence  to 
sustain  it,  and  a  correct  judgment  is  given  for  other  matters,  it 
is  the  duty  of  a  county  court,  on  appeal,  to  affirm  the  judgment 
in  part,  and  to  reverse  it  in  part.  If  that  court  fail  in-^its  duty, 
this  court,  on  api>eal,  must  give  the  judgment  the  county  court 
ought  to  have  given.  The  power  to  give  such  judgmeut  is  as 
plainly  given  to  the  county  court  as  language  can  express.  After 
enacting  '  that  the  appellate  court  shall  give  judgmeut  according 
to  the  justice  of  the  case,'  it  is  further  declared,  that  '  in  giving 
judgment,  the  court  may  affirm  or  reverse  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  as  to  any  or  all  the  parties, 
and  for  errors  of  law  or  fact.'  Code,  ^  366 ;  Vol.  I,  31.  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  find  broader  language  as  to  this  power.  Its  justice  is 
equally  plain.  There  is  little  propriety  in  reversing  an  entire 
judgment,  because  a  small  item  is  allowed  without  any  legal 
proof.  It  is  plain  that  the  legislature  have  endeavored  to  confer 
this  power  upon  the  court.  The  courts  have  seemingly  inclined 
to  repudiate  it.  The  Code  is  broader,  in  some  respects,  than  the 
Eevised  Statutes,  in  its  purpose  to  have  the  appellate  court  ren- 
der the  judgment  that  the  court  below  ought  to  have  rendered. 
In  this  case,  I  think  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  should  be 
affirmed  in  all  thijigs  except  as  to  the  forty-two  cents  ;  that  as  to 
that  item,  it  should  be  reversed,  without  costs  to  either  party  on 
this  appeal." 

The  rule  thus  established,  as  to  reversing  judgments  in  part 
and  affirming  them  as  to  the  residue,  in  actions  arising  upon 
contracts,  is  equally  applicable  to  judgments  founded  upon  torts. 
In  Staats  v.  Hudson  B.  B.,  23  How.,  463 ;  8.  C,  39  Barb:,  298, 
the  action  was  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  unlawfully  killing  a 
bull  and  a  cow  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.  The  evidence  showed 
a  right  to  recover  for  killing  the  bull,  but  it  was  equally  clear 
that  there  was  no  right  of  recovery  as  to  the  cow.  The  plaintiff 
Recovered  a  judgment  for  $75  damages  before  the  justice,  which 
was  made  up  by  allowing  $50  for  the  cow,  and  $25  for  the  bull. 
The  county  court  reversed  the  entire  judgment  on  appeal,  when 
an  appeal  was  takeu  to  the  supreme  court,  which  reversed  the 
judgment  of  the  county  court,  and  also  reversed  the  justice's  judg- 
ment as  to  the  $50  allowed  for  the  cow,  and  affirmed  it  as  to  the 
$25  for  the  bull.  The  court  said,  by  Pbckham,  J. :  "  The  only 
remaining  question  is,  could  and  should  the  county  court  have 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  justice  as  to  the  damages  for  the 
<!ow,  and  affirmed  it  as  to  the  bull  ?    It  is  objected  by  the  defend- 
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ant  that  a  county  court  cannot  reverse  in  part  and  affirm  in  part 
a  justice's  judgment  for  entire  damages.  And  the  case  of  Kasson 
V.  Mills,  8  How.  Pr.,  377,  is  cited  to  that  effect.  The  case  sus- 
tains the  position  in  terms,  but  the  facts  were  wholly  unlike  the 
facts  here.  I  have  carefully  examined  all  the  cases  referred  to  in 
JKasson  V.  Mills,  and  am  of  opinion  that  the  county  court  had 
authority,  in  this  case,  to  revetse  the  judgment  in  part  and  affirm 
it  in  part,  and  should  have  exercised  it. 

The  Code,  re-enacting  the  Eevised  Statutes,  expressly  gives 
the  power  to  the  court.  It  is  not  confined  in  terms,  and  there  is 
no  reason  for  confining  it  to  a  mere  power  to  reverse  or  affirm  as 
to  costs,  and  not  reverse  or  affirm  as  to  damages.  Where  two 
or  three  independent  causes  of  action  are  prosecuted  in  a  justice's 
court,  and  the  judgment  is  right  as  to  one  and  erroneous  as 
to  the  others,  and  that  can  be  distinctly  and  plainly  seen  on 
appeal,  the  power  to  reverse  as  to  the  erroneous  and  affirm  as  to 
the  legal  part  of  the  judgment,  is  plain  and  practical,  and  in  my 
opinion  imperative,  with  a  view  "to  give  judgment  according  to 
the  justice  of  the  case,"  as  provided  for  in  tlie  Code;  After  a 
careful  examination,  I  have  been  unable  to  find  any  case  that 
conflicts  with  this  plain  power,  and  our  plain  duty  in  its  exercise. 
In  Kasson  v.  Mills,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive,  from  the  report  of 
the  case,  upon  what  ground  the  county  court  proceeded  in  revers- 
ing the  justice's  judgment  in  part  and  affirming  it  in  part.  In 
the  justice's  court  it  was  for  $100.  It  was  reversed  on  appeal, 
except  as  to  $3.36  ;  but  why  it  was  valid  for  that  sum  does  not 
in  any  way  appear ;  nor  what  that  amount  was  for  in  any  manner. 
It  may,  therefore,  well  be  that  this  court  was  right  on  the  facts 
as  they  appeared  in  that  case — a  single  indivisible  cause  of 
action — in  holding  that  the  county  court  committed  an  error  in 
reversing  the  judgment  in  part  and  affirming  it  in  part. 

Suppose  an  action  brought  upon  two  several  promissory  notes, 
to  one  of  which  the  defendant  proved  a  clear  legal  defense  of 
usury,  but  none  to  the  other,  and  the  court  gave  judgment  for 
both.  Would  there  be  any  difficulty  in  giving  judgment,  on 
appeal,  for  the  valid  note,  and  reversing  it  as  to  the  void  note  7 

Suppose  an  action  for  two  penalties  alleged  to  have  been 
incurred  on  different  days,  judgment  for  both,  and  illegal  as  to 
one,  on  appeal  the  judgment  would  be  affirmed  as  to  the  one, 
and  reversed  as  to  the  other.  This  last  case  has  been  expressly 
decided  in  Massachusetts  by  the  highest  court  in  that  state,  and 
I  find  nothing  in  this  state  in  conflict  with  it.  Commonwealth  v. 
D&rby,  13  Mass.,  433.  I  see  no  reason  or  principle  against 
the  doctrine  of  this  last  case,  the  opinion  of  which  was  delivered 
by  Oh.  J.  Paeker  ;  and  I  am  disposed  to  follow  it  and  the  statute 
of  this  state  re-enacted  in  the  Code,  which  allows  it.  I  see  no 
objection  to  obeying  the  statute  where,  as  here,  it  can  be  distinctly 
seen  for  what  the  judgment  was  given,  and  which  separate  alleged 
cause  of  action  is  illegal  or  erroneous.  In  this  case  it  clearly 
appears  from  the  proof  that  the  jury  allowed  $50  for  the  cow, 
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and  $25  for  the  bull.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is 
reversed,  and  that  of  thejustice  affirmed  as  to  $25  damages  and  the 
costs.  No  costs  allowed  on  this  appeal.  Judge  Hogeboom  said, 
"  I  concur  in  the  above  opinion  that  the  justice  should  have  ren- 
dered judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  $25  (instead  of  $75),  and  that 
the  county  court  should  have  reversed  it  as  to  the  $50,  and 
affirmed  it  as  to  $25,  instead  of  reversing  altogether,  and  that 
this  error  should  be  corrected."  And,  therefore,  the  judgment  of 
the  county  court  was  reversed,  and  that  of  the  justice  affirmed  as 
to  $25  and  costs. 

The  power  to  correct  an  erroneous  judgment  does  not  depend 
upon  the  question  whether  the  error  was  committed  by  a  jury  or 
by  the  justice. 

In  Fields  v.  MouJ,  15  Abb.,  6,  the  justice  by  a  clerical  error 
entered  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $10  too  much  in 
an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  personal  property.  On  an  appeal 
taken  by  the  defendant  to  the  county  court,  the  justice  certified 
in  his  return  that  he  included  $10  too  much  in  the  judgment  by 
mistake  in  footing  up  the  figures,  and  the  county  court  reversed 
the  judgment  as  to  the  $10,  and  affirmed  it  as  to  the  residue  with 
$5  costs  to  the  appellent.  This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the 
supreme  court  upon  an  appeal  taken  to  that  court.  In  this  last 
case  the  principal  authorities  upon  this  and  similar  questions,  are 
fully  and  ably,  reviewed  by  Hogeboom,  J.  A  few  extracts  will 
be  given  from  the  opinion  :■  "  The  county  court  corrected  the 
error,  and  the  sole  question  is  whether  it  had  the  power;  in 
other  words,  whether  as  to  entire  damages,  where  there  was  a 
clear  mistake,  and  where  there  was  only  one  plaintiff  and  one 
defendent,  the  county  court  could  reverse  in  part  and  affirm  in 
part.  But  for  some  adjudications,  I  should  ha\e  no  doubt  upon 
the  subject,  as  the  statute  seems  to  me  most  singularly  clear  and 
unambiguous.  It  is  as  follows:  '  In  giving  judgment,  the  court, 
(county  court)  may  affirm  or  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below,  in  wTiole  ox  in  part,  and  as  to  any  or  all  of  the  parties,  and 
for  errors  of  law  or  of  fact.'  "  Code,  '^  366.  The  power  would 
appear  to  be  here  expressly  conferred  in  distinct  terms,  both  as 
to  amount  and  as  to  parties,  *  *  *  "In  Kasson  v.  Mills,  8  How., 
377,  this  court  in  1852,  in  the  eighth  district,  came  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  under  the  former  decisions  the  county  court  was  incom- 
petent to  affirm  in  part  and  reverse  in  part,  a  judgment  of  a 
justice's  court  rendered  for  entire  damages.  They  held,  that 
under  the  Code  they  might  reverse  as  to  some  of  the  parties, 
and  affirm  as  to  the  others  ;  but  as  to  the  damages  or  recovery, 
the  former  decisions  must  be  upheld.  I  am  not  satisfied  with  the 
result  at  which  the  court  arrived  in  the  latter  particular,  and  do 
not  think  that  in  that  respect  the  case  ought  t6  be  followed. 
The  court  say:  'It  was  never  claimed,  under  this  or  similar 
provisions  (to  give  judgment  as  the  right  of  the  matter  may 
appear),  that  an  entire  judgment,  as  for  damages,  could  be 
reversed  in  part  and  affirmed  in  part.    If  there  was  no  evidence 
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to  support  the  judgment,  it  was  reversed;  if  there  was  evidence 
upon  both  sides,  a  mere  conflict  of  evidence,  the  judgment  was 
affirmed.'     But  suppose  as  to  a  portion  of  the  amount  of  damages 
it  was  perfectly  clear  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support 
the  judgment,  and  as  to  the  residue,  that  it  was  as  clear  that  the 
uncontradicted  evidence  supported  the  judgment  for  that  precise 
residue,  is  it  not,  upon  principle,  proper,  that  as  to  the  former, 
the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  as  to  the  latter,  affirmed, 
more  especially. when  it  appears  that  it  was  a  mere  mistake  or 
inadvertence  ?    And  as  to  the  question  of  power,  when  the.statute 
says  the  court  may  affirm  or  reverse  the  judgment  in  whole  or  in 
part,  and  as  to  any  or  all  the  parties,  is  it  not  limiting  the  plain 
language  of  the  act  to  say  that  the  court  shall  not  affirm  only  in 
part,  except  where  the  judgment  is  for  distinct  things,  as  for 
damages  and  costs  ?    If  by  entire  damages,  it  is  meant  that  the 
evidence  makes  it  impossible  to  dissect  the  damages  and  see  with 
clearness  how  much  is  erroneous,  and  how  much  well  founded,  I 
assent  to  the  correctness  of  the  former  adjudications,  as  applied 
to  the  Code  of  Procedure,  otherwise  not.    I  think  the  power  is 
conferred,  and  the  propriety  and  extent  of  its  exercise  must  be 
left  to  the  enlightened  judgment  of  the  court."   The  power  of 
all  appellate  courts  to  reverse  in  part  and  to  affirm  in  part,  is 
now  conclusively  settled  by  the  court  of  appeals.  Browndl  v. 
Winne,  29  How.,  193,  201.  S.  C,  2  TiflF.,  400. 

There  are  some  other  cases  whichdllustrate  the  practice  tinder 
the  Code.  In  Shannon  v.  Burr,  1  Hilt.,  39,  the  plaintiff  recovered 
a  judgment  for  $15  damages,  in  a  case  in  which  the  law  would 
not  give  more  than  nominal  damages,  and  on  an  appeal  the  New 
York  common  pleas  reversed  the  judgment  as  to  all  but  the  sum 
of  six  cents  damages,  and  affirmed  the  judgment  for  that  amount, 
without  costs  of  the  appeal  to  either  party. 

So,  in  an  action  for  a  fraud,  if  it  appears  that  the  judgment  is 
for  too  large  a  sum,  and  that  there  is  a  particular  amount  which 
ought  to  have  been  deducted  from  the  recovery,  the  appellate 
court  may  reverse  the  judgment  for  so  much  as  ought  to  have 
been  deducted,  and  affirm  it  as  to  the  residue.  Harris  v.  Bernard, 
4  E.  D.  Smith,  195.  This  case  is  stated  in  Vol.  1, 963,  964.  See, 
also,  Donolme  v.  Henry,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  162,  165. 

And  there  is  one  case  which  extends  the  rule  still  further  than 
any  of  the  cases  already  cited.  In  LaMotte  v.  Archer,  4  E.  D. 
Smith,  46,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiff 
for  $100  damages,  in  an  action  of  trover.  The'  evidence  ren- 
dered it  certain  that  this  judgment  was  considerably  larger  than 
the  law  would  allow  as  a  measure  of  damages  in  that  action. 
But  it  was  a  case  in  which  upon  the  findings  of  fact  in  the  court 
below,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  some  damages,  or  about  one- 
half  of  the  amount  recovered.  Upon  an  appeal  to  the  common 
pleas,  that  court  ordered  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  unless  the 
plaintiff  chose  to  accept  the  sum  of  $60^  in  which  case  the  judg- 
ment was  to  be  affirmed  for  that  amount,  and  reversed  as  to  the 
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residue.  The  court  said,  per  Woodruff,  J.:  "The  amount  of 
damages  given  ($100)  is  wholly  without  evidence  in  its  support, 
and  upon  this  ground  we  would  be  warranted  in  reversing  it. 
But  the  Code  requires  us  to  do  substantial  justice  between  the 
parties,  if  the  case  has  been  fully  investigated ;  and  my  conclu- 
sion is,  that  we  should  give  the  plaintiff  the  privilege  of  making 
a  reasonable  abatement  from  the  amount  of  the  judgment  and 
suffer  it  to  stand  for  the  residue. 

"Although  a  finding  for  $75  might,  perhaps,  be  sustained,  I 
am  not  satisfied  that  the  three  articles  have  not  depreciated  since 
they  were  purchased  ;  and  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  dis- 
closed by  the  evidence,  I  think  that  the  plaintiff  will  be  fully 
indemnified  by  a  recovery  of  $60  damages  and  her  costs  below. 

"  If  this  be  deemed  arbitrary  and  speculative,  let  it  be  answered 
that  the  court  do  not  require  the  plaintiff  to  make  such  abate- 
ment. No  injustice  is  done  to  her,  since  there  is  a  suflScieut 
ground  for  a  reversal.  She  maj'  elect  to  make  the  abatement  or 
not  at  her  pleasure.  *  *  »  The  order  should  be,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  elect  within  ten  days  to  reduce  the  damages  to  $60,  and 
her  costs  below,  and  file  written  statements  of  such  election  with 
the  clerk,  the  judgment  is  afiirmed  to  that  extent,  and  reversed 
as  to  the  residue,  without  costs  to  either  party  on  appeal ;  on 
default  of  such  election,  the  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs." 

This  case  may  seem,  at  first  sight,  to  go  quite  as  far  as  the  rule 
can  be  extended.  But  it  certainly  contbrma  to  the  spirit  of  the 
Code  by  attempting  to  do  justice  between  the  litigant  parties. 
And  since  it  leaves  the  successful  party  entirely  at  liberty  to 
accept  a  modified  judgment,  or  to  submit  to  a  reversal  in  a  case 
m  which  a  reversal  might  with  entire  propriety  be  ordered  upon 
points  of  law,  this  must  be  regarded  as  a  wise  and  a  just  exer- 
cise of  the  power  conferred  on  the  appellate  court. 

If  a  plaintiff  has  recovered  an  erroneous  judgment,  as  well  as  an 
unjust  one  as  to  its  amount,  he  is  favored  when  the  court  permits 
him  to  take  a  reasonable  and  just  judgment  without  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  of  the  appeal;  and  if  he  refuses  to  do  this,  he 
certainly  has  no  ground  for  complaint  when  the  court  enforces  the 
law  by  an  entire  reversal  of  the  judgment  at  his  expense.  This 
subject  has  been  pursued  at  some  length,  but  it  was  difficult  to 
say  less,  if  the  principal  authorities  were  to  be  presented  and  con- 
sidered; and  those  who  do  not  possess  the  reports  referred  to 
will  be  least  likely  to  complain. 

The  form  of  an  order  to  reduce  the  judgment,  and  of  the 
respondent's  consent  thereto,  will  be  sufficient  if  it  clearly  speci- 
fies what  is  ordered  and  what  is  accepted  by  the  respondent. 

Order  for  reversed  unless  respondent  consents  to  a  reduction  of 

judgment. 

[Title  of  cause  Ih  county  court.] 

At  «$/C.,  on  <fcc. 

(As  in  the  form,  ante,  853,  to  the  *,  but  omitting  what  is  said  as  to  the 
affidavits,  and  then  cootinile)  that  the  jttdgiaent  of  the  said  justice  be 
Watt  H— HI 
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reversed  with  the  costs  of  this  appeal,  unless  within  ten  days  after  the 
service  of  a  copy  of  this  order  upon  him  or  his  attorney,  the  respondent 
makes  and  files  with  the  clerk  of  this  court  a  written  consent  to  reduce 
said  judgment,  and  also  serves  a  copy  thereof  upon  the  appellant's  attorney 
within  the  same  time ;  and  such  consent  shall  be  to  the  eifect  that  the 
respondent  consents  to  reduce  the  recovery  for  damages  in  said  action  to 
the  sum  of  $100,  as  of  the  day  of  ,  1865  ;  and  if  the  judgment  be 
so  reduced  then  it  is  ordered  that  the  judgment  so  reduced  be  in  all 
things  afiirmed,  with  costs  to  the  appellant  (or  the  respondent). 

If  the  respondeut  elects  to  reduce  the  judgment  to  the  amount 
specified  ia  the  order,  he  ought  to  make  and  file  a  written  state- 
ment to  that  effect  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court,  and  also 
to  serve  a  copy  of  it  upon  the  appellant's  attorney  within  the 
time  allowed  for  that  purpose. 

Form  of  consent  to  reduce  judgment. 

[Title  of  cause  in  county  court.] 

In  pursuance  of  an  order  made  in  this  cause  on  the  day  of  ,  1865, 
I,  John  Doe,  the  respondent  and  plaintiff,  do  hereby  consent  that  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  in  this  action,  be  reduced  to  the  sum  of  $  1 00  damages, 
as  of  the       day  of  August,  1865.  JOHN  DOE, 

or  JOHN  M.  CARROLL, 

AW y  for  Respondent. 

The  form  of  a  judgment  in  such  a  case  will  be  given  in  a  sub- 
sequent place.    Fost, 

Beversal  as  to  any  or  all  flie  parties.]  The  power  to  reverse 
a  judgment  as  to  any  or  all  of  the  parties  is  as  clear  as  the  power 
to  reverse  a  judgment  in  whole  or  in  part.  Indeed,  there  never 
has  been  as  much  question  upon  the  right  to  reverse  as  to  any  or 
all  of  the  parties,  as  once  existed  in  relation  to  the  power  to 
reverse  a  judgment  in  part  and  afiirm  it  as  to  the  residue. 

In  actions  upon  contract,  if  the  plaintiff  proves  a  good  cause  of 
action  against  one  defendant,  while  no  proof  is  made  against  the 
other,  and  if  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  both  defendants,  it 
may  be  reversed  as  to  the  one  proved  liable,  and  reversed  as  to 
the  other.  Nixon  v.  Jenlcins,  1  Hilt.,  318.  So,  in  actions  for  a 
tort,  the  county  court  may  reverse  a  judgmentasto  one  defendant, 
and  afiirm  it  as  to  an  other,  where  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
are  such  as  to  authorize  such  a  judgment.  Giraud  v.  Stagg,  10 
How,  369  ;  8.  C,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  27.  This  case  is  an  elaborate  and 
able  exposition  of  the  subject  by  Woodruff,  J.  See  also  Alexander 
V.  Soyt,  7  Wend.,  89,  as  to  the  rule  before  the  Code.  The  case  of 
Farrell  v.  Calkins,  10  Barb.,  348,  is  opposed  to  the  cases  which 
have  just  been  cited  ;  but  the  case  is  overruled  by  the  current  of 
authority.  It  is  also  opposed  to  all  the  cases  cited  upon  the 
analogous  principle  of  a  reversal  in  part,  and  an  aflSrmance  in 
part.  Ante,  875.  And,  more  than  that,  it  is  opposed  to  the  plain 
language  of  the  Code,  which  declares  that  the  county  court  may 
reverse  a  judgment  as  to  any  or  all  of  the  parties.  Vol.  1, 31,  ^  366. 

That  a  reversal  as  to  one  defendant,  and  an  aflBrmance  as  to 
an  other,  would  come  precisely  within  the  meaning  as  well  as  the 
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letter  of  the  statute,  is  as  evident  as  anything  can  be  made.  It 
is  of  no  consequence  what  the  old  rule  was,  or  what  the  princi- 
ples of  the  common  law  declare;  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
statute  is  so  explicit  as  to  the  present  rule,  that  no  examination 
of  the  older  cases  would  be  of  the  least  service. 

Judgment  iy  default.']  A  practical  question  of  considerable 
importance  sometimes  arises  in  relation  to  the  power  of  the 
county  court  to  reverse  or  affirm  a  judgment  by  default.  In 
Whitney  v.  Bayard.,  2  Sandf.,  634,  it  was  held  that  on  au  appeal 
from  a  justice's  court,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  by  default, 
if  the  respondent  does  not  appear  to  argue  the  appeal  when  it  is 
moved  for  argument  by  the  appellant.  So,  where  an  appeal  has 
once  been  regularly  noticed  and  placed  upon  the  calendar,  it 
may  be  called  up  for  argument  at  a  subsequent  term  without 
farther  notice,  and  if  the  appellant  does  not  appear  it  will  be 
affirmed  by  default  on  motion  of  the  respondent.  Toivnsend  v. 
Keenan,  2  Hilt.,  544 ;  see  also,  Geraghty  v.  Malone,  1  Sandf.,  734. 
llfotwithstanding  these  decisions  there  are  some  considerations 
which  ought  to  weigh  with  a  court  in  determining  whether  a 
judgment  ought  to  be  reversed  or  affirmed  by  default,  when  the 
case  is  one  which  is  heard  and  decided  upon  the  facts  contained 
in  the  return. 

The  statute  does  not,  in  express  terms,  declare  whether  a 
default  may  be  taken  or  not;  but  it  is  evident  from  the  reading 
of  §  3(56,  Vol.  I,  31,  that  the  legislature  intended  that  the  cause 
should  be  decided  upon  an  actual  examination  of  the  case,  for  it 
provides  that  "upon  the  liearing  of  the  appeal,  the  appellate 
court  shall  give,  judgment  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case," 
&c.  A  judgment  by  default,  whether  it  be  an  affirmance  or  a 
reversal,  would  not  be  a  judgment  according  to  the  justice  of  the 
case,  but  a  judgment  entirely  ignoring  the  question  what  the 
justice  of  the  case  might  be.  Again,  it  is  not  like  a  case  in 
which  evidence  must  be  introduced  and  the  cause  retried ;  for 
in  such  a  case  the  court  could  not  participate  in  the  trial  in 
behalf  of  either  party.  And  where  a  new  trial  is  to  be  had,  it 
is  entirely  proper  to  dismiss  an  appeal  or  nonsuit  a  plaintiff  who 
does  not  appear,  or  to  permit  a  plaintiff  to  prove  his  case  if  the 
defendant  does  not  appear  to  try  the  cause. 

But  where  a  return  is  made  and  the  court  has  nothing  to  do 
but  to  examine  the  return  before  deciding  the  cause,  no  such' rea- 
son exists  to  prevent  a  full  examination  of  the  case  upon  the 
merits ;  and  in  such  a  case  the  court  can  easily  comply  with  the 
statute  by  rendering  a  judgment  according  to  the  justice  of  the 
case.  And  in  Bellony  v.  Alexander,  1  Sandf.,  734,  the  court 
refused  to  reverse  a  judgment  by  default.  It  is  true  that  this 
case  was  decided  under  the  Code  of  1848,  which  provided  for 
hearing  a  case  upon  the  affidavits  of  the  parties ;  but  in  that 
case  those  affidavits  took  the  place  of  a  return,  and  the  case 
was  heard  upqp  them  in  the  same  manner  as  upon  a  return 
made. 
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The  court  said :  "We  will  not  decide  the  point,  but  we  think  we 
are  not  at  liberty,  under  the  Code,  to  reverse  a  judgment  by- 
default,  without  looking  into  its  merits.  There  is  no  such  provi- 
sion in  terms,  and  the  310th  and  317th  sections  appear  to  con- 
template an  examination  as  well  as  a  hearing  of  the  appeal. 
When  the  respondent  alone  appears,  the  judgment  below  will  be 
affirmed,  as  a  matter  of  course." 

There  is  still  an  other  reason  why  a  county  court  should  examine 
a  case  upon  the  merits,  instead  of  reversing  it  by  default.  If  the 
county  court  reverses  the  judgment  by  default,  such  decision 
will  prevent  any  review  of  the  case  by  the  supreme  court  upon 
an  ajjpeal.  Dorr  v.  Blrge,  8  Barb.,  351 ;  *S'.  C,  5  How.,  323.  And 
where  it  is  clear  that  the  decision  of  the  county  court  cannot  be 
reviewed,  it  certainly  ought  to  be  rendered  upon  the  best  examina- 
tion and  deliberation  which  that  court  can  give  to  the  case. 

If  either  party  fails  to  appear  and  argue  the  cause,  and  he  has 
a  reasonable  excuse  for  his  default,  the  appellate  court  will 
always  relieve  a  party  from  a  default,  even  if  one  is  allowed  to 
be  taken.  The  practice  of  the  court  ought  always  to  be  liberal  in 
this  respect,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  opening  the  default ;  but  as  to 
the  terms  upon  which  this  shall  be  done,  much  will  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  It  has  been  held 
that  where  a  judgment  of  athrmanoe  has  been  regularly  taken 
by  default,  the  court  will  require  the  appellant,  on  a  motion  to 
open  the  default,  and,  before  hearing  his  excuse,  to  show  that  the 
case  has  merits  either  upon  the  law  or  the  facts  involved  in  it, 
which  will  be  ascertained  on  the  motion  from  a  mere  statement 
without  argument,  or  by  a  careful  inspection  of  the  return.  Tryon 
Y.  Jennings,  22  How.,  421 ;  S.  C,  12  Abb.,  33.  This  rule,  how- 
ever, was  adopted  on  account  of  the  press  of  business  in  the 
court  which  established  it ;  and  the  extent  to  which  a  county  court 
would  apply  it  would  be  to  see  that  the  appeal  had  no  pretense 
©f  merits.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  intricate  questions 
are  involved,  and  nothing  less  than  a  full  discussion,  ajid  a  care- 
ful examination  of  the  authorities,  can  clearly  determine  whether 
the  case  really  has  merits.  In  such  a  case  no  county  court  would 
assume  to  decide  whether  the  case  had  merits  or  not,  so  long  as 
a  doubtful  question  is  involved.  But  more  than  this,  where  an 
appeal  is  taken  in  good  faith,  and  the  default  was  accidental  and 
excusable,  the  appellate  court  ought  to  lean  to  the  liberal  side 
of  the  matter  and  grant  a  full  and  fair  hearing,  which  will  be 
satisfactory  to  all  reasonable  parties,  and  besides  it  will  comply 
with  that  injunction  of  the  Code  which  requires  that  the  county 
court  shall  render  judgment  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case. 

Where  a  party  moves  to  open  a  default  on  the  ground  o;f  irregu- 
larity, instead  of  asking  relief  for  canse  shown,  he  must  show 
that  the  practice  has  been  irregular.  When  a  cause  has  been 
once  properly  noticed  and  placed  upon  the  calendar  by  an  appel- 
lant, and  it  is  not  heard  at  the  first  term,  but  irregularly  called 
on  the  calender  at  a  subsequent  term  of  the  court,  it  will  be 
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regular  for  the  respondent  to  take  a  judgment  of  affliMnance  by 
default,  without  any  proof  that  he  noticed  the  cause  for  argu- 
ment. Towmend  v,  Keenan,  2  Hilt.,  544.  And  if  the  appellant 
moves,  in  such  a  case,  to  open  the  default,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  respondent  has  been  irregular  iu  his  practice,  the  motion  will 
be  denied,  with  costs.  Ih. 

Errors  not  stated  in  tlie  notice  of  appealJ]  There  are  some  cases 
which  decided  that  the  appellate  court  either  could  not  or  would 
not  hear  an  argument  upon  any  ground  of  error  not  stated  in 
the  notice  of  appeal.  See  ante,  779. 

But  the  balance  of  authority  is  decidedly  opposed  to  this  view 
of  the  question ;  and  whenever  a  plain  error  appears  upon  the 
face  of  the  return,  the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed,  whether 
it  is  particularly  specified  in  the  notice  of  appeal  or  not.  Ante,  781. 
As  the  courts  now  construe  the  statute,  it  is  a  legal  presumptiou  . 
that  the  justice  has  returned  all  the  evidence  and  proceedings  in 
the  court  below ;  and  since  this  is  the  rule,  the  notice  of  appeal 
ought  to  be  considered  as  of  little  more  importance  than  as  a 
mere  mode  of  bringing  upon  the  record  for  review  by  the  appel- 
late court.  This  is  the  rule  as  to  all  other  notices  of  appeal, 
and  under  the  construction  which  the  courts  have  given  to  the 
return,  substantial  justice  will  be  more  likely  to  be  done  iu  this 
manner  than  in  the  more  technical  one  of  limiting  the  argument 
to  the  points  specified  in  the  notice  of  appeal.  A  notice  of 
appeal  may  be  amended  on  motion,  if  the  court  sees  fit  to  grant 
an  order  to  that  elfect ;  and  the  motion  will  always  be  granted 
for  ihe  furtherance  of  justice.  Under  such  a  practice  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  see  how  a  court  could  consistently  refuse  to  hear  the 
whole  case  which  appears  by  the  return.  See  the  matter  more 
fully  discussed,  ante,  775  to  783. 

Review  of  discretionury  decisions.']  There  are  many  questions 
which  arise  in  the  course  of  an  action  which  appeal  exclusively 
to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  instead  of  depending  upon  fixed 
rules  of  law  for  their  determination.  This  is  true  of  every  court 
which  exercises  original  jurisdiction  in  the  trial  of  actions  upon 
the  merits,  and  upon  issues  of  fact.  And  where  a  decision  has 
been  made  upon  a  matter  which  is  thus  within  the  discretion  of 
the  court  deciding  it,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  such  decision  is 
not  reviewable  by  an  appellate  court.  The  reason  of  this  rule 
is  obvious,  since  the  moment  it  is  determined  that  a  decision 
must  be  made  in  accordance  with  some  particular  rule  of  law, 
aud  is  erroneous  if  not  so  made,  the  matter  immediately  ceases 
to  be  a  discretionary  one,  but  becomes  oue  governed  by  legal 
rules. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  a  purely  discretionary  decision 
may  be  nullified,  although  not  reviewed  as  a  matter  of  law. 
Suppose  a  justice  should  refuse  to  allow  a  party  to  appear  and 
answer,  and  that  a  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  defendant 
after  such  refusal.  It  has  been  seen  that  the  appellate  court  may 
relieve  the  defendant  from  the  effect  of  the  decision  by  opening 
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the  default  and  ordering  a  new  trial,  ante,  837.  Such  a  decision 
by  the  county  court  would  not,  in  strictness,  be  a  review  of  the 
justice's  discretionary  decision,  but  an  exercise  of  a  discretionary 
power  given  to  the  appellate  court  to  grant  relief  in  particular 
instances.  The  cases  in  which  a  justice  may  exercise  a  discre- 
tionary power  are  very  numerous,  and  many  of  them  have  been 
pointed  out  when  discussing  other  titles  of  this  work.  As  to  a 
justice's  discretion  in  permitting  or  refusing  to  allow  a  defendant 
to  appear  and  answer,  see  ante,  221,  222,  subs.  4  and  5.  As  to 
adjournments,  see  ante,  336.  As  to  leading  questions  put  to  a 
witness  on  examination,  see  ante,  504.  As  to  matters  of  practice 
on  the  trial,  see  ante,  637  to  640. 

There  are  some  cases  in  which  the  court  reversed  the  justice's 
judgment  on  the  ground  that  he  had  abused  the  discretion  con- 
ferred upon  him.  Rose  v.  Stuyvesant,  8  Johns.,  426,  stated  ante, 
336 ;  see  also  Seymour  v.  Bradfield,  35  Barb.,  49,  51. 

It  is  a  little  difficult  to  perceive  how  a  matter  can  be  purely 
discretionary,  and  still  hold  that  the  decision  is  reviewable  upon 
common  law  principles.  Suppose  that  a  decision  is  unjust,  and 
that  it  was  arbitrarily  made.  Such  matters  do  not  change  the 
nature  of  the  decision  from  a  discretionary  one  to  one  which  is 
controlled  by  legal  rules.  This  has  been  held  in  a  case'  in 
which  the  justice  refused  to  permit  a  defendant  to  appear  and 
defend  an  action.  Ante,  111.  And  whenever  it  is  deemed  proper 
to  reverse  a  justice's  judgment  for  the  reason  that  he  has  unjustly 
and  arbitrarily  exercised  his  authority,  the  safer  ground  to  rely 
upon  will  be  to  place  the  decision  upon  the  statute  which  author- 
izes a  reversal  of  a  judgment  whenever  the  justice  of  the  case 
requires  it.  Vol.  I,  31,  %  366.  This  section  confers  power  upon  the 
appellate  court  to  see  that  ample  justice  is  done  to  parties  who 
have  just  cause  of  complaint,  and  it  will  subserve  the  interests  of 
the  public  if  the  powers  it  confers  are  liberally  applied  and 
enforced. 

Reversal  upon  questions  of  fact.']  Before  proceeding  to  discuss 
this  subject,  it  may  be  proper  to  define  what  is  intended  by  the 
term  questions  of  fact.  This  may  be  done  both  negatively  and 
affirmatively.  And  first,  then,  it  does  not  include  those  cases  in 
which  the  county  court  may  reverse  a  judgment  for  errors  of 
fact  as  explained,  ante,  853.  Such  cases  are  founded  upon 
matters  entirely  outside  of  the  issues  joined  in  the  action.  By 
the  term  question  of  fact,  is  intended  any  case  in  which  an  issue 
of  fact  is  joined  in  the  court  below,  and  tried  and  decided  upon 
the  evidence,  either  by  the  justice  or  by  a  jury ;  or  any  other 
question  in  the  case  which  involves  a  matter  of  fact  that  is  to  be 
settled  by  evidence,  and  is  material  and  relevant  to  the  issues  of 
fact  joined  in  the  action ;  or  when  it  relates  to  any  question 
of  fact  which  is  to  be  settled  in  the  court  below,  upon  such  evi- 
dence as  may  be  admissible  upon  the  question  involved. 

In  most  of  the  cases  arising  in  ordinary  practice,  the  term 
question  of  fact  relates  to  the  decision  of  the  matters  involved 
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in  the  issues  joined  between  the  parties.  This  decision  is  founded 
upon  such  evidence  as  may  be  introducedt  by  the  respective  par- 
ties, and  the  questions  in  the  case  are  decided  by  the  justice  or 
by  a  jury,  as  the  case  may  happen  to  be. 

Where  the  questions  of  fact  have  been  tried  in  the  court  below, 
upon  the  evidence  there  introduced,  and  there  was  material  and 
relevant  evidence  given  upon  both  sides,  the  decision  of  the 
questions  of  fact  involved  will  be  regarded  as  final.  No  principle 
of  law  is  more  firmly  settled  than  this,  and  none  has  been  more 
frequently  and  invariably  enforced.  To  cite  the  numerous  cases 
decided  upon  this  point  would  be  a  mere  waste  of  labor,  time 
and  space.  The  reason  for  such  a  rule  is  obvious.  When  a  trial 
takes  place  upon  a  question  of  fact,  and  witnesses  are  sworn, 
the  justice  or  the  jury  who  see  the  witness  and  hear  the  language 
in  which  his  evidence  is  given,  and  they  see  the  manner  in  which 
he  testifies,  they  will  be  much  better  able  to  properly  estimate 
the  value  of  the  evidence  than  any  appellate  court  can  be  when 
they  know  nothing  of  the  case,  except  what  appears  upon  the 
written  or  printed  record. 

Again,  the  law  confides  the  decision  of  questions  of  fact  to  a 
justice  or  to  a  jury,  as  the  parties  may  elect,  and  when  such 
questions  of  fact  have  been  fully  heard  and  decided  upon  the 
evidence,  the  intention  of  the  law  was  to  hold  this  decision  con- 
clusive, so  far  as  it  is  considered  a  mere  question  of  fact.  If  the 
judgment  is  erroneous  because  of  improper  decisions  made  by 
the  court  during  the  trial,  or  for  any  other  cause  the  judgment 
is  illegal,  that  presents  a  different  question,  which  is  a  question 
of  law,  and  not  a  question  of  fact.  There  are  some  cases  in 
which  injustice  may  be  done  by  holding  the  decision  of  a  justice 
or  a  jury  conclusive  upon  a  question  of  fact ;  but  this  result  is 
inevitable,  for  no  means  can  be  devised  which  will  prevent  a 
liability  to  errors  of  judgment  so  long  as  justices  and  jurors 
remain  fallible. 

But  while  the  general  rule  is  clear  and  well  settled,  it  is 
import^ijfc  to  prevent  a  misapplication  of  it,  and  to  see  that  it  is 
npt  ex^iii^ed  to  cases  which  do  not  come  within  the  reason  of 
the  rule»,g,-  A  very  strong  illustration  may  serve  to  show  what 
is  here  intended.  Suppose  a  plaintiff"  to  call  twenty  witnesses 
to  prove  his  case,  and  they  each  of  them  testify  to  facts  which  are 
suflacient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  judgment;  and  further, 
suppose  that  the  defendant  does  not  call  more  than  one  witness 
whose  evidence  is  in  direct  conflict  with  those  of  the  plaintiff; 
that  no  attempt  is  made  to  impeach  any  of  the  witnesses,  and 
that  a  verdict  and  judgment  pass  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  is 
not  this  such  a  palpable  injustice  as  to  call  for  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  not  a  case  in  which  it  can 
tie  gaid  that" there  was  any  pretense  of  weighing  the  evidence? 

Courts  of  record  invariably  set  aside  such  verdicts  when  ren- 
dered in  those  courts;  and  would  it  not  be  most  remarkable  if 
they  would  refuse  to  do  the  same  thing  merely  because  the  case 
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was  tried  in  an  inferior  court?  From  the  manner  in  whioh 
causes  are  tried  in  tlie»  lower  courts,  there  is  certainly  quite  as 
much  liability  to  error  as  there  would. be  in  a  court  of  record 
which  is  presided  over  by  a  learned  and  experienced  judge. 

There  are  some  cases  which  have  been  tried  in  justices'  courts 
and  afterwards  affirmed  upon  error,  which  would  be  quite  differ- 
ently decided  were  the  same  cases  to  come  up  for  decision  now. 
Those  cases,  however,  are  not  numerous,  and  they  are  clearly 
opposed  to  the  established  practice  of  the  courts  at  the  present 
time.  The  cases  may  be  arranged  in  several  different  classes, 
for  convenience  of  citation  and  illustration. 

The  cases  in  which  an  appellate  court  will  interfere  and 
reverse  the  judgment  of  an  iuferior  court  upon  questions  of  fact 
are  the  following : 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  fails  to  prove  a  cause  of  action 
upon  a  consideration  of  the  entire  evidence  given.  This 
may  arise  from  the  fact  that  the  law  does  not  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  upon  all  the  facts  proved,  though  in  such  a 
case  the  error  would  be  one  of  law  ;  or  in  the  second  place,  in  a 
case  in  which  there  was  some  material  defect  in  the  proofs ; 

2.  Where  the  verdict  is  against  the  undisjjuted  or  overwhelming 
weight  of  evidence ; 

3.  Where  it  is  evident  that  the  verdict  is  the  result  of  preju- 
dice, partiality,  passion  or  fraud  ; 

4.  Where  the  court  or  jury  have  evidently  disregarded  unim- 
peached  and  controUing  evidence. 

These  principles  are  not  new  ones  introduced  by  the  Code,  but 
are  such  as  have  long  been  established  in  this  state.  And  they 
are  equally  applicable  whether  the  action  is  founded  upon  con- 
tract or  upon  tort. 

The  cases  which  will  first  be  noticed  are  those  which  show  that 
a  judgment  will  be  reversed  where  there  is  a  total  or  a  material 
defect  in  the  proofs. 

First.  The  following  cases  were  decided  under  the  old  practice 
which  prevailed  before  the  enactment  of  the  Code.  In-  Baldwin 
V.  Delevan,  2  Hill,  125,  the  action  was  for  a  fraudulent^^^srepre- 
sentation  on  an  exchange  of  horses  ;  but  the  evidence 'did  not 
show  any  representation  whatever  by  the  defendant,  except  what 
he  had  said  to  a  third  person,  a  short  time  before  the  exchange 
with  the  plaintiff;  this  proof  was  held  to  be  insuflScient  and  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  reversed.  In  Clark  v.  Deniire, 
3  Denio,  319,  320,  the  action  was  for  fraud  in  the  sale  of  a  span 
of  horses,  but  there  was  no  proof  of  a  scienter,  and  a  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  was  reversed.  In  F'almer  v.  Manning,  4  Denio, 
131,  a  jndgment  rendered  upon  a  promissory  note  Avas  reversed 
because  the  identity  of  the  note  was  not  proved,  where  the  note 
was  proved  by  the  admissions  of  the  defendant.  See  the  case 
stated,  ante,  384.  In  Tifft  v.  Tifft,  4  Denio,  175,  the  plaintiff 
recovered  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  acts  of  his 
infant  child  who  set  a  dog  upon  the  plaintiff's  hog  and  killed  it; 
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but  there  was  no  proof  that  the  defendant  authorized  the  act, 
and  the  judgment  was  reversed  ;  and  the  court  said :  "  In  actions 
before  justices  of  the  peace,  if  any  material  part  of  the  plaiiitili"'s 
case  is  wholly  unsupported  byevidence,  a  judgment  in  Lis  favor 
will  be  reversed  on  certiorari;"  and  this  is  so  whether  the  trial 
was  with  or  without  a  jury. 

In  Blanclmrd  v. Isaacs,  3  Barb. ,  388,  the  plaintiff  recovered  j udg- 
ment  against  the  defendant,  as  a  common  carrier,  for  the  value 
of  a  coat  which  had  been  lost,  but  there  was  no  proof  of  the 
delivery  of  the  coat  to  the  defendant,  or  that  the  person  to  whom 
it  was  delivered  was  an  agent  of  the  defendant  authorized  to  take 
charge  of  such  property,  and  the  judgment  was  reversed. 

In  Pryne  v.  Westfall,  3  Barb.,  496,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a 
judgment  as  a  constable  for  the  wrongful  taking  of  property 
which  he  had  previously  levied  upon.  He  had  not  taken  actual 
possession  of  the  property,  and  the  action  was  brought  fbr  the 
benefit  of  the  plaintiff  in  th&  execution.  There  was  no  proof  of 
any  judgment  upon  which  the  execution  was  issued,  though 
the  execution  was  proved,  but  this  was  held  insufficient  and  the 
judgment  was  reversed,  and  see  JJnderhill  v.  Beinor^  2  Hilt.,  319. 

The  cases  which  will  next  be  cited  are  such  as  have  been 
decided  since  the  enactment  of  the  Code,  and  they  rather  extend 
than  restrict  the  former  rule  in  this  respect.  After  the  Code  was 
enacted  there  were  some  parties  who  supposed  that  upon  a  judg- 
ment by  default  the  plaintiff  need  not  prove  his  case,  but  might 
take  judgment  by  default  without  evidence,  but  the  courts 
overruled  this  view  and  held  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  his 
case  in  the  nsual  manner.  Carter  v.  BalUtnore,  2  Sandf.,  222 ; 
Swift  V.  Falconer,  Id.,  640 ;  Alburtis  v.  McCready,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
39  ;  see  the  cases  cited,  ante,  690. 

Where  a  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  for  services  rendered,  he 
must  prove  that  the  defendant  employed  him  ;  and  if  he  obtains 
a  judgment  without  proving  this  faet,  it  will  be  reversed.  Howard 
V.  Brown,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  247. 

The  plaintiff  must  do  more  than  to  prove  such  facts  as  would 
warrant  a  conjecture  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover.  He  is  bound 
to  make  out  a  prima  facie  cause  of  action,  and  he  must  furnish 
some  criterion  by  which  a  right  of  recovery  for  some  amount 
can  be  fixed  without  danger  of  doing  injustice,  and  when  the 
plaintiff's  evidence  leaves  in  doubt  not  only  the  amount  which 
he  is  entitled  to  recover,  but  also  the  fact  whether  he  is  entitled 
to  recover  at  all,  a  judgment  in  his  favor  will  be  reversed.  Fox 
V.  Decher,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  150. 

In  an  action  by  the  holder  against  the  indorser  of  a  note,  the 
plaintiff  must  prove  such  facts  as  fix  the  liability  of  the  defend- 
ant; and  if  there  is  no  proof  of  presentment,  demand,  refusal  or 
Rotice  to  the  defendant,  or  a  waiver  of  them,  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  will  be  reversed.  Jones  v.  Pridham,  3  E.  D. 
Smith,  155 ;  Storp  v.  Harbutt,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  464 ;  see  also  Vol. 
I,  458,,  460,  &c.  The  same  principle  applies  when  the  holder 
Watt  11—112 


890  JUDGMENT  ON  APPEAL. 

of  a  bill  of  exchange  seeks  to  charge  the  drawer  thereof.  Van- 
trot  V.  McCuUoch,  2  Hilt.,  272. 

In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  resulting  from 
negligence,  the  plaintiff  must  establish  by  evidence  that  the 
injury  was  in  some  manner  done  by  the  defendants.    And  in  one 
case,  in  which  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against  the 
defendants,  for  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  done  to  his  wagon 
by  the  defendants'  stage,  the  court,  upon  reversing  the  judgment, 
said:  "Assuming  that  the  plaintiff  sufficiently  proved  that  his 
wagon  was  injured  by  the  carelessness  of  a  person  who  was 
driving  a  stage,  the  only  evidence  that  either  of  these  defendants 
was  responsible  was  that  of  the  plaintiff's  son,  who  testified 
that  two  gentlemen  called  upon  his  father  and  conversed  on  the 
subject,  and  one  of  them  answered  to  the  name  of  'Lent,'  and 
that  the  latter  wished  the  wagon  sent  to  his  place  to  be  repaired, 
and  both  were  satisfied  that  it  was  their  stage  by  which  the  injurj' 
was  caused.    This  by  no  means  idefitifies  the  defendants.    The 
witness  does  not  intimate  that  he  is  acquainted  with  the  defend- 
ants, or  either  of  them,  and  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  a 
defendant  cannot  legally  be  charged  with  liability  because  some 
person  who  assumes  to  answer  to  the  same  surname  is  shown 
to  have  admitted  his  liability."  Fanning  v.  Lent  &  Mulford, 
3  E.  D.  Smith,  206,  207. 

In  an  action  by  a  plaintiff  to  recover  the  value  of  his  dog,  which 
is  alleged  to  have  been  killed  by  the  defendant's  dog,  the  plaintiff 
must  prove  that  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  dog,  or  that 
he  harbored  him,  and  that  such  dog  was  the  aggressor  in  the 
particular  fight ;  and  if  he  recovers  a  judgment  without  such  proof, 
it  will  be  reversed.  Wiley  v.  Slater,  22  Barb.,  506,  see  case  and 
part  of  opinion  of  court.  Vol.  I,  852. 

The  principles  which  govern  an  appellate  court  as  to  reversing 
judgments  which  are  against  evidence,  are  clearly  and  forcibly 
stated  in  Bathhone  v.  Stanton,  6  Barb.,  141,  143,  144,  by  Geidley, 
J.,  whosaid :  "  Thereis  at  this  day  no  doubt,  and  there  never  should 
have  been  any,  that  the  verdict  of  a  jury  should  be  set  aside 
where  there  has  been  no  evidence  to  support  it.  *  *  *  The  true 
doctrine  is  this:  when  there  is  a  disputed  question  of  fact,  and 
evidence  has  been  given  on  ioth  sides  of  such  question,  the  courts 
will  not  disturb  the  finding  of  the  jury.  But  when,  upon  any 
one  question  which  is  decisive  against  either  party,  there  is  evi- 
dence on  one  side  of  such  question  and  none  on  the  other,  and 
the  verdict  has  been  given  for  the  party  who  has  given  no  evidence 
upon  the  point  in  question,  the  verdict  will  be  set  aside,  and  if  the 
county  court  does  not  reverse  a  judgment  founded  upon  such  a 
verdict,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  supreme  court  to  correct  the  error. 
In  this  case,  upon  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  there  was 
no  conflict  of  evidence.  It  is  true  that  the  lease  for  the  two 
first  years  was  void,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  in  writing ;  but  it 
was  fully  executed,  the  defendant  occupied  the  premises  and 
never  paid  the  rent  in  full,  and,  therefore,  for  that  balance,  what- 
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ever  it  might  be,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  So,  too, 
of  the  subsequent  years.  If  there  be  no  agreement  to  accept  the 
rent  in  any  other  way  than  in  cash,  the  rent  is  recoverable  in 
money  ;  but  if  there  was  any  evidence  authorizing  the  conclusion 
that  the  plaintiff  by  his  acquiescence,  and  that  of  his  agent,  in  the 
erection  of  the  barn,  of  different  dimensions  from  those  proposed 
by  the  plaintiff,  still  there  is  no  pretense  that  the  defendant 
erected  a  barn  of  sufficient  value  to  satisfy  the  rent.  The  verdict 
of  the  jury  was  therefore  without  evidence,  and  to  allow  it  to 
stand  would  sanction  an  act  of  gross  injustice.  The  judgment  of 
the  county  court  and  of  the  justice  must  be  reversed." 

In  an  action  which  claims  to  recover  money  for  services  ren- 
dered in  building  a  house,  and  for  furnishing  materials  therefor, 
and  where  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  work  was  per- 
formed under  a  written  sealed  contract  which  specifies  a  time  for 
the  completion  of  the  work,  and  that  payment  was  to  be  made 
on  the  completion  of  the  work,  the  plaintiff  must  show  a  per- 
formance on  his  part  before  he  is  entitled  to  recover ;  and  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  without  furnishing  such  proof,  will  be 
reversed.  Lynch  v.  McBeth,  7  How.,  113,  120,  121.  In  the  last 
case,  the  supreme  court  reversed  a  judgment  of  the  county  court, 
as  well  as  that  of  the  justice,  where  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  in 
such  a  case.  The  court  said :  "In  addition  to  the  above  errors, 
the  justice's  judgment  was  clearly  wrong  upon  the  merits,  and 
contrary  to  the  justice  of  the  case,  as  it  appeared  upon  the  trial. 
The  justice  certifies  that  his  return  contains  the  substance  of  the 
testimony  and  proceedings  had  before  him,  and  yet  it  does  not 
contain  any  legal  evidence  to  support  his  judgment.  The  defend- 
ant proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  under  a  covenant  to  do  the 
work  which  he  did  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  attempted  to 
show  that  this  covenant  was  varied  by  a  subsequent  parol  agree- 
ment. Besides  the  incompetency  of  parol  evidence  to  have  that 
effect,  the  plaintiff  did  not,  even  with  the  help  of  his  own  testi- 
mony, prove  any  parol  attempt  to  vary  the  sealed  contract. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  conversation  which  he  testified  to,  pur- 
porting to  release  him  from  any  of  the  obligations  of  his  covenant, 
or  to  impose  any  new  obligation  in  that  respect,  upon  the  defend- 
ant ;  the  most  that  the  plaintiff's  testimony  on  this  subject  tend- 
ed to  show,  was  a  parol  promise  of  the  defendant,  without  any 
consideration,  to  let  the  plaintiff  have  money  as  fast  as  he  wanted 
it  to  go  on  with  the  work,  not  as  payment  for  the  work,  nor  in  lieu 
of  the  payments  which  the  plaintiff  had  covenanted  to  receive 
when  the  work  was  done.  This  was  wholly  insufficient  to  produce 
the  effect  claimed  for  it  by  the  plaintiff,  and  given  to  it  by  the 
justice.  In  such  a  case  the  county  court  ought  to  have  reversed 
the  judgment  of  the  justice's  court,  and  erred  in  not  doing  so." 
The  same  principle  is  enforced  in  Jacois  v.  Eolff,  2  Hilt.,  133, 
which  is  stated  Vol.  I,  178. 
It  has  been  held  that  a  failure  to  prove  the  proper  measure  of 
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damages  would  be  a  ground  of  reversal,  in  an  action  for  a  breach 
of  warranty  on  the  sale  of  a  horse.  Fales  v.  McEeon,  2  Hilt.,  53, 
see  case  stated  Vol.  I,  679;  and  see  ante.,  533. 

Second.  A  brief  examination  will  now  be  made  of  the  cases 
which  hold  that  a  county  court  ought  to  reverse  a  judgment 
which  is  rendered  against  the  overwhelming  balance  of  evidence. 
There  is  scarcely  an  instance  in  which  a  county  court  can  exercise 
its  appellate  powers  with  greater  advantage  than  in  that  of  cor- 
recting judgments  which  have  been  given  in  violation  of  the 
rights  of  one  of  the  parties,  by  entirely  disregarding  the  whole 
scope,  balance  and  force  of  the  evidence  given  on  the  trial.  In 
courts  of  record  it  has  long  been  the  practice  to  grant  a  new  trial 
in  such  cases,  and  the  power  of  tbe  county  court  to  do  the  same 
thing  in  cases  arising  upon  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  court  is 
now  clearly  established,  and  daily  exercised.  This  rule  is  not  a 
new  one  introduced  by  the  Code,  but  was  well  settled  in  the 
former  practice. 

In  Bucldey  v.  Leonard,  4  Denio,  500,  the  action  was  for  dam- 
ages done  by  the  defendant's  dog.  On  the  trial,  which  was  by 
jury,  the  plaintiflF  proved  that  while  he  was  passing  through  a 
yard  used  in  common  by  the  defendant  and  a  family  which 
occupied  an  adjoining  house  as  tenants  of  the  defendant,  with  a 
view  to  call  at  such  adjoining  house,  the  dog  bit  him,  and  that 
on  account  of  it  he  became  somewhat  lame,  and  was  prevented 
from  laboring  for  a  few  days,  as  a  spinner  in  a  factory,  which 
was  his  employment.  The  plaintiff  also  proved  that  about  a  year 
before,  the  dog  had  bitten  an  other  person,  and  there  was  some 
evidence  that  the  dog  had  also  bitten  a  boy.  On  both  the  former 
occasions  the  defendant  had  been  informed  of  the  injuries; 
and  it  was  shown  that  for  the  most  part  he  had  kept  the  dog 
chained  up  in  the  daytime,  and  in  his  store  nights. 

The  defendant  offered  to  prove  that  the  dog  was  of  a  quiet 
and  peaceable  disposition.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  evidence, 
but  the  justice  admitted  it,  and  several  witnesses  testified  that 
they  were  acquainted  with  the  animal  and  considered  him  inoffen- 
sive. The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  upon  which 
the  justice  rendered  judgment,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  county 
court  on  appeal.  The  supreme  court  reversed  both  judgments; 
and  the  court  said: 

"  The  evidence  given  by  the  defendant  of  the  mild  character  of 
the  dog,  I  think  was  improperly  admitted.  It  was  immaterial. 
If  the  evidence  proved  that  the  dog  bit  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
defendant  was  the  owner,  and  knew  or  had  notice  that  the  dog 
had  been  accustomed  to  bite  others,  he  was  responsible  for  the 
injury,  however  high  the  character  of  the  dog  for  mildness  stood 
among  the  neighbors.  Such  evidence  was  well  calculated  to 
divert  the  jury  from  a  proper  consideration  of  the  real  point  in 
issue.  There  was  no  conflicting  evidence  upon  any  position 
which  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  maintain,  nor  was  there  any 
question  as  to  the  credibility  of  witnesses.    It  was  not,  therefore, 
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one  of  the  classes  of  cases  where  the  verdict  of  a  jury  precludes 
a  court  of  review  from  examining  the  facts.  The  evidence  of  the 
injury  to  the  plaintiff,  of  the  dog  having  previously  bitteu  others, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  it,  stands  uncontradicted ; 
and  these  facts  were  abundantly  sufficient  to  require  the  jury  to 
find  for  the  plaintiff.  I  think  this  is  a  case  where  the  verdict  and 
judgment  are  entirely  unsupported  by  the  evidence." 

This  case  is  but  one  of  numerous  cases  of  a  similar  character 
decided  before  the  Code ;  and  several  of  the  cases  already  cited 
were  the  same  in  principle.  And  since  the  Code  the  same  prac- 
tice is  firmly  settled  and  uniformly  enforced.  In  Eobertson  v. 
Ketchtini,  11  Barb.,  652,  an  exchange  of  horses  was  made  between 
the  plaintiff's  agent  and  the  defendant  upon  terms  which,  as  the 
defendant  knew,  the  plaintiff  had  himself  refused  to  adopt  as  the 
basis  of  an  exchange.  The  plaintiff  did  not  know  of  the  bargain 
until  after  it  was  made ;  nor  did  he  know  of  the  terms  of  it  and 
that  it  was  contrary  to  his  proposition,  until  after  the  death  of 
the  horse  received  in  exchange  had  put  it  out  of  his  power  to 
return  it.  He  repudiated  the  bargain  as  soon  as  he  knew  what  it 
was,  and  brought  an  action  of  trover  in  a  justice's  court  for  the 
value  of  his  horse.  The  case  was  tried  by  a  jury,  who  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  upon  which  judgment  was  rendered ; 
and  the  county  court,  upon  an  appeal,  affirmed  this  judgment. 
The  supreme  court  reversed  both  judgments,  and  the  court  said : 
"There  was  no  conflict  in  the  evidence,  on  the  fact  that  the  actual 
exchange  of  horses,  made  by  the  agent,  was  upon  a  consideration 
which  the  plaintiff  had  never  authorized,  and  that  this  was  known 
to  the  defendaat  at  the  time.  A  verdict  finding  to  the  contrary  is 
not  merely  a  verdict  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  but  is  a 
verdict  without  a  particle  of  evidence  to  support  it.  The  ground 
on  which  the  county  court  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  justice, 
was  that  there  was  evidence  of  a  subsequent  ratification  of  the 
bargain  by  the  plaintiff".  The  evidence  was  that  the  plaintiff 
asked  the  defendant  how  he  traded,  to  which  the  latter  replied, 
"pretty  much  as  tfoii  and  I  talked,  a  little  different,  and  if  you  are 
not  suited  with  the  trade  we  will  trade  back  this  evening."  Upon 
thif  the  parties  drank  together  and  parted.  This  answer  of  the 
defendant  was  untrue;  the  trade  was  made,  not  as  the  plaintiff" 
had  proposed,  but  as  the  defendant  had  offered,  and  which  offer 
the  plaintiff"  had  expressly  rejected.  If  the  defendant  had  truly 
disclosed  the  terms  of  the  bargain,  when  he  was  asked,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  silently  acquiesced,  it  would  have  presented  quite  a 
different  question.  No  doctrine  is  better  settled,  upon  principle 
and  authority,  than  this :  that  the  ratification  of  the  act  of  an 
agent  previously  unauthorized,  must,  in  order  to  bind  the  princi- 
pal, be  with  a  fidl  knowledge  of  all  the  material  facts.  If  the 
material  facts  be  either  suppressed  or  unknown,  the  ratification 
is  invalid,  because  founded  upon  mistake  or  fraud.  The  answer 
of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  inquiry  was  untrue,  and  was 
well  calculated,  and  doubtless  intended,  to  prevent  further  inquiry. 
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The  defendant  had  agreed  with  the  agent  to  conceal  from  the 
plaiatiflf  the  departure  from  his  instructions.  It  would  be  a 
reproach  to  the  law  to  uphold  such  a  fraud.  There  was  no  dispute 
about  the  facts  ;  the  jury  drew  an  erroneous  conclusion  from  the 
testimony.  They  must  have  held  that  subsequent  assent  to  the 
trade  was  a  ratification  of  the  bargain,  whether  the  plaintiff  knew 
of  its  terms  or  not.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  and  of 
the  justice  must  be  reversed." 

In  Fish  V.  Skut,  21  Barb.,  333,  the  action  was  trespass  for 
injuring  and  killing  sheep.  The  plaintiff  proved  facts  entitling 
him  to  recover,  but  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant,  and 
the  county  court  aflBrmed  the  judgment.  The  supreme  court 
reversed  both  judgments,  and  the  court  said  :  "  The  defendant's 
counsel  does  not  controvert  this  position,  but  he  insists  that  the 
question  was  purely  one  of  fact,  and  that  the  judgment  should 
therefore  not  be  disturbed.  It  was  a  question  of  fact,  but  there 
was  no  conflict  whatever  in  the  evidence.  The  facts  stated  by 
the  witness,  Thayer,  were  undisputed,  and  they  proved  a  cause 
of  action  entitling  the  plaintiff"  to  recover. 

It  is  said  in  the  brief  that  it  was  not  proved  that  the  sheep 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  They  were  in  the  plaintiffs  lot  and 
in  his  barn  yard.  Several  witnesses  went  and  saw  them,  and  no 
suggestions  were  made  upon  the  trial  that  they  were  not  the 
plaintiff's  sheep.  Possession  of  personal  property  is  2}rima  facie 
evidence  of  title.  The  jury  had  no  right  to  say  that  it  was  not 
proved  that  the  sheep  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  Again,  it  is  said 
that  there  was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  the  defendant's  own- 
ing the  dog.  The  witness  Thayer  saw  the  dog,  and  says  it  was 
Austin  Skut's  dog.  One  Edwin  Skut  was  a  witness:  he  stated 
that  the  defendant  lived  with  him ;  that  the  plaintiff  called  upon 
him  on  the  7th  day  of  February  (the  day  the  sheep  was  killed), 
and  said  to  him,  the  witness,  that  his  dog  had  been  killing  the 
plaintiffs  sheep.  The  witness  told  the  plaintiff  that  he  had 
killed  his  dog  two  years  before,  but  if  he  had  been  back  killing 
sheep  he  would  attend  to  it.  This  is  the  contradiction  relied  upon. 
The  plaintiff  probably  did  not  know  whether  Austin  or  Edwin 
owned  the  dog.  They  lived  together.  But  this  very  evidAce 
showed  that  it  was  not  Edwin  Skut's  dog,  and  instead  of  conflict- 
ing with  Thayer's  statement,  goes  rather  to  confirm  it.  Charles 
Skut  was  also  sworn,  but  neither  he  nor  Edwin  say  anything  about 
the  ownership  of  the  dog,  although  they  were  both  examined  as  to 
the  damages.  They  went  and  saw  the  dead  sheep,  and  those 
wounded.  It  is  not  a  case  of  conflict  of  evidence.  The  evidence 
was  clear  and  undisputed.  I  must  suppose  that  the  jury,  unfor- 
tunately for  the  defendant,  was  misled  upon  some  question  of  law." 

In  Marselis  v.  Seaman,  21  Barb.,  319,  324,  an  action  was 
brought  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty  for  taking  illegal  toll  upon 
a  plank  road.  The  proof  was  clear  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover,  provided  the  acts  done  rendered  the  defendant  liable 
to  a  penalty  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.    The  cause  was 
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tried  by  a  jury,  and  a  verdict  and  a  judgment  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  county  court,  but  both  judg- 
ments were  reversed  by  the  supreme*  court,  which  said,  by  Bogkes, 
J.:  "The  question  litigated  upon  before  the  justice  was  whether 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  pay  as  toll  two  or  three  cents  per  mile  for 
the  distance  between  gate  JTo.  2,  and  gate  No.  3.  If  only  two 
cents,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover;  if  three  cents,  too 
much  toll  was  not  demanded  or  taken.  This  question  depended 
on  the  fact  whether  the  vehicle  fell  within  the  description  of 
these  specified  in  the  statute  as  follows:  'For  every  vehicle  used 
chiefly  for  carrying  passengers,  drawn  hy  two  animals.''  The  proof 
shows  that  it  was  drawn  by  two  animals.  Was  the  vehicle 
'used  chiefly  for  carrying  passengers?'  It  is  described  as  a 
covered  sleigh ;  was  called  a  stage ;  would  carry  six  passengers 
inside  comfortably;  had  seats  for  passengers;  and,  as  the  wit- 
ness testified  who  had  the  vehicle  (or  one  similar  to  it)  built, 
it  was  constructed  for  carrying  passengers,  with  a  place  under 
the  driver's  seat  to  carry  the  mail,  and  it  was  used  chiefly  for 
carrying  passengers.  Unless  there  is  some  evidence  to  explain, 
mocUfy  or  contradict  this  proof,  it  would  be  an  intolerable  per- 
version of  the  force  and  effect  to  be  given  to  testimony,  to  say 
either  that  the  vehicle  was  not  then  in  fact '  used  chiefly  for 
carrying  passengers,'  or  that  it  was  not  such  as  are  usually  used 
for  that  purpose.  All  the  evidence  there  is  to  countervail  the 
conclusion  to  which  that  proof  shonld  lead  a  court  and  jury  is 
this:  that  the  plaintiff  carried  the  mail  in  the  vehicle,  which  mail 
ordinarily  consisted  of  one  bag,  and  could  be  carried  conveniently 
in  front.  This  in  no  way  weakens  or  changes  the  effect  fairly 
to  be  given  to  the  other  evidence.  If  it  were  possible  to  say  on 
this  proof,  that  the  vehicle  was  used  chiefly  to  carry  the  mail,  it 
would  be  preposterous  and  transcendentally  absurd  to  say,  on  all 
the  proof,  that  it  was  not  used  chiefly  for  carrying  passengers. 
There  is  no  conflict  of  proof  in  the  case.  The  facts  are  plain, 
and  admit  of  but  one  fair  conclusion ;  and  it  only  remains  now  for 
the  court  to  pronounce  the  judgment  which  the  justice  should 
have  rendered,  when  the  defendant  insisted  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  or  his  wife  demanded  or  received  more 
toll  then  he  was  allowed  by  law  to  collect.  The  verdict  of  the 
jury  is  irreconcilable  to  conscience,  and  must  have  been  rendered 
under  mistake,  improper  influence,  or  through  fraud." 

In  Watts  V.  Cleaveland,  3  B.  D.  Smith,  553,  an  action  was 
brought  by  a  constable  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  upon  which 
he  had  levied.  The  oflicer  proved  a  sufficient  levy,  which  was 
the  principal  point  in  the  case,  but  a  judgment  was  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  defendant.  This  judgment  was  reversed  on  an 
appeal. 

In  Goldsmith  v.  Obermi&r,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  121, 122,  the  plain- 
tiff claimed  to  recover  for  his  services  in  procuring  the  purchase 
of  a  horse.  The  plaintiff  proved  an  employment  by  the  defend- 
ant, or  at  least  a  full  and.  unequivocal  recognition  of  an  original 
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employment,  and  an  actual  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  by  the 
defendant,  and  procuring  him  to  render  further  services  ;  the 
actual  devotion  by  the  plaintiff  of  his  time,  labor  and  attention 
for  the  defendant's  benefit,  and  in  aid  of  the  purchase  of  his 
horse,  and  a  distinct  promise  by  the  defendant  that  he  would  pay 
him  well  for  the  services  which  he  admitted  the  plaintiff  had 
rendered.  The  court  below  rendered  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  which  was  reversed  upon  appeal,  when  the  court  said : 
*'  We  do  not  interfere  with  the  finding  in  the  court  below,  upon 
the  mere  ground  that,  upon  the  whole  evidence,  we  think  we 
should  have  come  to  a  contrary  conclusion.  But  where  the 
evidence,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  is,  in  our  judgment,  clearly 
entitled  to  recover,  is  uncontradicted  and  unimpeached,  we  are 
warranted  in  saying  that  a  finding,  in  total  disregard  of  the 
proof,  must  be  founded  in  some  erroneous  view  of  the  law  appli- 
cable to  the  case  made  out  by  the  plaintiff'." 

In  McCarty  v.  Ely,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  375,  376,  the  action  was  for 
the  recovery  of  rent,  due  upon  a  written  lease.  The  defendant 
claimed  to  deduct  a  specified  sum  on  account  of  alleged  misrep- 
resentations as  to  the  capacity  of  the  premises  for  the  business 
for  which  they  were  used.  There  was  nothing  in  the  lease  show- 
ing any  representations,  nor  did  the  proofs  establish  any  false 
representations.  The  jury  found  for  the  defendant,  but  the 
judgment  thereon  was  reversed,  and  the  court  said :  "  The  jury 
must,  I  think,  have  acted  under  some  misapprehension  or  mis- 
take, as  their  verdict  is,  in  my  judgment,  not  only  against  the 
weight  of  the  evidence,  but  is  without  evidence  to  support  it. 
The  judgment  should,  therefore,  be  reversed." 

In  Lambert  v.  Seely,  2  Hilt.,  429,  the  plaintiff  recovered  for 
goods  sold.  The  evidence  showed  that  the  bill  of  goods  claimed 
to  have  been  sold  was  receipted  by  a  clerk  of  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  authorized  to  do  such  acts ;  and  there  was  no  explanation 
of  the  receipt.  Besides  this,  there  was  no  proof  that  the  goods 
were  ever  actually  delivered  to  the  defendant ;  and  there  was 
evidence  that  the  goods  were  sold  to  a  third  person,  who  had 
given  credit  for  the  amount  upon  a  note  held  by  him  a^iflst  the 
plaiutiff.  The  plaiutiif  had  a  judgment,  which  was  reversed,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  not  only  unsupported  by  evidence,  but 
was  directly  contrary  to  it. 

In  Neary  v.  Bostivick,  2  Hilt,  514,  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be 
a  tenant  of  the  defendant,  and  sought  to  recover  damages  for  a 
breach  of  the  covenants  contained  in  the  lease.  The  drfense  was, 
an  accord  and  satisfaction.  The  justice  rendered  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $150  damages,  which  was  reversed  upon 
an  appeal.  The  court  states  the  facts  of  the  case  thus :  "  When 
the  troubles  and  injuries  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff  would 
seem  to  have  reached  their  highest  point,  and  in  the  month  of 
July,  the  defendant  called  on  him,  and  he  demanded  damages 
for  his  injuries  at  that  time,  stating  what  they  were  and  in  what 
they  consisted.    He  then  agreed  to  tafee  .$20  for  his  demands, 
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and  the  defendant  paid  it ;  the  plaintiff  saying  that  he  took  it  to 
save  trouble.  Upon  this  point  the  plaintiff  further  testified  that 
he  accepted  this  $20  as  a  compromise  only,  for  his  loss  of  rent 
of  the  addition  to  that  time ;  but  the  subsequent  testimony  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  which  the  plaintiff  did  not  deny, 
was  that  the  defendant  declined  to  pay  anything  whatever, 
claiming  that  the  agreement  permitted  what  was  done,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  no  right  under  it  to  the  addition  or  extension. 
The  plaintiff  threatened  a  law  suit,  and  was  told  to  sue  away ; 
and  the  defendant  arose  to  go.  The  plaintiff  then  said  he  would 
take  $20  and  settle  it,  and  the  defendant  paid  it  to  prevent  a 
law  suit.  The  plaintiff"  had  previously  stated  all  he  complained 
of,  and  which  was  of  the  hole  in  the  cellar,  the  timbers  under 
the  building,  and  the  addition.  On  receiving  the  $20  he  pledged 
his  honor  that  all  his  claim  was  settled,  and  he  would  not  sue. 
The  outline  of  the  case  here  given  is  from  the  plaintiff's 
evidence,  except  as  to  the  defense  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  and 
that  is  taken  from  the  whole  case.  Upon  such  testimony  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  discover  upon  what  ground  the  justice  arrived  at  his 
conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  damages  he 
awarded.  *  *  *  The  clear  weight  of  the  evidence  on  this  point 
being  as  I  have  stated,  I  do  not  understand  why  it  was  ignored 
by  the  justice.  The  parties  were  shown  to  havfi  met  respecting 
the  subject  matter  and  injuries  complained  of  in  this  action. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  defendant  disputed  the  claim 
in  good  faith,  and  after  the  parties  had  considered  the  matter 
in  dispute,  the  defendant  paid,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  $20, 
saying  that  all  his  claim  was  then  settled.  In  no  view  that  I  have 
been  able  to  take  of  this  case  can  the  judgment  of  the  justice  be 
sustained."  See  Vol.  I,  1040,  1041. 

Payment  in  forged  bank  bills  is  a  nullity.  Vol.  I,  411.  In 
Baker  v.  Bonesteel,  2  Hilt.,  397,  the  action  was  for  the  recovery 
of  goods  sold  to  the  defendant,  who  interposed  the  defense  of 
payment.  The  plaintiff  proved  that  one  of  the  bills  so  paid  was 
a  counterfeit,  and  he  also  proved  that  this  bill  was  paid  by  the 
defendant.  The  defendant  was  sworn  in  his  own  behalf,  and  tes- 
tified that  he  had  no  recollection  of  paying  for  the  goods  with 
this  bill.  The  justice  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant,  and  the 
plaintiff  appealed.  The  court,  upon  reversing  the  j  udgment,  said : 
"The  witness  Brant  testified  that  he  gave  the  identical  bills 
received  by  him  from  the  defendant  to  Marin,  the  clerk  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  Marin  testified  that  the  bill  in  question  was  one 
of  those  he  so  received  from  Brant.  This  testimony  was  uncon- 
tradicted, and  there  were  no  circumstances  shown  which  warranted 
the  justice  in  disregarding  it.  The  evidence  of  Bliss  left  no  doubt 
as  to  the  bill  being  spurious  and  of  no  value.  It  should  not, 
therefore,  operate  as  a  payment  for  the  coal  shown  to  have  been 
sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant.  The  finding  of  the  justice 
was  clearly  against  the  evidence.    Judgment  reversed." 

Where  the  plaintiff  swears  to  a  state  of  facts,  and  the  defend- 
WaitII— 113 
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ant  swears  to  a  directly  contrary  state  of  facts,  and  the  defendant 
also  introduces  in  evidence  a  letter  which  was  written  by  the 
plaintiff  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  such  letter 
flatly  contradicts  what  he  swears  to  on  the  trial,  the  jury  are 
bound  to  disregard  his  oath  and  to  find  in  favor  of  the  defendant, 
and  if  they  find  for  the  plaintiff,  the  appellate  court  will  set 
aside  the  verdict  and  judgment.  Boyd  v.  Colt,  20  How.,  384. 

The  right  of  a  party  to  abate  a  nuisance  has  been  already 
explained.  Vol.  I,  753,  754. 

In  Northrop  v.  Burrows,  10  Abb.,  365,  the  action  was  brought 
against  the  defendant  as  a  director  of  a  plank  road  company,  for 
an  alleged  injury  by  removing  some  of  the  plaintiff's  wood  from 
the  limits  of  the  plank  road.  It  appeared  that  the  defendant 
removed  some  of  the  wood  out  of  the  road,  down  a  bank,  and  that 
some  of  it  fell  into  the  Delaware  river ;  that  he  was  a  director 
of  the  company,  and  that  it  was  his  duty,  so  far  as  the  road  was 
concerned,  to  remove  obstructions  from  the  road ;  that  he  was 
also  overseer  of  the  highways  in  the  district  where  the  wood  lay. 
It  also  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  directed  by  the  president 
and  secretary  of  the  company,  to  remove  the  wood  in  question 
from  the  road ;  that  the  wood  lay  in  the  road  a  week  or  two,  and 
complaint  was  made  to  the  officers  of  the  road,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  then  infijrmed  that  he  must  take  it  away,  which  he  did  not 
do,  and  that  about  ten  days  afterwards  the  defendant  removed  it  ; 
that  the  road  where  the  wood  lay  was  on  a  side  hill  by  the  Dela- 
ware river,  and  some  fifty  or  sixty  feet  above  it ;  that  the  wood 
lay  on  the  upper  side  of  the-  road  ;  that  some  of  the  witnesses 
thought  two  teams  could  pass  by  it  safely  on  the  road,  but  most 
of  them  were  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  unsafe  for  teams  to 
attempt  to  pass  each  other  by  the  wood.  It  was  also  shown  that 
horses  were  afraid  of  it,  and  often  shied  when  they  passed  it ; 
that  no  reason  was  shown  why  the  plaintiff  left  the  wood  in  the 
road  where  it  lay  ;  that  the  bank  was  high  and  steep  on  the  upper 
side  of  the  road  above  the  wood,  and  that  the  defendant  put  the 
wood  out  of  the  road  in  the  only  place  he  could,  without  great 
inconvenience,  unless  he  had  drawn  it  up  or  down  the  road  some 
sixty  or  seventy  rods.  On  this  evidence,  the  justice  rendered  a 
judgment  against  the  defendent,  and  the  county  court  afiSrmed 
it.  Thesupremecourtreversedboth  judgments,  and  said:  "The 
defendant  was  not  bound  to  handle  the  wood  in  question  with 
that  care,  or  deposit  it  in  such  a  place  as  he  would  household 
furniture.  The  plaintiff  did  not  regard  the  wood  as  of  suflicieut 
value  to  remove  it  himself,  although  he  had  notice  to  do  so ;  and 
it  would  be  unjust  to  hold  that  the  defendant  should  have  carried 
itsixty  or  seventy  rods  in  order  to  save  it  for  him.  ^  *  *  Applying 
this  law  to  the  evidence  in  this  case,  the  conclusion  is  unavoidable, 
that  the  defendant  was  not  guilty  of  unnecessarily  or  wantonly 
destroying  the  plaintiff's  wood.  It  follows  that  the  judgment  of 
the  county  court  and  that  of  the  justice  should  be  reversed,  with 
costs." 
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Third.  In  some  cases  it  is  evident  that  the  verdict  or  decision 
in  the  court  below  must  have  been  the  result  of  prejudice,  par- 
tiality or  passion,  and  in  those  cases  the  appellate  courts  correct 
the  error  by  reversing  the  judgment. 

In  Pearson  v.  Fiske,  2  Hilt.,  147,  the  rule  was  stated  thus : 
•'An  appellate  court  will  not  assume  the  office  of  a  jury,  or  of  a 
referee,  and  weigh  the  testimony  with  the  view  of  ascertaining 
on  which  side  the  weight  of  the  probability  lies.  They  will 
reverse  for  the  want  of  evidence;  or,  where  the  finding  is  against 
evidence,  in  respect  to  which  there  is  no  contradiction  nor  con- 
flict, and  in  extreme  cases,  though  there  may  be  some  conflict  or 
contradiction  in  the  testimony,  they  will  set  aside  the  verdict, 
finding  or  report,  if,  after  full  and  careful  deliberation,  they  are 
convinced  that  it  must  have  been  induced  by  partiality,  prejudice, 
or  corruption,  or  was  the  result  of  an  obvious  and  palpable  mis- 
take." See  also  Marselis  v.  Seaman,  21  Barb.,  324,  end  of 
opinion. 

In  Westbrook  v.  Douglass,  21  Barb.,  602,  604,  the  action  was 
against  a  constable  for  not  returning  an  execution.  The  plaintiff 
proved  facts  which  entitled  him  to  recover,  but  the  jury  rendered 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  the  justice  rendered  a 
judgment  thereon,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  county  court.  The 
supreme  court  reversed  the  judgments;  and  the  court  said,  by 
Hakeis,  J.:  "The  jury,  moved  by  their  sympathy  for  an  officer 
who  had  unfortunately  lost  an  execution  which  he  was  unable  to 
collect,  as  it  would  seem  from  the  evidence  in  the  case,  found  a 
verdict  entirely  against  the  evidence.  The  justice,  of  course,  had 
no  alternative  but  to  render  a  judgment  in  accordance  with  the 
verdict.  The  county  court,  willing,  perhaps,  to  find  a  reason  for 
upholding  such  a  judgment,  has  relied  upon  the  general  and  well 
settled  doctrine  that  in  such  a  proceeding,  jurisdiction  will  never 
be  presumed,  but  must  be  proved.  Upon  the  groimds  already 
s:tated,  I  think  it  must  be  inferred  that  such  jurisdiction  was  in 
fact  proved.  If  so,  the  judgment  was  contrary  to  law  and  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  and  should  be  reversed." 

Fourth.  There  is  still  another  class  of  cases  in  which  appellate 
courts  feel  bound  to  reverse  judgments  which  have  been  founded 
upon  a  total  disregard  of  unimpeached  evidence.  And  many  of 
the  cases  which  have  been  already  noticed  under  other  preceding 
heads,  were  also  erroneous  because  the  courts  below  had  entirely 
disregarded  evidence  which  stood  fair  and  conclusive  before  the 
court.  An  early  case  in  this  state  explains  and  enforces  this  rule 
in  a  most  satisfactory  manner.  In  Newton  v.  Pope,  1  Cow.,  109, 
the  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  damages  for  negligence  in  the  use 
of  his  horses  by  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  had  a  judgment, 
which  the  supreme  court  reversed,  and  thus  expressed  its  views : 
"  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  unless  the  horse  was 
injured  through  unskillfulness,  negligence,  or  willful  miscon- 
duct of  the  defendant ;  and  it  is  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  the  negligence  or  unskillfulness  charged.    The  defend- 
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ant  stands  at  least  npon  as  favorable  a  footing  as  a  bailee  for 
hire ;  and  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  rule  in  such  a  case.  There  is 
no  evidence  of  negligence  or  unskillfulness  in  this  case,  even 
excluding  the  testimony  of  the  defendant's  witnesses ;  and  admit- 
ting this  testimony,  the  evidence  of  ordinary  care  and  skill  is  con- 
clusive. The  justice  had  no  right,  entirely,  and  arbitrarily,  to 
disregard  the  testimony  of  two  unimpeached  witnesses  on  the 
ground  '  that  he  was  satisfied  that  they  were  biased  in  favor  of  the 
defendant.'  There  was  no  attempt  to  impeach  their  characters. 
The  facts  sworn  to  by  them  were  not  contradicted  by  any  other 
witnesses  either  directly  or  indirectly ;  nor  was  there  any  intrin- 
sic improbability  in  the  narration  given  by  them.  It  is  difficult 
to  establish  a  rule  which  shall  regulate  and  limit  the  discretion 
of  a  court  or  jiiry,  in  the  degree  of  credit  to  be  given  to  the  tes- 
timony of  different  witnesses.  Much  must  depend  upon  the 
particular  circumstances  of  each  case.  But  there  is  no  difficulty 
in  saying  that  where  (as  in  this  case)  the  witness  is  unimpeached, 
the  facts  sworn  to  by  him,  uncontradicted  either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly by  other  witnesses,  and  there  is  no  intrinsic  improbability 
in  the  relation  given  by  him,  neither  a  court  nor  jury  can,  in  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  disregard  his  testimony.  It  is  no 
less  the  duty  of  a  court  than  of  a  jury  to  decide  according  to 
evidence.  But  it  is  mockery  to  talk  of  evidence,  if  it  is  dis- 
cretionary with  the  tribunal  to  which  it  is  addressed,  to  disregard 
it,  upon  vague  suggestion,  unsupported  by  proof  of  the  bias  of 
the  witness." 

This  case  was  cited  with  approbation  in  Dolsen  v.  Arnold,  10 
How.,  528,  532,  where  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  of  even  a 
single  witness  could  not  be  arbitrarily  disregarded  where  his  tes- 
timony stands  fair,  and  is  uncontradicted,  and  there  is  no  reason 
shown  for  disregarding  it,  and  a  verdict  in  violation  of  the  rule 
was  set  aside. 

In  Jacks  v.  Darrin,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  559,  the  court,  upon 
reversing  a  justice's  judgment,  said :  "  No  reasons  are  given  by 
the  justice  for  his  judgment,  but  it  would  seem  from  the  state- 
ment made  by  him^that  he  discredited  the  plaintiff's  witnesses. 
The  evidence  of  these  witnesses  was  direct,  unequivocal  and 
consistent,  and  when  such  is  the  fact,  and  the  witnesses  stand 
before  the  court  unimpeached  and  uncontradicted,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  court  or  of  a  jury  to  believe  them,  and  when  the  finding  of 
a  justice  or  of  a  jury  is  in  conflict  with  what  is  expressly  sworn 
to,  under  such  circumstances,  it  will  be  set  aside  as  against 
evidence." 

In  Bress&r  v.  Tan  Pelt,  1  Hilt.,  316,  the  action  was  for  the 
recovery  of  an  account.  The  defense  was  the  statute  of  limita^ 
tions,  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  debt  had  been  renewed 
by  a  part  payment.  The  assignor  of  the  plaintiff  testified  that 
he  believed  that  the  defendant  had  paid  $5  within  six  years,  but 
of  this  he  was  not  certain;  that  he  was  positive  $5  had  been 
paid,  but  would  not  swear  positively  that  the  payment  was  within 
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the  last  six  years.  The  defendant  swore  that  he  did  not,  within 
six  years,  pay  $5  to  the  assignor  of  the  bill  in  suit.  The  justice 
rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  which  was  reversed 
on  appeal,  and  the  court  said :  "  The  finding  of  the  justice, 
therefore,  was  clearly  against  evidence.  The  assignor  merely 
swore  to  his'  belief  or  impression.  He  did  not  strengthen  it  by 
any  circumstance  that  could  guide  the  justice,  except  that  it  was 
about  the  time  when  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  dissolved 
partnership,  without  stating  when  they  dissolved.  It  was  not  a 
conflict  of  testimony  upon  which  the  finding  of  the  justice  would 
be  conclusive,  but  of  imperfect  recollection  on  one  side,  and  of 
positive  recollection  on  the  other.  In  such  a  case  there  can  be 
no  weighing  of  testimony.  The  belief  of  a  party  to  an  act,  who 
cannot  swear  that  it  occurred  within  the  six  years  preceding  the 
time  that  he  is  examined,  who  cannot  fix  it  or  swear  positively 
that  it  took  place  at  least  within  that  range  of  time,  amounts  to 
nothing  when  there  is  positive  evidence  that  it  did  not  occur  within 
that  period.  Presumptively,  the  claim  was  barred  by  the  statute, 
and  it  was  for  the  plaintiff  to  remove  that  presumption,  by  showing 
that  the  defendant  had  made  a  payment  upon  it  within  six  years 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  which  he  did  not  do.  The 
defendant  having  sworn  positively  that  it  was  not  made  within 
that  time,  and  the  plaintiff  offering  nothing  but  the  uncertain 
impression  of  the  assignor  against  the  positive  statement  of  the 
defendant,  upon  such  evidence  there  could  be  no  alternative  but 
to  find  for  the  defendant." 

Wher^  a  cause  of  action  is  made  out  solely  by  admissions,  the 
whole  admission  must  be  taken  together,  and  a  refusal  to  do  so 
will  be  sufficient  ground  for  reversing  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff.  Perego  v.  Purdy,  1  Hilt.,  269;  and  see  ante,  381, 
382,  383.  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  verdict  in  favor  of  a  plain- 
tiff is  final  upon  a  question  of  fact  in  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff 
swears  one  way,  and  the  defendants  the  opposite  way.  Justison 
V.  Crawford,  25  How.,  465. 

If  a  plaintiff  proves  a  jyrima  facie  case,  and  the  defendant  does 
not  introduce  any  evidence,  it  will  be  error  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff, 
and  an  appeal  will  lie  to  correct  it.  Bdbcock  v.  Raymond,  2  Hilt., 
62.  So,  where  the  uncontradicted  evidence  of-  the  plaintiff 
entitles  him  to  a  verdict  for  substantial  damages,  and  the  jury 
disregard  the  evidence  and  find  a  verdict  for  a  mere  nominal  sum  of 
six  cents,  the  verdict  will  be  set  aside.  RobUns  \.  Hudson  River  R. 
R.,  7  Bosw.,  1 ;  Collins  v.  Albany  &  Schenectady  R.  R.,  12  Barb.,  492. 

In  relation  to  all  of  these  cases  in  which  the  finding  is  without 
any  evidence,  or  where  it  is  clearly  against  the  overwhelming 
force  of  the  evidence  given,  the  appellate  court  will  presume  that 
the  result  is  produced  by  some  erroneous  view  of  the  law  appli- 
cable to  such  a  case. 

This  presumption  is  more  natural  than  that  which  presupposes 
corruption,  or  a  willful  violation  of  official  duty  and  of  the  juror's, 
oath. 
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That  a  jury  may  err  in  their  application  of  the  law  to  estab- 
lished facts,  is  a  matter  of  frequent  occurrence,  while  a  criminal 
disregard  of  duty  or  of  the  obligations  of  an  oath  are  compara- 
tively rare,  and  therefore,  the  courts  will  incline  to  the  view  that 
the  jury  erred  in  their  application  of  the  law  to  that  particular  case. 
The  numerous  cases  which  have  been  cited  are  ample  illustrations 
of  the  application  of  this  presumption  by  the  courts,  as  well  as' 
conclusive  evidence  that  the  courts  will  reverse  judgments  founded 
upon  any  such  erroneous  view  of  the  entire  case.  See  Fish  v. 
shut,  21  Barb.,  333,  335,  end  of  opinion  ;  and  Goldsmith  v.  Ober- 
mier,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  122  ;  Fettritch  v.  Dichenson,  22  How.,  249  ; 
Lansing  v.  Stone,  37  Barb.,  15,  22 ;  Marston  v.  Vultee,  8  Bosw., 
129.    As  to  what  are  questions  of  fact,  see  ante,  627  to  630. 

Reversal  upon  questions  of  law.']  The  cases  in  which  relief  is 
sought  from  judgments  rendered  by  default,  or  against  evidence, 
or  for  errors  in  fact,  having  been  sufficiently  noticed  already, 
it  will  now  be  proper  to  notice  those  cases  in  which  a  reversal  is 
sought  on  account  of  some  legal  error  committed  by  the  court 
below.  The  principal  part  of  the  appeals  which  are  brought  are 
founded  upon  some  alleged  error  in  the  proceedings  in  the  lower 
court.  Such  errors  may  occur  in  any  stage  of  the  preceediugs, 
from  the  commencement  of  an  action  until  its  final  termination 
in  a  judgment.  To  enumerate  all  the  instances  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  an  error  had  been  committed,  would  be  to  cite 
all  the  cases  upon  the  subject,  which  is  not  the  object  of  this 
article.  It  will  be  proper,  however,  to  point  out  some  of  the 
classes  of  cases  in  which  such  errors  occur. 

To  commence  with  the  proceedings  in  an  action  is  a  convenient 
poiat  to  start  from.  If  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  action,  or  if  he  does  not  acquire  jurisdiction 
over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  this  will  be  a  ground  of  error. 
The  place  where  an  action  must  be  brought  is  sometimes  limited, 
and  the  law  must  be  complied  with  in  this  respect.  Sometimes 
the  justice  is  disqualified  by  reason  of  relationship,  or  of  some 
other  personal  disqualification.  So,  again,  the  process  which  has 
been  issued  may  not  be  regular  or  valid  on  account  of  the  want 
of  affidavits,  bonds,  or  other  proof  or  securities ;  and  if  these  are 
sufficient,  the  process  may  not  be  sufficient  or  proper  in  form  or 
kind.  The  service  of  process  may  be  irregular  or  defective. 
Errors  may  also  occur  in  the  disposition  of  questions  relating 
to  the  pleadings,  or  to  an  adjournment.  And  what  is  still  more 
common,  there  may  be  errors  committed  on  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
such  as  admitting  improper  evidence,  rejecting  proper  evidence, 
excluding  or  receiving  witnesses,  improperly  granting  or  refusing 
a  nonsuit,  charging  a  jury,  receiving  verdicts,  or  entering  judg- 
ments, and  the  like.  In  all  of  the  foregoing  proceedings,  and  in 
many  others  not  mentioned,  there  may  be  errors  which  may  be  a 
good  ground  of  appeal.  And  all  these  questions  are  outside  of 
other  questions  which  arise  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
recover,  upon  the  law  applicable  to  the  case,  or  whether  a  judg- 
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ment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  can  be  sustained  when  all  the 
facts  in  the  case  are  duly  considered.  And  whenever  it  appears 
from  the  record  that  any  material  error  has  been  committed  in  the 
proceedings  in  the  court  below,  either  by  the  justice  or  by  a  jury,  the 
general  rule  is,  that  such  error  may  be  corrected  on  an  appeal. 

For  an  illustration  of  the  cases  in  which  the  proceedings  are 
regular  and  valid,  or  irregular  and  erroneous,  the  student  may 
examine  each  of  the  classes  of  cases  which  have  been  pointed  out, 
such  as  process,  pleadings,  evidence,  trials,  judgments,  &c.,  &c. 

And  whenever  the  appellate  court  can  clearly  see  from  the 
whole  record,  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  is  against  law 
and  the  evidence,  or  in  other  words  is  unjust,  because  against  the 
clear  merits  of  the  case,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed. 

Objections  first  taken  on  the  argument.']  It  is  a  general  rule  that 
a  party  must  take  such  objections  below,  as  he  wishes  to  rely 
upon,  if  he  appears  in  the  action,  or  participates  in  the  proceed- 
ings. This  rule  is  a  most  important  one  in  its  consequences,  and 
it  is  very  uniformly  enforced  in  practice.  A  few  cases  will  suffice 
to  illustrate  the  practice. 

If  a  party  wishes  to  take  any  objections  to  process,  either  as  to 
the  mode  of  issuing  or  service,  he  must  raise  the  proper  objection, 
at  the  first  opportunity.  See  the  next  subdivision,  as  to  waiver, 
&c.  A  defect  in  pleadings  must  be  objected  to  by  demurrer.  Ante, 
330,  334. 

If  process  is  defective  either  in  form  or  in  substance,  and  the 
deteadant  wishes  to  object  to  it,  he  must  do  so  before  joiniug 
issue ;  and  if  he  fails  to  do  this  in  the  court  below,  he  cannot 
raise  the  objection  upon  an  appeal.  Ante,  19. 

If  a  demurrer  is  sustained  when  it  has  been  interposed  notwith- 
standing the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  pleading  demurred  to,  the 
injured  party  may  redress  the  wrong  by  an  appeal.  But  he 
must  abide  by  his  pleading,  and  refuse  to  amend  it ;  or  he  will 
waive  the  right  to  insist  upon  the  point  upon  an  appeal.  Ante, 
333,  334. 

If  a  complaint  is  defective  the  objection  must  be  made  in 
the  court  below,  and  if  the  defendant  fails  to  do  this  he  cannot 
reverse  the  judgment  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  complaint,  pro- 
vided a  good  cause  of  action  was  proved  by  legal  evidence. 
Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  182,  184 ;  Hall  v.  McKechnie,  22 
Barb.,  244. 

If  an  adjournment  is  desired,  a  proper  application  must  be 
made,  and  there  must  be  a  refusal  to  grant  it  before  error  will 
lie.  As  to  irregular  adjournments,  see  ante,  358  to  360.  A 
refusal  of  a  justice  to  require  a  bond  on  an  adjournment  on  motion 
of  the  defendant,  will  be  error,  if  the  plaintiff  objects  to  such  a 
course.  Ante,  359.  There  are  nnmerous  cases,  as  we  shall  soon 
see,  where  a  party  may  raise  objections,  even  though  he  did  not 
appear  and  object.  But  there  are  some  objections  which  must 
be  taken  below,  or  they  cannot  be  raised  upon  an  appeal.  A 
party  who  does  not  appear  and  object  to  the  competency  of  a 
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juror  CM  account  of  his  want  of  a  property  qualification  will  lose 
the  right.  Clark  v.  Van  Vranclcen,  20  Barb.,  278;  Eggleston  v. 
Smiley,  17  Johns.,  133.  When  both  parties  appear  in  the  court 
below,  an  objection  on  the  ground  of  nonjoinder  or  misjoinder 
of  parties  must  be  made  there,  or  the  question  will  not  be  enter- 
tained on  an  appeal.  Tihbits  v.  Percy,  24  Barb.,  39  ;  Avogadro  v. 
Bull,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  384 ;  ante,  276,  282,  284,  286. 

The  cases  in  which  objections  may  and  must  be  taken  on  trial, 
and  the  mode  in  which  it  is  to  be  done,  have  been  quite  fully 
noticed,  ante,  631  to  637,  586. 

Where  it  is  evident  from  the  return  that  the  parties  assumed 
the  existence  of  facts  which  were  material  to  the  case,  and  nei- 
ther party  in  any  manner  raises  an  objection  to  the  want  of  proof 
of  the  existence  of  such  facts,  this  assumption  will  preclude  any 
question  from  being  made  upon  appeal  as  to  the  defect.  Paige  v. 
Fazackerly,  36  Barb.,  392,  where  several  cases  are  cited ;  Smith 
V.  Hill,  22  Id.,  656 ;  Austin  v.  Burns,  16  Barb.,  643 ;  Jenclcs  v. 
Smith,  1  Comst.,  90 ;  Gelhaar  v.  Boss,  1  Hilt.,  117. 

If  it  is  intended  to  raise  a  question  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
a  fact  is  proved  this  must  be  done  in  the  court  below,  or  the 
right  of  objection  will  be  lost.  If  there  is  a  formal  defect  in 
the  proof  of  the  issuing  of  letters  of  administration,  which  form 
a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  proofs,  the  objection  must  be  taken  in  the 
court  below  to  render  it  available.  Donohue  v.  Henry,  4  E.  D. 
Smith,  162. 

So,  an  objection  to  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  incompe- 
tent and  inadmissible,  must  be  made  in  the  court  below,  and  if 
it  is  not,  the  objection  cannot  be  made  for  the  first  time  on  the 
appeal.  Rouillier  v.  Wernichi,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  310.  So,  where 
a  sealed  instrument  which  has  a  subscribing  witness  is  proved  in 
the  court  below  without  producing  the  subscribing  witness,  and 
without  objection,  the  objection  cannot  be  taken  upon  the  appeal. 
Banney  v.  Givynne,  Id.,  59.  So  an  objection  as  to  the  compe- 
tency of  a  witness  must  be  taken  below  to  be  available.  Fenn  v. 
Timpson,  4  Id.,  276,  278.  There  are  cases  in  which  the  defendant 
may  raise  objections  for  the  first  time  upon  an  appeal  if  he  did 
not  appear  in  the  action  below.  Ante,  635. 

So,  he  may,  in  some  cases,  raise  an  objection  on  appeal, 
although  it  was  not  taken  below,  where  it  is  clear  that  the  objec- 
tion could  not  have  been  obviated  if  taken  in  the  court  below. 
Ante,  635.  But  the  correct  and  the  safe  practice  always  is  to  take 
the  proper  objection  at  the  earliest  opportunity,  and  to  state  it  so 
clearly  as  not  to  be  misunderstood  by  the  court  below,  or  by  the 
opposite  party,  and  so  as  to  be  certain  that  it  will  be  sufficient 
to  be  available  on  the  appeal. 

Reversal  for  want  of  evidence^  The  cases  relating  to  this  sub- 
ject have  been  so  fully  noticed  while  treating  of  reversals  upon 
questions  of  fact,  that  little  need  be  added  here. 

Where  the  plaintiff  fails  to  make  out  a  case  against  a  defendant 
who  does  not  appear  at  the  trial,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed 
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in  the  same  manner  as  though  he  had  appeared  and  objected 
that  the  evidence  given  did  not  make  a  case.  Ante,  635. 

Admitting  illegal  or  incompetent  evidence^  One  of  the  most 
common  grounds  of  appeal  is  that  illegal  or  incompetent  evidence 
was  admitted  by  the  court  below.  And  where  it  is  clear  that  such 
evidence  was  admitted  under  objection,  and  that  it  affected  the 
result  of  the  action  to  the  detriment  of  the  appellant,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  reversed.  To  determine  what  evidence  is  admissible 
and  what  inadmissible  it  will  be  necessary  to  consult  the  various 
works  upon  evidence,  as  well  as  the  digests  and  reported  cases. 
The  subject  of  evidence  has  received  a  due  share  of  consideration 
in  this  work,  and  many  cases  will  be  found  collected.  Ante,  362 
to  545 ;  and  see  ante,  633  to  636. 

It  has  been  held  in  a  few  cases  that  the  admission  of  illegal 
or  incompetent  evidence  would  not  be  a  ground  of  reversal  in 
those  cases  in  which  there  was  abundant  legal  evidence  in  the 
case  to  warrant  the  finding.  Ante,  633,  634.  These  cases,  how- 
ever, are  against  the  clear  and  decided  weight  of  authority,  and 
besides  they  are  overruled  by  cases  decided  by  the  court  of 
appeals. 

It  will  not  be  of  any  avail  to  urge  that  the  case  contains 
abundant  evidence  to  sustain  the  finding,  independently  of  the 
illegal  or  incompetent  evidence,  when  the  latter  bears  upon 
the  material  issues  to  be  decided,  and  such  evidence  may  have 
had  some  influence  upon  the  decision  of  the  jury  or  the  justice. 
Williams  v.  Fitch,  4  B.  P.  Smith,  646,  552  ;  Worrall  v.  Parmelee, 
1  Oomst.,  519  ;  Weher  v.  Kingsland,  8  Bosw.,  417,  443 ;  Main  v. 
Uagle,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  619,  621 ;  Hahn  v.  Yan  Doren,  Id.,  411 ; 
McAllister  v.  Sexton,  4  Id.,  41,  45  ;  Belden  v.  Nicolay,  Id.,  14, 17  ; 
Anthoine  v.  Ooit,  2  Hall,  40  ;  ante,  633,  634. 

In  a  justice's  court  the  admission  of  illegal  or  incompetent 
evidence  will  not  be  cured  by  a  subsequent  direction  by  the  jus- 
tice to  the  jury  to  disregard  it.  Penfield  v.  Garpender,  13  Johns., 
350  ;  Irvine  v.  Coolc,  15  Johns.,  239  ;  Tattle  v.  Htmt,  2  Cow.,  436. 

Where  the  defendant  does  not  appear  at  the  trial,  his  absence  is 
no  waiver  of  his  right  to  insist  that  the  plaintiff  shall  prove  his 
case  by  legal  and  competent  evidence ;  and  if  the  evidence  given 
is  illegal  and  incompetent,  or  if  any  material  portion  of  it  is  of 
that  character,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  upon  an  appeal. 
Perkins  v.  StelUns,  29  Barb.,  523 ;  Warnick  v.  Crane,  4  Demo, 
460  •  Squier  v.  Gould,  14  Wend.,  159 ;  Northriip  v.  Jackson,  13 
Id.,  85  ;  Davidson  v.  EutcUns,  1  Hilt.,  123  ;  Finch  v.  McDowall, 
7  Cow.,  537  ;  McNutt  v.  Johnson,  7  Johns.,  18  ;  ante,  635. 

A  mere  ruling  in  favor  of  admitting  illegal  evidence  will  do 
no  harm  if  no  evidence  is  given  under  the  decision.  Ante,  635. 

Excluding  legal  and  competent  evidence.li  The  rejection  of  evi- 
dence by  the  court  below  is  a  frequent  ground  of  appeal,  and 
when  the  complaint  is  well  founded  it  is  a  sufficient  ground  of 
reversal  on  an  appeal  by  the  injured  party.  It  is  a  general  rule 
that  every  party  has  a  right  to  introduce  such  legal  and  compe- 
Wait  11—114 
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tent  evidence  as  he  desires.  There  are  some  instances  in  which 
the  court  may  limit  the  number  of  witnesses  upon  mere  collateral 
matters.  Ante,  607.  But,  with  this  exception,  it  is  clear  that 
legal  and  competent  evidence,  when  properly  and  seasonably 
offered,  cannot  be  rejected  without  committing  an  error  which 
will  be  sufficient  to  reverse  a  judgment  rendered  against  the 
party  offering  to  introduce  the  evidence. 

But  before  bringing  an  appeal,  it  will  be  well  to  ascertain 
whether  the  rejected  evidence  was  competent  and  legal  in  itself, 
and  that  it  was  offered  at  a  proper  time  and  in  a  proper  manner. 
The  appellant  should  be  certain  that  the  rejected  evidence  was 
the  best  evidence,  ante,  397 ;  that  it  was  relevant,  ante,  415 ;  that 
if  it  was  hearsay,  ante,  389,  or  a  mere  matter  of  opinion,  ante, 
488,  it  was  of  that  character  which  the  law  allows  as  evidence. 
And  when  it  is  settled  that  the  rejected  evidence  was  clearly 
admissible,  that  it  bore  upon  material  issues,  that  it  was  duly 
and  properly  offered,  and  that  the  party  appealing  was  injured 
by  such  rejection,  the  appeal  may  be  safely  brought.    But  if  it 
appears  that  the  evidence  was  not  relevant  or  material  at  the 
time  it  was  offered,  the  exclusion  of  the  evidence  will  not  be 
error.  Seroy  v.  Kerr,  8  Bosw.,  194;  Van  Amringe  v.  Barnett,  Id,, 
358 ;  ante,  416.     When  the  court  below  rejects  legal  and  compe- 
tent evidence,  and  the  result  is  to  prevent  the  plaintiff'  from 
recovering  any  judgment,  when  he  would  have  been  entitled  to 
recover  upon  the  introduction  of  such  rejected  evidence,  the  right 
to  reverse  the  judgment  is  so  clear  that  no  one  will  dispute  it. 
But  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  effect  of  the  rejection  should  be 
to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  any  judgment  in  his  favor,  for  if  com- 
petent and  legal  evidence  is  rejected  and  the  result  is  to  diminish 
the  plaintiff's  recovery,  he  may  reverse  such  judgment  so  as  to 
enable  him  to  recover  the  entire  amount  that  may  be  due  to  him. 
Bissell  V.  Marshall,  6  Johns.,  100 ;  ante,  IQl. 

The  party  who  desires  to  introduce  evidence  usually  does  so 
by  putting  proper  questions  to  his  witness  when  the. evidence 
offered  is  oral  evidence.  If  such  questions  are  objected  to, 
and  the  objections  sustained,  and  the  evidence  excluded,  the 
question  will  be  properly  presented.  It  is  sometimes  the  case 
that  a  party  proposes  to  prove  a  given  state  of  facts,  and  the 
ruling  is  taken  upon  this  offer.  Such  a  ruling  is  sufficient  to 
reserve  the  right  of  the  party  making  the  offer.  Ante,  637. 

Where  the  evidence  is  in  writing,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  prove 
the  execution  of  the  paper,  and  then  to  offer  to  read  it  in  evi- 
dence ;  and  if  it  is  excluded  the  decision  may  be  reviewed  upon 
an  appeal. 

Payment  of  judgment  below.]  The  payment  of  the  judgment  in 
the  court  below  does  not  prevent  the  party  paying  it  from  bring- 
ing on  an  appeal  thereon,  nor  does  a  subsequent  payment  super- 
sede an  appeal  already  brought.  Clark  v.  Ostrander,  1  Oow.,  437. 

Under  the  system  of  practice  introduced  by  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, no  amendment  of  the  pleadings  was  allowed  in  the  com- 
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mon  pleas,  bat  the  cause  was  tried  upon  the  issues  made  in  the 
justice's  court ;  and  under  that  practice  if  a  judgment  was  set- 
tled before  an  appeal  was  brought,  but  the  defendant  brought  an 
appeal  notwithstanding  such  settlement,  the  remedy  of  the 
plaintiff  was  to  move  for  a  dismissal  of  the  appeal,  and  not  to 
interpose  an  answer  setting  up  the  matter  puis  darrien  continu- 
ance. ScJienck  v.  Lincoln,  17  Wend.,  506. 

If  the  justice's  judgment  is  paid  during  the  pendency  of  the 
appeal,  but  without  paying  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  the  appellant 
must  procure  an  order  staying  the  respondent's  proceedings 
before  a  judgment  of  afflrmauce  is  taken  by  default.  Adams  v. 
Kearney,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  42.  If  this  is  not  done  the  respondent 
may  take  a  judgment  of  affirmance  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 
li.  But  since  the  amendment  of  the  Code,  which  allows  the 
pleadings  to  be  amended  in  those  actions  in  which  a  new  trial  is 
had,  there  is  no  reason  why  a  settlemenfrof  the  judgment  pend- 
ing the  appeal  may  not  be  set  up  by  way  of  answer  puis  darrien 
continuance. 

Intendments  %  appellate  court.']  It  is  a  familiar  rule  that  errors 
must  be  made  to  appear  affirmatively  before  a  judgment  will  be 
reversed.  And  it  is  also  well  settled  that  all  reasonable  intend- 
ments will  be  indulged  in  favor  of  the  judgment  of  the  inferior 
court.  There  are  some  matters,  however,  in  which  this  rule  does 
not  prevail,  and  when  a  judgment  of  an  inferior  court  is  brought 
up  for  review,  the  record  must  show  that  the  court  had  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject  matter,  and  of  the  person  of  the  defendant. 
Ante,  20,  21.  When  jurisdiction  is  shown,  there  will  be  the  same 
intendment  as  to  regularity  that  is  indulged  in  relation  to  courts 
of  record.  Ante,  21. 

When  the  return  is  silent  upon  the  subject,  the  appellate  court 
will  intend,  in  support  of  the  judgment,  that  the  justice  issued  a 
summons  in  proper  form,  and  that  it  was  delivered  to  a  proper 
constable.  Potter  v.  Whittalcer,  27  How.,  10 ;  that  the  justice 
waited  an  hour  for  the  defendant  on  the  return  day  of  the  pro- 
cess, Stafford  v.  Williams,  4  Denio,  182 ;  that  the  justice  also 
waited  one  hour  for  the  defendant  to  appear  on  the  adjourned 
day,  ClarJc  v.  Garrison,  3  Barb.,  372 ;  that  the  justice  truly  and 
openly  stated  the  grounds  upon  which  he  refused  an  adjournment, 
Declcer  v.  Hassel,  26  How.,  528 ;  that  the  witnesses  were  duly 
sworn  on  the  trial,  or  that  an  oath  was  waived.  House  v.  Loiv,  2 
Johns.,  378 ;  that  a  general  objection  to  evidence  was  properly 
overruled,  where  the  grounds  of  objection  are  not  properly  stated, 
and  the  court  can  see  that  a  proper  objection  might  have  been 
taken,  Belloios  v.  Saclcett,  15  Barb.,  96  ;  that  a  cause  was  properly 
submitted  to  the  court  before  judgment  was  rendered,  Peters  v. 
IHossy,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  115  ;  that  a  judgment  was  rendered  upon 
a  verdict  upon  the  day  of  its  rendition,  when  the  case  might  have 
occupied  two  days  for  the  trial,  as  where  it  appeared  that  the  trial 
commenced  on  the  11th  day  of  a  certain  month,  and  the  judgment 
was  rendered  on  the  12th,  Beattie  v.  Qua,  15  Barb.,  132 ;  that  the 
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plaintiff  was  present  in  court  when  a  verdict  was  rendered  in  his 
favor,  Baum  v.  Tarpenny,  3  Hill,  75 ;  McEachron  v.  Bandies, 
34  Barb.,  301 ;  Warring  v.  Loomis,  4  Barb.,  485 ;  that  there  were 
foreign  witnesses  when  the  justice  allows  more  than  $5  costs 
of  the  action.  OaMeyY.Van  Horn,  21Weud.,  305;  Fuller  v. Wilcox, 
19  Id.,  351. 

These  case's  which  have  been  cited,  are  mere  illustrations  of  the 
general  principle,  that  regularity  of  proceeding  will  be  presumed 
when  it  may  properly  be  done,  and  where  jurisdiction  is  shown. 
For  other  illustrations,  see  ante,  803,  &c. 

Restitution.']  It  has  been  already  seen,  ante,  906,  that  a  volun- 
tary payment  of  a  justice's  judgment  would  not  prevent  a  sub- 
sequent appeal  from  it,  nor  supersede  an  appeal  previously 
brought.  So,  where  the  judgment  has  been  collected  in  a  case 
in  which  no  security  was  given  to  stay  execution,  or  in  any  other 
case  where  there  has  been  a  collection  of  the  judgment,  the 
appellant,  if  he  succeeds  in  reversing  such  judgment  on  the 
appeal,  is  entitled  to  a  restitution  of  the  amount  paid,  with  inter- 
est from  the  time  of  such  payment  or  collection.  Vol.  I, 
32,  §  369. 

The  order  for  restitution  may  be  made  at  the  hearing  of  the 
cause,  or  afterwards ;  but  in  either  case  a  notice  of  six  days  is 
necessary.  Ih.  If  the  order  is  made  before  the  judgment  is 
entered,  the  amount  may  be  included  in  the  judgment.  Ih. 
Where  it  can  properly  be  done,  the  most  convenient  way  will  be 
to  serve  notice  of  application  for  the  order  at  the  time  of  serving 
the  notice  of  argument ;  and  in  such  a  case  it  will  only  be  neces- 
sary to  change  the  notice  of  argument  by  adding  a  clause  con- 
taining a  notice  of  application  for  an  order  of  restitution,  and  a 
reference  to  the  affidavits,  papers  or  records  upon  which  the 
motion  will  be  made.  If  affidavits  are  used,  copies  must  be 
served  in  the  usual  manner,  and  at  least  six  days  before  the 
motion  is  made.  Vol.  I,  33,  §  369.  A  proper  form  for  an  entry 
of  the  order  in  the  judgment,  or  for  a  case  in  which  it  is  made 
on  a  separate  motion,  will  be  given  in  a  subseqjient  place. 

Where  the  appellant  succeeds  on  the  appeal,  and  a  judgment 
of  reversal  is  entered  generally,  without  any  award  of  a  new 
trial  in  the  court  below,  the  statute  is  imperative  that  the  county 
court  shall  order  restitution  of  all  that  the  appellant  has  lost. 
JEstus  V.  Baldwin,  9  How.,  80 ;  Jacks  v.  Darrin,  1  Abb.,  232.  In 
such  a  case  there  will  not  be  a  complete  restitution  unless  the 
appellant  is  allowed  the  costs  of  defending  the  action  before 
the  justice,  and  of  prosecuting  his  appeal  in  the  county  court.  II. ; 
and  see  Vol.  I,  33,  ^  371,  as  to  the  costs  taxable  in  ordinary 
cases.  The  case  of  Jades  v.  Darrin,  1  Abb.,  232,  held  that  the 
amount  of  costs  paid  to  the  justice  by  the  appellant  at  the  time 
of  taking  his  appeal  could  not  be  taxed  in  the  judgment  of 
reversal  upon  the  appeal,  because  the  money  was  not  received 
by  the  respondent,  but  remained  with  the  justice.  But  the  stat- 
ute now  expressly  authorizes  the  taxation  6f  the  money  so  paid, 
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Vol.  I,  33,  >§  371 ;  and  that  case  is  of  no  anthority  upon  this 
point.  The  language  of  the  statute  is  that  "  the  appellate  court 
shall  order  the  amount  paid  or  collected  to  be  restored,"  &c.,  and 
the  construction  of  this  language  is  that  the  order  for  restitution 
must  be  made  by  the  court,  and  not  entered  as  of  course  by  the 
clerk.  And  the  courts  have  adopted  this  construction  in  those 
cases  in  which  the  question  was  presented.  Jaclcs  v.  Darrin,  1 
Abb.,  232 ;  Kennedy  v.  O'Brien,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  41.  If  the  return 
of  the  justice  shows  that  the  judgment  has  been  paid,  this  will 
be  suflBcient  proof  of  the  fact,  and  the  appellate  court  will  order 
restitution  as  a  part  of  the  judgment,  which  may  be  collected  by 
execution  in  the  usual  manner,  with  costs.  li.;  Sheridan  v. 
Mann,  5  How.,  201 ;  S.  C,  3  Code  E.,  213.  So,  where  it  appears 
from  a  transcript  of  the  docket  of  the  justice  that  the  judgment 
has  been  paid,  the  appellate  court,  upon  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment,  will  order  restitution.  Sunt  v.  Westervelt,  4  E.  D. 
Smith,  225.     . 

When  no  application  for  restitution  is  made  at  the  hearing, 
and  no  order  is  then  made,  it  will  be  necessary  to  make  a  sub- 
sequent application  by  way  of  motion,  upon  due  notice. 

The  affidavits  for  such  a  motion  must  set  out  the  necessary 
facts  to  show  that  the  party  is  entitled  to  the  relief  sought.  The 
justice's  return,  and  the  judgment  roll,  will  always  be  available 
as  a  part  of  the  moving  papers,  and  they  will  usually tbe  indis- 
pensable as  the  best  evidence  of  the  proceedings  in  the  court 
below,  and  in  the  county  court. 

The  fact  of  the  payment  or  collection  of  the  judgment  may  be 
made  by  affidavit,  or  by  a  certified  copy  of  the  docket  of  the 
justice,  or  of  the  cojanty  court,  where  that  shows  the  fact  of  pay- 
ment or  collection. 

The  principal  facts  to  establish  in  such  a  case  will  be  to  show  : 
1.  The  rendition  of  a  judgment  against  the  appellant  in  the 
court  below.  2.  The  payment  or  collection  thereof.  3.  That  an 
appeal  has  been  brought,  and  the  judgment  reversed,  without 
ordering  a  new  trial  in  the  court  below.  4.  The  amount  of  the 
various  payments,  with  the  interest  therepn. 

The  affidavits  ought  to  be  entitled  in  the  appellate  court,  and 
may  be  drawn  in  the  usual  form.  So  many  precedents  of  affi- 
davits having  been  given  already,  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to 
add  to  the  number.  See  ante,  826,  for  general  outlines  of  a  form. 
Copies  of  all  affidavits  intended  to  be  used  must  be  served  at 
least  as  early  as  the  notice  of  motion,  and  at  least  six  days  before 
making  the  application.  But  when  any  of  the  moving  papers  are 
records,  as  in  the  case  of  the  return  or  judgment  roll,  and  the 
like,  no  copies  need  be  served. 

In  making  such  a  motion,  notice  to  the  opposite  party  is  neces- 
sary, and  therefore  the  motion  must  be  made  at  a  regular  term 
of  the  county  court,  and  not  at  chambers,  as  in  the  case  of  appli- 
cations when  no  notice  is  necessary.  Ante,  821.  The  notice  need 
hot  be  in  any  particular  form  if  it  states  facts  sufficient  to  inform 
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the  opposite  party  of  the  application,  and  of  the  papers  upon 
which  the  motion  will  be  made. 

Notice  of  application  for  restitution. 
FULTON  C6UNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant. 


Sir :  Take  notice  that  upon  affidavits,  with  copies  of  which  you  are  here- 
with  served,  and  upon  the  justice's  return,  and  the  judgment  roll  in  said 
action,  a  motion  will  be  made,  at  the  next  term  of  this  court,  to  be  held  at 
the  court  house  in  Johnstown,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  for  a  rule 

or  order  requiring  the  said  John  Doe  to  make  restitution  of  the  money 
paid  or  collected  upon  said  judgment,  and  of  all  costs  or  fees  paid  to  such 
justice  on  taking  said  appeal,  with  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  or  for  such 
Other  or  further  rule,  order  or  relief,  as  the  said  court  may  deem  proper  to 
grant,  with  the  costs  of  this  motion.  Dated  Johnstown,  August  25,  1865. 
Yours,  &c.,  HORACE  E,-  SMITH, 

Atfy  for  Appellant. 
To  A.  McFarlan,  Esq., 

Att'y  for  liespondent. 

Before  making  a  motion  for  restitution,  it  will  always  be  proper 
to  demand  the  amount  which  is  due  to  the  appellant.  If  he 
refuses  to  make  the  proper  restitution,  the  appellate  court  will 
grant  tlfe  costs  of  a  motion  for  restitution,  as  a  matter  of  course. 
But  if  no  such  demand  is  made,  the  court  might  decline  to  impose 
costs,  though  the  matter  would  be  entirely  discretionary  with  the 
court,  and  the  discretion  exercised  according  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  case.  At  the  proper  time  the  motion  is  to  be  brought  to 
argument,  and,  if  the  appellant  is  successful,  he  will  then  enter 
a  proper  order  with  the  clerk  of  the  appellate  court. 

Order  for  restitution. 
[Title  as  in  notice  of  motion.] 

At,  &c.,  on,  &c.,  as  in  the  form,  ante,  814. 
Upon  reading  and  filing  the  affidavits  of  the  respective  parties,  and 
upon  an  examination  of  the  justice's  return,  and  of  the  judgment  roll  in 
this  action,  and  after  hearing  Horace  E.  Smith,  Esq.,  for  the  appellant,  and 
Archibald  McFarlan,  Esq.,  for  the  respondent,  it  is  ordered  that  the  respond- 
ent, John  Doe,  restore  to  the  appellant,  Richard  Roe,  the  sum  of  $150, 
which  includes  the  amoxmt  of  the  judgment  collected  or  received  by  the 
said  John  Doe,  of  the  said  Richard  Roe,  with  interest  thereon  from 
the  day  of  ,  1865,  as  well  as  the  sum  of  $5  for  costs  and  fees  paid 
to  the  sa,id  justice  on  taking  said  appeal,  and  also  the  sum  of  $10  costs  of 
this  motion,  making  in  all  the  sum  of  $165,  and  that  an  execution  issue  to 
collect  the  same. 

Upon  presenting  the  respondent  or  his  attorney  with  a  certified 
copy  of  this  order,  the  money  will  usually  be  promptly  paid 
But  if  it  is  not,  the  appellant  may  at  once  issue  an  execution  for 
the  collection  of  the  amount.  Such  an  execution  may  be  in  the 
usual  form  of  a  county  court  execution,  with  the  necessary 
changes  to  adapt  it  to  the  particular  case. 
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After  the  argument  and  decision  of  a  cause  upon  the  merits, 
upon  an  appeal,  the  successful  party  usually  enters  up  a  proper 
judgment  thereon.  Various  forms  are  in  use,  but  it  is  not  essen- 
tial that  any  particular  form  be  followed  if  the  judgment  is  suffi- 
cient in  substance.  For  the  convenience  of  practifeoners  a  few 
forms  will  be  given  : 

Judgment  of  affirmance. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Bespondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant. 


J 


At  a  term  of  the  Fulton  county  court,  held  at  the  court  house  in  the  village 
of  Johnstown,  on  the  last  Tuesday  of  November,  1865.  Present, 
Hon.  JoHK  Stewart,  County  Judge,  presiding. 

The  above  entitled  action  having  been  duly  brought  into  this  court  on 
an  appeal  taken  by  the  appellant  Richard  Roe,  from  a  judgment  rendered 
on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  by  Richardson  P.  Clark, 

Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county, 
for  the  sura  of  $  damages  and  costs,  in  favor  of  the  said  John  Doe 

and  against  the  said  Richard  Roe ;  f  and  the  said  cause  having  been  duly 
brought  to  a  hearing,  and  after  hearing  Horace  E.  Smith,  Esq.,  of  counsel 
for  the  appellant,  and  Archibald  McFarlan,  Esq.,  of  counsel  for  the  respond- 
ent, and  due  deliberation  having  been  had  thereon,  it  is  now,  on  motion  of 
Archibald  McFarlan,  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  judgment  rendered 
by  the  said  justice,  as  aforesaid,*  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  in  all  things 
affirmed,  that  the  said  John  Doe  recover  of  the  said  Richard  Roe,  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  in  the  court  below,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $  , 

with  the  interest  thereon  from  the  rendition  of  said  judgment,  amounting 
to  the  sum  of  $  ;  that  he  also  recover  the  amount  of  his  costs  and 

charges  adjusted  at  $  ,  which  amount  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of 

$  ,  and  that  he  have  an  execution  thereon,  &c. 

Judgment  of  reversal. 

(As  in  the  preceding  form  down  to  the  *,  and  then  proceed  thus :)  be  and 
the  same  is  hereby  in  all  things  reversed,  with     _  costs,  and  it  is 

further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  an  execution  issue,  &c. 

Reversal  in  part,  absolutely. 

(As  in  the  form  of  aflSrmance  above,  down  to  the  *  and  then  proceed 
thus:)  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed  as  to  the  sum  of  $50,  and  for 
the  residue  of  the  said  judgment,  to  wit,  for  the  sum  of  $100,  the  said 
judgment  is  aflarmed  with  $10  costs  to  the  appellant  (or  to  the  respondent), 
and  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  an  execution  issue,  &c. 

Reversal  in  part,  conditionally. 
(As  in  the  form  of  affirmance  above,  down  to  the  words,  "  duly  brought 
to  a  hearing,"  and  then  proceed  thus :)  and  the  annexed  decision  of  this 
court  thereon  having  been  made  and  filed,  whereby  said  judgment  is 
affirmed  in  case  the  plaintiff  consents  to  reduce  the  recovery  for  damages 
to  the  sum  of  $  ,  as  by  the  day  of  ,  1865, 

and  the  plaintiff  having  consented  to  such  reduction,  now,  on  motion  of 
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John  M.  Carroll,  Esq.,  of  counsel  for  the  appellant,  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
judged, that  the  judgment  so  rendered  by  the  said  justice  be  and  the  same 
is  hereby  reversed  for  the  sum  of  $  ,  and  the  residue  of  said  judg- 

ment, to  wit,  for  the  sum  of  $  ,  is  hereby  aflSrmed,  with  $ 

costs ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  an  execution  issue,  &c. 

In  making  up  the  judgment  roll  in  this  last  case,  it  will  be 
proper,  if  not  necessary,  to  incorporate  a  copy  of  the  order  of 
modification,  ante,  881,  and  of  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  ante,  882. 

Judgment  of  reversal,  with  restitution,  &e. 

(As  in  the  form  of  affirmance,  ante,  911,  down  to  the  *,  and  then  proceed 
thus  :)  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  in  all  things  reversed.  And  it  appearing 
to  the  court  that,  notwithstanding  the  appeal  herein,  the  respondent  exe- 
cuted and  collected  the  amount  of  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  with 
costs,  constable's  fees,  &c.,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $  ,  it  is  therefore 

further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  respondent  make  restitution,  by 
paying  to  the  said  appellant  or  his  attorney,  within  days  after  the 

service  of  this  judgment  upon  him  or  his  attorney,  the  said  sum  of  %         , 
with  interest  from  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  date  of  said 

collection  by  the  said  respondent.     And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged, 
that  the  appellant  recover  $  costs  on  this  appeal,  amounting  in  the 

whole  to  $  ,  and  that  an  execution  issue,  &c. 

In  the  form  of  judgment  just  given,  the  order  for  restitution 
forms  a  part  of  the  judgment  itself,  as  it  properly  may  where 
the  order  for  restitution  is  made  on  the  heariug  of  the  appeal. 
But  if  the  application  for  restitution  is  not  made  until  after 
bringing  on  the  appeal,  a  motion  will  be  necessary ;  and  upon 
proper  proofs  an  orcfer  of  restitution  will  be  made,  as  in  the  form, 
a7ite,  910. 

Judgment  on  dismissal  of  appeal. 

(As  in  the  judgment  of  affirmance,  ante,  911,  down  to  the  words  "now 
on  motion  of  Archibald  McFarlan,"  and  then  proceed  thus:)  it  is  ordered  and 
adjudged  that  said  appeal  be  dismissed,  with  |  costs  to  the  respond- 

ent, and  that  an  execution  issue,  &e. 

Judgments  wliere  a  new  trial  is  had  in  the  county  court.'}  The 
forms  of  judgments  already  given  relate  to  cases  in  which  the 
appeal  was  heard  and  decided  upon  the  facts  appearing  upon  the 
face  of  the  justice's  return.  But,  since  there  must  be  judgments 
in  cases  which  are  retried  in  the  county  court  by  a  jury,  it  is 
necessary  to  give  the  proper  forms  of  judgments  in  such  cases. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  verdict. 
(As  in  affirmance,  ante,  911,  down  to  f,  and  then  proceed  thus:)  and 
the  said  justice  having  made  and  filed  his  return  to  said  appeal,  and  having 
returned  the  process,  proof  of  service  thereof,  and  the  pleadings  in  the  said 
action,  &c.,  and  the  said  action  being  duly  pending  in  this  court,  the  issues 
joined  between  the  parties  having  been  duly  brought  on  for  trial  therein, 
before  the  Hon.  John  Stewart,  county  judge  of  Fulton  county,  and  a  jury 
of  said  county,  at  the  term  of  this  court  held  at  the  court  house  in  the 
village  of  Johnstown  on  the  day  of  »  1865,  and 

the  issues  having  been  tried,  and  a  verdict  for  |  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum 
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of  i  Mving  been  duly  rendered   on    the  day   of 

,  1865,  and  his  costs  having  been  adjusted  at  $  , 

now,  on  motion  of  Alva  H.  Tremain,  Esq.,  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  it 
is  adjudged  that  the  said  plaintiff  recover  of  the  said  defendant  $  , 

80  found  by  the  jury,  with  $  costs ;  and  that  an  execution  issue, 

&C. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  verdict. 
(As  in  the  last  form,  down  to  the  J,  and  then  proceed  thus:)  the  defendant 
having  been  duly  rendered,  and  his  costs  having  been  adjusted  at  $  , 
now,  on  motion  of  Richard  H.  Rosa,  Esq.,  it  is  adjudged  that  the  defend- 
ant have  judgment  against  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  issues  in  this  action,  for 
the  sum  of  ^        ,  and  that  an  execution  issue,  &c. 

Judgment  where  respondent  did  not  make  offer  to  correct  judgment. 

(As  in  judgment  of  affirmance,  ante,  911,  down  to  the  f,  and  then  state,  as 
in  the  judgment  for  plaintiff  on  verdict,  anie,  912,  down  to  the  J,  and  then 
proceed  thus :)  the  plaintiff  having  been  duly  rendered  on  the  day 

of  ,  1865,  for  $       damages,  and  it  appearing  to  the  court  that  the 

appellant  stated  in  his  notice  of  appeal  the  particulars  in  which  he  claimed 
that  the  judgment  in  the  court  beloW  should  have  been  more  favorable  to 
him ;  ^  that  the  respondent  neglected  or  refused  to  make  any  offer  to  cor- 
rect said  judgment  in  any  of  the  particulars  so  specified ;  and  that  the 
judgment  in  this  court  was  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  that  ren- 
dered in  the  court  below,  in  this,  to  wit,  (specify  in  what  particulars)  ;  ff 
and  it  also  appearing  to  this  court  that  the  C9sts  of  the  appellant  amount 
to  the  sum  of  $  :  now,  on  motion  of  Alva  H.  Tremain,  attorney  for 
the  appellant,  it  is  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  recovery  of  the  plaintiff 
be  set  off  against  the  sum  due  the  appellant,  for  his  costs,  &c.,  and  that 
the  appellant  have  judgment  in  his  favor  for  the  balance,  which  balance  is 
found  to  be  $  ;  it  is  therefore  further  ordered  and  adjudged  that 

the  appellant  recover  judgment  against  the  respondent  for  the  sum 
of  %  ,  and  that  an  execution  issue,  &c. 

.Tudgment  where  appella^it  refused  to  accept  respondents  offer  to 

correct  judgment. 

(As  in  the  last  form,  down  to  the  T,  and  then  proceed  thus :)  that  the 
respondent  duly  mado  and  served  upon  the  said  justice  and  the  appellant, 
a  written  offer  to  allow  the  said  justice  to  correct  the  said  judgment  in  the 
particulars  specified  in  the  notice  of  appeal ;  that  the  appellant  neglected 
or  refused  to  accept  the  offer  so  made  by  the  respondent,  and  that  the 
judgment  in  this  court  was  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  offer 
80  made  by  the  respondent,  in  this,  to  wit,  (specify  in  what  particulars. 
Then  proceed  as  in  the  last  form,  from  the  ff  to  the  end  of  the  judgment.) 

The  foregoing  forms  are  sufficient  to  show  the  young  practi- 
tioner what  the  general  form  of  such  judgments  should  be,  and 
in  those  instances  in  which  the  facts  differ  from  those  in  a  case 
like  those  already  specified,  each  person  can  modify  these  forms 
to  suit  the  particular  case. 

Judgment  roll.]  The  statute  prescribes  what  papers  are  neces- 
sary to  constitute  a  judgment  roll.  Vol.  I,  32,  §  367. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  there  will  be  two  different  kinds  of 
judgment  roll :  one  in  those  cases  in  which  the  case  is  heard  and 
decided  upon  the  return  ;  the  other  in  those  cases  in  which  a  new 

Wait  11—115 
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trial  is  had  in  the  county  court.  Both  of  these  kinds  of  judg- 
ment roll  will  differ  in  form  according  to  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  each  case. 

Enforcement  of  the  judgment.']  "Where  the  judgment  of  a  jus- 
tice has  been  affirmed,  it  may  be  that  the  plaintiff"  may  enforce 
the  judgment  below  by  means  of  an  execution  issued  by  the 
justice ;  and  the  costs  of  the  appeal  may  be  collected  by  an  execu 
tion  issued  in  the  county  court.  Where  an  appeal  is  taken  to 
the  New  York  common  pleas  from  an  inferior  court  of  that  city, 
it  has  been  held  that  this  is  the  only  regular  practice.*  OnderdonTi 
V.  Emmons,  2  Hilt.,  505 ;  8.  C,  9  Abb.,  187.  But  see  Smith  v. 
Allm,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  259,  265,  which  treats  either  mode  as 
regular. 

In  those  cases  in  which  the  appeal  is  taken  to  a  county  court, 
there  will  not  be  any  difficulty  as  to  the  practice.  And  it  may 
be  well  to  point  out  a  material  difference  between  the  statutes 
relating  to  the  county  courts,  and  those  relating  to  the  New 
York  common  pleas.  See  Vol.  I,  28,  29,  '^  354 ;  Id.,  %%  355,  356, 
357. 

Upon  an  appeal  to  the  county  courts  in  a  case  which  is  heard 
upon  the  return,  the  appellant  may  give  security  or  not,  at  his 
election;  but  the  rule  is  otherwise  in  the  New  York  common 
pleas,  where  security  must  be  given  or  a  deposit  made,  or  the 
appeal  will  be  a  nullity.  Id. 

In  a  case  like  the  latter,  in  which  the  judgment  below  is  amply 
secured  in  all  cases  of  appeal,  it  may  be  well  enough  to  adopt 
the  rule  pursued  in  the  common  pleas.  So,  too,  it  is  well  enough 
to  permit  the  plaintiff  below  to  collect  his  judgment  by  an  exe- 
cution issued  out  of  the  court  below,  while  the  appeal  is  pend- 
ing, if  no  security  has  been  given.  And  the  law  contemplates 
that  such  a  collection  may  sometimes  be  made,  since  it  provides 
for  restitution  in  such  a  case.  But  if  no  execution  is  issued,  and 
the  judgment  has  not  been  paid  or  in  any  manner  collected,  arid 
the  judgment  below  is  affirmed,  it  is  entirely  proper  to  enter  up 
a  judgment  in  the  county  court  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
below  with  interest  thereon,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 
Upon  the  affirmance  of  a  judgment  upon  the  certiorari  of  the 
Eevised  Statutes,  2  E.  S.,  257,  §<^  180  to  185,  1st  ed.,  it  was  the 
regular  practice  to  enter  up  a  judgment  in  this  manner.  See  1 
Humph.  Prec,  480.  Those  sections  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  and 
the  provisions  of  the  Code,  %  371,  Vol.  I,  33,  are  substantially 
alike,  and  there  is  therefore  no  reason  nor  any  necessity  for  a 
change  in  the  practice.  There  are  some  cases,  too,  in  which  the 
entire  judgment  must  be  entered  up  in  the  county  court,  as 
where  a  judgment  is  reversed  in  part  and  affirmed  in  part.  So, 
again,  the  county  court  is  authorized  to  set  off  a  debt  or  damages 
due  to  one  party  against  the  costs  of  the  other  in  certain  speci- 
fied cases.  Vol.  I,  33,  %%  370,  371 ;  see  Onderdotik  v.  Emmons,  2 
Hilt.,  505,  510. 
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SECTION  VIII 

COSTS   ON   APPEAL. 

There  is  usually  very  little  difficulty  in  relation  to  the  adjust- 
ment of  costs  on  appeals  to  the  county  courts  from  inferior  courts. 
The  provisions  of  the  statute  are  few  and  simple,  and  for  that 
reason  there  will  be  no  occasion  for  any  extended  remarks  upon 
the  subject. 

Since  the  change  in  the  law  which  provides  for  new  trials  in 
the  county  courts,  there  will  be  two  different  rates  or  classes  of 
costs,  viz. :  one  in  those  cases  which  are  heard  and  decided  upon 
the  return ;  the  other  in  those  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  had. 
These  classes  will  be  examined  separately  ;  and  first,  then,  as  to 
the  costs  in  cases  heard  upon  the  return. 

Appellant's  costs,  when  case  heard  on  return.']  If  the  appellant 
succeeds  in  reversing  the  judgment  below,  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  full  rate  of  costs,  which  is  fifteen  dollars,  besides  the  costs 
and  disbursements  in  the  court  below,  including  the  costs  which 
might  have  been  taxed  in  that  court  had  the  judgment  been  in 
his  favor.  Vol.  I,  33,  §  371. 

The  right  to  costs,  in  such  a  case,  is  not  discretionary,  but 
absolute  by  the  very  terms  of  the  statute.  Vol.  I,  33,  ^  371.  And 
the  courts  uniformly  enforce  this  rule  by  declaring  that,  upon  the 
reversal  of  a  judgment,  they  have  no  power  to  refuse  costs  to 
the  appellant.  Halm  v.  Van  Dor  en,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  411 ;  Main 
V.  Eagle,  Id.,  619.  If,  however,  the  county  court  should  order  a 
reversal  of  a  judgment,  without  costs  to  either  party,  the  county 
clerk  has  no  power  to  correct  the  error  by  entering  a  judgment 
with  costs  of  reversal.  Chapin  v.  Churchill,  12  How.,  367,  Her- 
kimer county  court. 

Where  an  inferior  court  entertains  an  action  and  renders  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a  case  in  which  such  court 
had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  an  appeal  will  lie  to 
the  county  court,  which  may  award  the  costs  of  the  appeal  upon 
a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  Gormly  v.  Mcintosh,  22  Barb.,  271. 

"Where  the  appellant  is  a  public  officer,  and  the  judgment 
£!rgainst  him  is  reversed  upon  his  appeal,  he  cannot  recover  treble 
costs.  Estus  V.  Baldwin,  9  How.,  80 ;  ante,  711. 

The  right  to  recover  costs  in  those  cases  in  which  is  involved 
the  question  whether  a  more  favorable  judgment  has  been  ren- 
dered, has  been  sufficiently  discussed,  ante,  793  to  798. 

Bespond.enfs  costs,  where  case  heard  on  return.]  "Where  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  is  affirmed  the  respondent  is  entitled  to  costs, 
£)s  of  right.  Vol.  I,  33,  §  371.  And  in  this  case,  as  in  that  relat- 
ing to  reversals,  the  county  court  has  no  power  to  relieve  the 
appellant  from  the  payment  of  costs  upon  the  affirmance  of  the 
judgment  appealed  from.  Logue  v.  GilUcTi,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  398, 
400.  The  amount  of  costs  to  which  the  respondent  is  entitled 
upon  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  is  twelve  dollars.  Where 
the  respondent  is  a  public  officer,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed, 
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his  is  entitled  to  recover  treble  costs.  See  ante,  711.  As  to  costs 
in  those  cases  in  which  the  appellant's  notice  of  appeal  claims 
that  a  more  favorable  judgment  should  have  been  rendered  in 
his  favor,  see  ante,  793  to  798.  The  costs  of  printing  the  return 
or  of  points  in  the  county  court  cannot  be  taxed  as  costs  by 
either  party.  Lewis  v.  Fox,  11  Abb.,  281;  S.  C,  19  How.,  561. 
But  see  the  note,  20  How.,  96. 

Costs  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.']  "Where  a  judgment  is 
reversed  in  part,  and  atfirmed  as  to  the  residue,  the  connty  court 
may  award  costs  against  either  party,  to  an  amount  not  exceed- 
ing ten  dollars.  Vol.  I,  34,  §  371;  and  see  Id.,  32,  §.  368.  So, 
where  the  judgment  is  reversed  for  an  error  in  fact,  not  affecting 
the  merits  of  the  action,  the  costs  of  the  appeal  are  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court.  II. 

There  are  also  numerous  cases  in  which  motions  are  made,  or 
proceedings  taken,  in  matters  which  are  entirely  within  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court  to  grant  or  refuse;  and  in  all  such  cases  the 
costs  are  usually  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  costs  will  be 
awarded  or  refused  according  to  the  justice  and  propriety  of  the 
application  or  of  the  relief  sought. 

Costs  on  new  trials  in  the  county  court]  A  new  trial  in  the 
county  court,  where  the  cause  is  tried  by  a  jury,  and  upon  the  intro- 
duction of  the  evidence  in  the  same  manner  as  though  the 
county  court  were  the  original  jurisdiction,  necessarily  involves 
a  considerable  addition  to  the  labor  and  expense  of  the  litigation. 
To  provide  properly  for  this  requires  that  the  costs  shall  corres- 
pond with  the  time  and  labor  expended  during  the  litigation  of 
the  cause.  The  law  has,  therefore,  given  a  reasonable  fee  bill  in 
such  cases,  which  will  in  some  degree  compensate  the  success- 
ful party  for  his  expenditures.  Vol.  I,  34,  §  371.  The  right  of 
either  party  to  make  an  offer  of  judgment  to  the  other^  and  thus 
terminate  the  litigation,  has  been  already  explained,  ante,  793. 
Pees  of  officers,  disbursements,  and  witnesses'  fees,  are  taxable  in 
favor  of  the  successful  party.  Vol.  I,  34,  §  371. 

Taxation  of  costs.]  The  practice  as  to  the  adjustment  of  costs 
is  the  same  as  in  actions  in  the  supreme  court,  and  there  is  no 
need  of  stating  it  at  length  in  this  place,  since  the  usual  books 
of  practice  will  furnish  all  desired  information.  But  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Code,  and  a  reference  to  a  few  of  the  cases  may  be 
conveniently  given. 

"  The  clerk  shall  insert  in  the  entry  of  judgment,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  prevailing  party,  upon  five  days'  notice  to  the  other, 
except  where  the  attorneys  reside  in  the  same  city,  village,  or 
town,  and  then  lipon  two  days'  notice,  the  sum  of  allowances 
for  costs,  as  provided  by  this  Code,  the  necessary  disbursements, 
including  the  fees  of  officers  allowed  by  law,  the  fees  of  witnesses, 
the  reasonable  compensation  of  commissioners  in  taking  deposi- 
tions, the  fees  of  referees,  and  the  expense  of  printing  the  papers 
for  any  hearing  required  by  a  rule  of  the  court.  The  disburse- 
ments shall  be  stated  in  detail  and  verified  by"  affidavit.    A  copy 
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of  the  items  of  the  costs  and  disbursements  shall  be  served  with 
the  notice  of  adjustment.  Whenever  it  shall  be  necessary  to 
adjust  costs  in  any  interlocutory  proceedings  in  an  action,  or  in 
any  special  proceedings,  the  same  shall  be  adjusted  by  the  judge 
before  whom  the  same  may  be  heard,  or  the  court  before  which  the 
same  may  be  decided  or  jjending,  or  in  such  other  manner  as 
the  judge  or  court  may  direct."  Code,  <^  311. 

As  to  the  practice  on  the  adjustment  of  costs  by  the  clerk,  see 
2  Till,  and  Shear.  Pr.,  672  to  681 ;  2  Tiff,  and  Smith  Pr.,  434  to 
442 ;  2  Whit.  Pr.,  497  to  502  ;  Yoorhies'  Code,  613  to  618,  8th  ed. 

Errors  committed  by  a  county  clerk  in  the  adjustment  of  co^ts 
cannot  be  corrected  by  an  appeal  from  the  judgment ;  the  remedy 
is  by  motion  in  the  county  court,  which  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
appeal.  Beattie  v.  Qua,  15  Barb.,  132.  The  motion  is  founded 
upon  affidavits  showing  what  was  done  by  way  of  adjusting  thfe 
costs,  and  also  upon  the  record  or  judgment  roll,  so  far  as  it  is 
applicable. 

As  to  the  allowance  of  costs  in  the  justice's  court,  see  Vol.  I, 
33,  ^  371.  As  to  setting  off  costs  against  judgment,  &c.,  see  lb. 
Where  a  cause  is  certitied  into  the  supreme  court  by  a  county 
judge,  by  reason  of  his  disqualification  for  hearing  it,  and  the 
case  is  heard  and  decided  by  one  of  the  justices  of  the  supreme 
court,  the  same  rate  of  costs  will  be  taxable  as  though  the  county 
judge  had  decided  it.  O'Callaghan  v.  Carroll,  16  How.,  327  ;  Tay- 
lor v.  Sedey,  4  How.,  314. 

SECTION  VIII. 

EXECUTION. 

After  a  final  judgment  has  been  rendered  in  the  county  court, 
the  practice  is  so  nearly  like  that  of  the  supreme  court  that  it 
will  not  be  necessary  to  do  more  than  to  refer  to  works  devoted 
to  an  explanation  of  that  practice,  and  to  give  the  proper  forms 
of  executions  in  ordinary  cases. 

Before  noticing  the  practice  as  to  executions  issued  upon  judg- 
ments rendered  in  the  county  court,  it  may  be  well  to  consider 
the  practice  in  those  cases  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered 
in  a  justice's  court,  and  a  transcript  subsequently  docketed  in 
the  county  clerk's  office. 

Where  an  execution  is  issued  upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  a 
justice,  and  after  a  transcript  thereof  has  been  filed  and  docketed 
in  the  county  clerk's  office,  such  execution  must  be  issued  by  the 
county  clerk,  and  be  signed  by  him.  Vol.  I,  11,  '^§  13,  64.  An 
execution  issued  by  the  attorney  of  the  judgment  creditor  in  such 
a  case  is  a  nullity,  and  a  sale  of  property  under  it  will  not  transfer 
any  title  thereto  to  the  purchaser.  Brush  v.  Lee,  18  Abb.,  398, 404. 

The  form  of  an  execution  to  be  issued  by  the  county  clerk,  in 
such  a  case,  will  be  found,  unU,  716.  But  where  the  judgment 
was  rendered  in  the  county  court,  even  upon  an  appeal  from  a 
justice's  court,  the  execution  is  issued  by  the  attorney  for  the 
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successful  party  in  the  same  manner  as  in  actions  in  the  supreme 
court. 

As  the  law  now  stands  there  are  two  modes  of  reviewing  causes 
brought  up  on  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment,  one  by  a 
review  upon  the  facts  appearing  in  the  justice's  return,  and  the 
other  by  a  new  trial  in  the  county  court.  The  judgments  ren- 
dered will,  in  each  case,  conform  to  the  nature  of  the  trial  aud 
the  facts  involved.  For  the  form  of  some  of  these  judgments, 
see  ante,  911  to  913. 

The  execution  being  a  mere  process  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
judgment,  must  conform  to  the  judgment  itself. 

In  those  cases  in  which  the  case  was  decided  upon  the  justice's 
return,  the  judgment  is  usually  a  mere  reversal  or  affirmance  of 
the  judgment  below.  If  it  is  the  case  of  a  mere  affirmance  of 
the  entire  judgment,  the  execution  may  be  in  the  following  form : 

Execution  on  affirmance  of  justice's  judgment. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
Fulton,  Greeting  :  Whereas,  a  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  day 

of  ,  1865,  by  Richardson  P.  Clark,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the 

town  of  Johnstown,  in  Fulton  county,  in  favor  of  John  Doe,  and  against 
Richard  Roe,  for  the  sura  of  dollars  damages  and  costs ;  and,  whereas, 

said  judgment  was  duly  taken  to  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county,  on  an 
appeal  brought  by  the  said  Richard  Roe  ;  and,  whereas,  said  judgment  has 
been  duly  affirmed  by  the  said  county  court,  and  a  judgment  rendered  by 
said  county  court,  in  favor  of  the  said  John  Doe,  that  he  recover  of  the 
said  Richard  Roe,  the  amount  of  said  justice's  judgment,  with  interest 
thei-eon,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  dollars;  and,  also,  that  the  said 

John  Doe  recover  judgment  against  the  said  Richard  Roe,  for  the  sum  of 
dollars,  for  the  costs  and  charges  attending  the  said  appeal ;  and, 
whereas,  the  judgment  roll  in  said  action  was  duly  filed  in  Fulton  county, 
on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  that  said  judgment  was  docketed  in  the 

county  of  Fulton,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865. 

And,  whereas,  there  is  now  actually  due  on  the  said  judgment  dol- 

lars and  cents,  with  interest  thereon,  from  the  day  of  ,  1865. 

You  are  therefore  required  to  satisfy  the  said  judgment  out  of  the  per- 
sonal property  of  the  defendant,  or  either  of  them,  and  if  sufficient  thereof 
cannot  be  found,  then  out  of  the  real  property  in  your  county  belonging  to 
the  defendant,  or  either  of  them,  on  the  aforesaid  day  on  which  the  said 
judgment  was  docketed  in  your  county,  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  and  that 
you  return  this  execution,  with  your  proceedings  thereon,  to  the  clerk  of 
Fulton  county,  within  sixty  days  after  your  receipt  of  the  same. 

Dated  August  30th,  1865.  JOHN  M.  CARROLL, 

Plaintiff's  Attorney. 

Besides  the  usual  entitling  of  papers  upon  their  backs,  there 
ought,  in  this  case,  to  be  a  direction  indorsed  upon  the  back  of 
the  execution,  which  may  be  as  follows : 

Indorsement  on  execution. 
Levy  $  with  interest  from  the  day  of         ,  1865,  besides  your 

fees  and  poundage,  and  return  this  execution  within  sixty  days  after  its 
receipt  by  you,  to  the  Fulton  county  clerk's  office. 

JOHN  M.  CARROLL, 
Plaintiff's  Attorney. 
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Where  the  judgment  below  was  reversed,  the  execution  can  be 
readily  made  to  correspond  with  the  judgment  of  the  county 
court. 

In  those  cases  in  which  a  new  trial  is  had  in  ordinary  cases  for 
the  recovery  of  money,  the  form  of  the  execution  may  be  as 
follows : 

Execution  where  a  new  trial  has  teen  had. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
of  .  ,  Geeetikg:  Whereas,  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  county 
court  of  the  countjr  of  ,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  in  favor   of 

,  plaintiff  against  ,  defendant,  for  dollars  and  cents 

recovery,  and  dollars  and  cents  costs,  the  judgment  roll  whereof 

was  filed  in  county  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  which  judgment  was 

docketed  in  the  said  county  of  on  the  day  of  ,  1 865. 

And  whereas,  there  is  now  actually  due  on  said  judgment  dollars 

and  cents,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  day  of  ,  1 865. 

You  are  therefore  required  to  satisfy  the  said  judgment  out  of  the  per- 
sonal jjroperty  of  the  defendant,  or  either  of  them,  and  if  sufficient  thereof 
cannot  be  found,  then  out  of  the  real  property  in  your  county  belonging 
to  the  defendant,  or  either  of  them,  on  the  aforesaid  day  on  which  the 
said  judgment  was  docketed  in  your  county,  or  at  any  time  thereafter, 
and  that  you  return  this  execution,  with  your  proceedings  thereon,  to  the 
clerk  of  the  county  of  within  sixty  days  after  your  receipt  of 

the  same. 

JOHN  M.  CARROLL, 

Dated,  &c..  Plaintiff'' s  Attorney. 

The  indorsement  of  this  execution  should  be  similar  to  that 
adapted  to  the  execution,  ante,  918. 

The  foregoing  form  may  be  readily  modified  so  as  to  meet  the 
case  of  a  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  and 
against  the  plaintiff.  Where  the  action  is  replevin,  the  execution 
will  be  conformed  to  the  facts  of  the  case ;  and  illustrations  of 
the  mode  of  stating  such  facts  in  an  execution  may  be  seen, 
ante,  715,  in  the  forms  adapted  to  justices'  courts.  For  other 
forms  of  execution  see  the  usual  works  on  the  practice  in  actions 
in  the  supreme  court. 

SECTION  IX. 

APPEALS  TO  THE  SUPREME  COUET. 

It  does  not  fall  within  the  scope  of  this  work  to  discuss  min- 
utely the  practice  on  appeals  to  the  supreme  court.  But  notwith- 
standing that  a  reference  will  be  made  to  some  of  the  decisions 
relating  to  this  practice,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Code  will  be 
cited.  "An  appeal  may  be  taken  to  the  supreme  court  from  the 
judgments  rendered  by  a  county  court,  or  by  the  mayors'  courts 
or  the  recorders'  courts  of  cities.  An  appeal  also  may  be  taken 
to  the  supreme  court  from  any  order  affecting  a  substantial  right, 
made  by  a  county  court,  or  a  county  jndge,  in  any  action  or  pro- 
ceeding, and  such  appeal  shall  be  heard  on  a  copy  of  the  papers 
on  which  the  order  appealed  from  was  made."  Code,  ^  344. 
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"Security  must  be  given  upon  such  appeal,  in  the  same  man- 
ner and  to  the  same  extent  as  upon  an  appeal  to  the  court  of 
appeals."  Code,  ^  345.  "Appeals  in  the  supreme  court  shall  be 
heard  at  a  general  term,  either  in  the  district  embracing  tbe 
county  where  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from  was  entered, 
or  in  a  county  adjoining  that  county,  except  that  where  the  jadg- 
ment  or  order  was  entered  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
the  appeal  shall  be  heard  in  the  first  district."  Code,  ^  546.  "  Judg- 
ment upon  the  appeal  shall  be  entered  and  docketed  with  the 
clerk  in  whose  office  the  judgment  roll  is  filed.  When  the  appeal 
is  heard  in  a  county  other  than  that  where  the  judgment  roll  is 
filed,  or  is  not  from  a  judgment  of  a  county  court,  the  judgment 
upon  the  appeal  shall  be  certified  to  the  clerk  with  whom  the  roll 
is  filed,  to  be  there  entered  and  docketed."  Code,  §  347. 

Appeal,  when  to  le  tahen.']  The  appeal  to  the  supreme  court 
"must  be  taken  within  two  years  after  the  judgment  shall  be 
perfected,  by  filing  the  judgment  roll."  Code,  ^  331.  This  allows  a 
party  two  years  in  which  to  bring  his  api^eal,  which  is  certainly 
a  liberal  time  for  that  purpose. 

From  what  judgvients.']  Since  there  are  two  classes  of  cases  on 
appeal,  it  might  be  supposed  that  there  was  a  diiference  of  prac- 
tice in  the  two  cases.  And  in  the  proceedings  in  the  county 
court,  before  final  judgment  there,  a  material  difference  in  the 
practice  exists.  When  the  case  is  heard  and  decided  upon  the 
justice's  return,  an  appeal  will  lie  immediately  upon  the  comple- 
tion of  the  judgment.  But  when  a  new  trial  has  been  had  in 
the  county  court,  a  case  or  exceptions  must  be  made  before  the 
cause  can  be  in  a  condition  to  appeal  to  the  supreme  court. 

The  practice  as  to  making  a  case  or  exceptions  is  the  same  as 
that  of  the  supreme  court.  Vol.  I,  32,  §  366,  sub.  6. 

Where  a  party  desires  to  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  it  is 
important  that  he  should  appear  and  argue  it  in  the  county 
court,  for  if  he  suffers  a  judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  in 
that  court,  by  default,  he  will  lose  all  remedy  by  way  of  appeal 
to  the  supreme  court.  Dorr  v.  Birge,  8  Barb.,  351 ;  S.  C,  5  How., 
323.  That  court  has  no  authority  to  review  a  judgment  of  the 
county  court  in  any  case  except  where  there  has  been  a  decision 
made  after  an  actual  hearing  of  both  parties.  lb. 

Authority  of  supreme  court.']  Upon  an  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court,  that  court  has  power  and  authority  to  review  and  correct 
all  erroneous  decisions  upon  matters  of  law  which  may  have  been 
made  in  any  of  the  courts  below.  It  also  has  power  to  render 
such  judgment  as  the  court  below  ought  to  have  given  ;  and  it  is 
the  usual  practice  to  render  such  a  judgment  as  the  justice  ought 
to  have  rendered,  if  the  error  has  not  been  corrected  by  the  county 
court.  As  illustrations  of  this  principle,  see  cases  cited,  ante,  876, 
where  the  supreme  court  reversed  judgments  in  part  and  affirmed 
them  in  part,  or  where  they  reversed  them  as  to  some  of  the 
parties  and  affirmed  them  as  to  others. 

There  is  a  class  of  cases,  however,  in  which  a  discretion  is 
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reposed  in  the  county  court,  and  the  judgment  rendered  in  pur- 
suance of  that  discretion  cannot  be  reviewed  by  the  supreme 
court,  as  in  the  case  of  opening  a  default  taken  in  a  justice's 
court.  See  ante,  840 ;  Wavel  v.  Wiles,  10  E.  P.  Smith,  635.  So, 
upon  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  rendered  in  summary  pro- 
ceedings in  landlord  and  tenant  cases,  the  judgment  of  the  county 
court  is  iinal,  and  cannot  be  reviewed  by  the  supreme  court. 
I>euel.  V.  Bust,  24  Barb.,  438. 

But  aside  from  these  exceptional  cases,  which  are  created  by 
statute,  the  supreme  court  has  full  power  to  redress  all  wrongs 
and  correct  all  errors  of  law  which  may  have  occurred,  either  in 
the  justice's  court  or  the  county  court. 

In  cases  tried  in  the  county  court,  upon  au  appeal,  that  court 
has  full  power  to  review  its  own  decisions  upon  a  case  or  excep- 
tions, and  to  grant  new  trials,  to  affirm,  modify,  or  reverse  its 
own  judgments,  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court.  Vol. 
I,  4,  I  30,  sub.  13. 

The  authorities  are  conflicting  on  the  question  whether  an 
appeal  will  lie  to  the  supreme  court  before  the  county  court  has 
passed  upon  the  questions  presented  by  the  case  or  exceptions  by 
granting  or  refusing  a  new  trial.  In  Monroe  v.  Monroe,  27  How., 
208,  and  Broughton  v.  Mitchell,  19  Abb.,  163,  /S.  C,  29  How., 
68,  in  the  sixth,  and  in  Dixon  v.  Bucic,  42  Barb.,  70,  in  the  sev- 
enth district,  it  was  held  that  exceptions  might  be  reviewed  in  the 
supreme  court  before  the  county  court  had  passed  upon  them. 
But  in  Whitney  v.  Wells,  28  How.,  150,  and  Broughton  v.  Mitchell, 
above  cited,  it  was  held  that  the  supreme  court  would  not  review 
the  question  whether  a  verdict  was  against  evidence  until  after 
it  had  been  passed  upon  by  the  county  court.  A  distinction  is 
thus  made  between  the  errors  of  the  court  and  those  of  a  jury. 
But  other  cases  deny  the  existence  of  such  a  distinction,  and 
refuse  to  pass  upon  exceptions  until  after  they  have  been  decided 
upon  by  the  county  court.  Carter  v.  Werner,  27  How.,  385  (and 
Gilbert  v.  Chase,  and  Palmer  v.  Avery,  there  referred  to) ;  Sim- 
mons V.  Sherman,  30  How.,  ;  and  in  the  latter  cases  the  court 
dismissed  the  appeals  on  motion. 

.  The  balance  of  authority,  therefore,  seems  to  be  in  favor  of  the 
rule  that  no  appeal  will  lie  to  the  supreme  court  until  after  an 
actual  decision  by  the  county  court  upon  the  questions  presented 
by  the  case  or  exceptions. 

This  is  a  reasonable  and  a  convenient  rule.  If  the  county 
court  has  erred  in  its  decisions,  the  statute  gives  it  full  power  to 
correct  such  errors,  after  a  full  argument  of  the  questions,  with- 
out an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court.  Vol.  I,  4,  <§  30,  sub.  13. 

The  object  of  conferring  this  power,  doubtless,  Avas  to  enable 
the  county  court  to  correct  its  own  errors,  without  the  expense 
or  the  trouble  of  au  appeal  to  the  supreme  court. 

If  the  error  is  properly  corrected,  no  further  remedy  is  needed. 
But  if  such  error  is  not  corrected,  an  appeal  may  be  taken  to  the 
supreme  court.  Vol.  I,  4,  ^^  30,  sub.  13.    By  adopting  such  a 
Wait  11—116 
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practice,  the  county  court  is  not  only  permitted,  but  is  required 
to  correct  its  own  errors,  and,  if  it  does  so,  no  appeal  to  the 
supreme  court  will  be  necessary.  But  in  case  of  a  neglect  or 
refusal  to  make  the  proper  corrections,  an  appeal  is  allowed  to 
the  supreme  court. 

Appeals  from  orders  of  county  courts  J]  The  statute  already 
cited,  ante,  919,  §  344,  allows  an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  from 
orders  made  by  the  county  courts.  The  practice  upon  such 
appeals  is  the  same  as  that  in  an  action  in  courts  of  record,  and 
is  fully  explained  in  the  works  devoted  to  that  subject. 

Notice  of  appeal  to  supreme  court. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant. 


Take  notice  that  the  plaintiff  (or  the  defendant)  appeals  to  the  general 
term  of  the  supreme  court,  from  *  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  above 
entitled  action  by  this  court,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  in  favor  of 

the  plaintiff,  and  against  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  $        ,  damages  and 
costs.    Dated  August  31,  1865. 

ALVA  H.  TREMAIN, 

Defendant'' s  Attorney. 
To  H.  E.  Smith,  Plaintiff'' s  Attorney,  and 
MoETiMEB  Wade,  Clerk  of  this  court. 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  affirmance  or  reversal  hy  county  court. 

(As  in  last  form,  down  to  the  *,  and  then  proceed  thus :)  the  judgment 
of  this  court,  entered  on  the         day  of  ,  1865,  affirming  (or  revers- 

ing) a  judgment  rendered  by  Richardson  P.  Clark,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  Fulton  county.  (Signature  as  in  last  form.) 

(Date.) 
(Address  to  clerk  and  party  as  in  last  form.) 

Appeal  from  order  of  county  court. 

(As  in  the  notice  of  appeal  above,  down  to  the  *,  and  then  proceed  thus:) 
from  a  certain  order,  affecting  a  substantial  right  of  the  defendant,  made 
by  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county  (or  by  John  Stewart,  county  judge 
of  Fulton  county),  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  whereby,  &c.,  (stating 

the  substance  of  the  order.)  (Signature.) 

(Date.) 
(Addi-ess,  &c.) 

JJndertalcing  to  stay  proceedings  on  appeal  to  supreme  court. 
FULTON  COUNTY  COURT. 


John  Doe,  Respondent, 

agst. 
Richard  Roe,  Appellant. 


[! 


Whereas,   on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  (plaintiff)   recovered 

judgment  against  the  (defendant)  in  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county, 
for  $  damages  and  costs  (or  for  the  recovery  of  possession  of  certain 

personal  property,  or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be.) 
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And,  whereas,  the  above  named  appellant  intends  to  appeal  from  the 
said  judgment  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court, 

Now,  therefore,  we,  Eli  Pierson,  of  the  village  of  Johnstown,  county  of 
Fulton,  and  Daniel  Edwards,  of  the  same  place,  do  hereby,  pursuant  to  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  undertake  that  the  said  appellant 
will  pay  all  costs  and  damages  that  may  be  awarded  against  him  on  such 
appeal,  not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars ;  and  do  also  under- 
take that  if  the  said  judgment  so  appealed  from,  or  any  part  thereof,  be 
affirmed,  or  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  the  said  appellaat  shall  pay  the 
amount  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  said  judgment,  or  the  part  of  such 
amount  as  to  which  the  said  judgment  shall  be  affirmed,  if  it  be  affirmed 
only  in  part,  and  all  damages  which  may  be  awarded  against  the  appellant 
on  such  appeal.  ELI  PIERSON,  Tl.  s. 

DANIEL  EDWARDS,     ft.  s.; 

Fuj-TON  County,  ss:  Eli  Pierson  and  Daniel  Edwards,  above  named, 
being  severally  duly  sworn,  each  says  for  himself,  that  he  is  a  resident  of 
the  State  of  New  York,  as  mentioned  in  the  above  undertaking,  and  a 
householder  (or  freeholder)  therein,  and  worth  double  the  sum  specified  in 
the  said  undertaking  over  and  above  all  his  debts  and  liabilities,  and  exclu- 
sive of  property  exempt  from  execution. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me,  )  ELI  PIERSON. 

this  31st  day  of  August,  1865,  f  DANIEL  EDWARDS. 

John  Stewart,  Count]/  Judge,  <&o. 

Fulton  County,  ss:  I  certify,  that  on  the  31st  day  of  August,  1865, 
Eli  Pierson  and  Daniel  Edwards,  above  named,  tome  known  to  be  the 
persons  described  in  and  who  executed  the  above,  personally  appeared  before 
me,  and  severally  acknowledged  that  they  executed  the  above  undertaking  as 
their  own  free  act,  for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein  mentioned. 

JOHN  STEWART,  Cou7ity  Jtidge^  die. 

SECTION  X. 

APPEAL  TO  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Although  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment  may  be  taken 
to  the  county  court,  and  from  that  court  to  the  supreme  court,  as 
a  matter  of  course  and  of  right,  without  any  permission  from  any 
court  or  judge,  and  subject  only  to  the  rule  requiring  security  in 
certain  cases,  yet  an  entirely  different  practice  prevails  in  relation 
to  appeals  to  the  court  of  appeals  in  such  cases.  The  statute 
relating  to  this  subject  is  as  follows : 

"But  such  appeal  shall  not  be  allowed  in  an  action  originally 
commenced  in  a  court  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  in  the  marine 
court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  or  in  an  assistant  justice's  court 
of  that  city,  or  in  a  justice's  court  of  any  of  the  cities  of  this 
state,  unless  any  such  general  term  shall,  by  order  duly  entered, 
allow  such  appeal  before  the  end  of  the  next  term  after  which 
such  judgment  was  entered.  The  foregoing  prohibition  shall 
not  extend  to  actions  discontinued  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
and  prosecuted  in  an  other  court  pursuant  to  sections  sixty  and 
sixty-eight  of  this  Code."  Code,  §  11,  sub.  3. 

It  will  be  seen  that,  from  this  section,  an  appeal  will  not  lie  to 
the  court  of  appeals  without  an  order  for  that  purpose  by  the 
l^eneral  term  of  the  supreme  court,  if  the  case  is  one  which  was 
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originally  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  was 
discontinued  on  an  answer  of  title  pursuant  to  §  60  of  the  Code. 

An  action  which  is  commenced  in  one  of  the  district  courts 
of  the  city  of  Ifew  York  cannot  be  removed  to  the  court  of 
appeals  without  an  order  of  the  common  pleas  at  general  term, 
even  though  the  cause  may  have  been  tried  in  that  court  after  hav- 
ing been  duly  removed  there.  Smith  v.  White,  9  E.  P.  Smith,  572. 

If  a  party  desires  to  go  to  the  court  of  appeals  with  a  case,  he 
must  be  careful  to  obtain  an  order  in  due  season,  or  he  will  lose 
the  right. 

In  Wait  V.  Tan  Allen,  8  E.  P.  Smith,  319,  the  motion  was  made 
and  argued  in  proper  time,  but  the  case  was  overlooked  by  the 
presiding  justice,  and  the  proper  order  was  not  made  at  that 
term,  although  this  was  done  at  the  next  term  of  the  courfr,  and 
the  order  entered  nunc  pro  tunc,  as  of  the  term  when  the  motion 
was  made,  but  the  court  of  appeals  held  that  the  supreme  court 
had  no  power  to  extend  the  time  for  making  the  order,  and 
that  the  order  so  made  was  a  nullity,  and  that  an  appeal  brought 
in  pursuance  of  it  must  be  dismissed.  This  case  overrules 
Clapp  V.  Graves,  2  Hilt.,  317. 

The  application  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  for 
this  order  may  be  made  at  the  time  when  the  decision  is  pro- 
nounced, if  the  parties  are  then  present  in  court. 

If  they  are  not,  the  application  will  be  in  the  nature  of  a  motion 
founded  upon  notice  and  upon  affidavits  showing  facts  which 
would  justify  an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals. 

As  a  general  rule,  leave  will  not  be  granted  to  go  to  the  court 
of  appeals  unless  the  case  is  one  involving  great  interests,  or  it 
will  settle  an  important  principle  of  law  which  will  affect 
numerous  other  cases.  Jackson  v.  Purchase,  1  Hilt.,  357;  S. C,  14 
How.,  230.  If  there  are  conflicting  decisions  upon  a  question, 
that  is  a  good  reason  for  allowing  the  case  to  go  to  the  court 
of  appeals.  Clapp  v.  Graves,  2  Hilt.,  243. 

But  it  will  not  be  a  sufficient  reason  to  show  that  for  want  of 
preparation  on  the  part  of  counsel  the  case  was  not  fully  argued, 
or  was  not  understood  by  the  court.  Brucker  v.  Patterson,  2 
Hilt.,  135.  So,  where  the  question  is  merely  one  which  relates  to 
the  practice  of  the  lower  court,  and  one  case  involving  the  same 
question  has  been  permitted  to  be  taken  up  to  the  court  of  appeals, 
leave  will  not  be  given  to  take  an  other  case  there  for  the  purpose 
of  presenting  the  same  question. 

Having  thus  presented  some  of  the  general  rules,  as  well  as 
some  of  the  details  of  the  practice  relating  to  appeals,  and  hav- 
ing also  given  quite  an  extensive  collection  of  practical  forms 
relating  to  the  subject,  this  part  of  the  work  is  conpleted. 

The  subsequent  portion  of  this  volume  will  be  devoted  to  the 
practice  in  special  proceedings,  to  precedents  of  pleadings,  and 
such  other  similar  matters  as  may  be  useful,  which  will  com- 
plete the  work. 


PART  IX. 

SPECIAL  PROCEBDINOS  AND  PRECEDENTS. 

CHAPTER  I. 

PKECEDENTS   OF'  PLEADINGS. 
SECTION  L 

COMPLAINTS   ON   CONTRACTS. 

Pleadings  of  some  kind  must  be  used  in  every  court  in  wbich 
actions  are  tried  and  judgments  rendered  upon  evidence  intro- 
duced. In  justices'  courts  these  pleadings  are  frequently  oral, 
a,nd  sometimes  quite  informal  and  insufficient  if  duly  objected 
to.  The  change  in  the  law  which  authorized  a  new  trial  in  the 
county  court,  upon  an  appeal,  will  induce  more  general  care  as 
to  the  pleadings  interposed.  To  aid  the  young  practitioner  in 
this  particular,  a  selection  of  precedents  will  be  given,  which  will 
include  most  of  the  forms  of  pleading  required  in  actions  tried  in 
this  court.  And  where  the  law  relating  to  the  particular  prece- 
dent has  been  discussed  in  this  work,  a  reference  will  be  made  to 
the  pages  relating  to  such  law. 

The  formal  parts  of  a  complaint  may  be  as  follows : 

IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT.  =   • 


John  Doe  f 

agst.  \  Before  David  Kennedy,  Esq. 

Richard  Roe.  V 


The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant,  and  alleges  (here  state  the 
cause  of  action). 

Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment  in  his  favor,  and  against 
the  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  together  with  the  costs 
of  this  action. 

For  the  general  rules  relating  to  complaints,  see  ante,  312 

to  327. 

The  complaint  ought,  somewhere,  to  state  the  names  of  all  the 
parties  to  the  action  in  full.  This  is  usually  done  by  stating 
the  names  of  all  the  parties  at  length  in  the  title  to  the  action. 
And  where  the  parties  have  all  been  once  properly  named,  it  will 
be  unnecessary  to  repeat  all  the  names  when  it  subsequently 
becomes  necessary  to  mention  the  parties  in  the  pleadings.  In 
such  a  case,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  them  by  naming  them 
as  "  the  said  plaintiffs,"  or  as  "  the  said  defendants."  Davison  v. 
^va^e,  6  Taunt.,  121 ;  Stevenson  v.  Hunter,  Id.,  406. 
'  When  the  plaintiff  sues  in  an  official  capacity,  the  title  of  the 
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action  ought  to  show  that  fact,  by  stating  the  name  of  the  oflBcer 
and  that  of  his  office.  But  it  will  not  be  sufficient  to  merely- 
state  this  in  the  title  of  the  complaint,  for  the  body  of  the  com- 
plaint ought  to  state  the  facts  which  show  that  he  is  such  officer, 
as  well  as  to  show  that  the  facts  give  a  right  of  action.  Unless 
the  body  of  the  complaint  shows  that  the  plaintiff  sues  in  an 
official  capacity,  he  will  be  presumed  to  have  sued  in  his  indi- 
vidual character,  even  though  the  title  of  the  action  appears  to 
be  the  complaint  of  one  suing  in  an  official  capacity.  Gould  v. 
Glass,  19  Barb.,  179 ;  Paige  v.  Fazackerly,  36  Id.,  392 ;  Supervis- 
ors of  Galway  v.  Stimson,  4  Hill,  136. 

Complaint  hy  an  infant  plaintiff. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 


James  Smith,  an  infant,  byl 
John  Smith,  his  next  friend, 
Plaintia; 

agst. 

John  Doe,  Defendant. 


Before  David  Kennedy,  Esq. 


The  plaintiff  complains  of  the  defendant,  and  alleges  that  he  is  an  infant, 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  that  on  the  13th  day  of  Novemher, 
1865,  the  said  John  Smith  was  duly  appointed,  by  the  said  justice,  as  a 
next  friend  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  this  action; 
that  (state  cause  of  action).  Wherefore,  &c.  (state  demand  of  judgment 
as  ante,  925). 

In  a  subsequent  place  precedents  will  be  given  for  complaints 
brought  by  persons  in  official  and  representative  characteris. 

Formal  parts  of  an  answer. 
IN  JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

John  Doe,  Plaintiff,  ) 

<W«*-  )■  Before  David  Kennedy,  Esq. 

Richard  Roe,  Defendant.      I  j       -l 

The  defendant  in  the  above  entitled  action  answers  the  complaint 
therein,  &c.,  (state  defense.)  Wherefore,  the  defendant  demands  judg- 
ment in  his  favor  for  costs,  &c. 

If  there  are  several  defendants,  and  there  is  a  defense  interposed 
by  one  defendant,  the  commencement  may  be  changed  so  as  to 
read  as  follows:  "The  defendant  A.  B.,  in  the  above  entitled 
action,  answers  the  complaint,"  &c. 

It  will  not  be  necessary  in  this  place  to  say  more  in  relation  to 
the  formal  parts  of  the  pleadings.  And  in  the  subsequent  pages 
precedents  will  be  given  for  most  of  the  complaints  which  are 
useful  in  a  justice's  court.  So,  precedents  of  answers  and  demur- 
rers will  also  be  given. 

On  a  justice's  judgment. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  town  of  Mayfield,  In  the 

county  of  Fulton,  the  said  John  Doe  commenced  a  civil  action  against 
the  said  Richard  Roe,  then  (and  still)  being  a  resident  of  said  county,  by 
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summons  before  Harley  Bartlett,  then  (and  still)  being  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  in  and  for  the  said  county,  and  having  authority  under  and  by 
virtue  of  title  six  of  part  one  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  of  this  state,  and 
of  article  two,  part  three,  title  four,  chapter  two  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
this  state,  entitled  "Of  the  jurisdiction  of  justices'  courts,"  and  the  various 
acts  amending  said  statutes. 

That  the  said  summons  was  issued  by  and  under  the  hand  of  the  said 
justice,  and  directed  to  any  constable  of  the  said  county,  commanding 
him  to  summon  the  said  Richard  Roe  to  be  and  appear  before  the  said 
justice,  at  his  office  in  Mayfield  aforesaid,  on  the        day  of  1865, 

at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  to  answer  the  complaint  of  the  said  John 
Doe,  in  a  civil  action  for  the  recovery  of  money  due  for  services  rendered 
(or  other  ground  of  action,  whatever  it  may  have  been),  and  was  by  the 
said  justice  delivered  to  John  W.  Brown,  then  (and  still)  being  a  consta- 
ble of  the  said  county,  who  afterwards,  and  before  the  time  of  appearance 
therein  mentioned,  returned  the  same  to  the  said  justice,  with  a  return 
thereupon  in  writing,  with  his  name  signed  thereto,  that  he  had  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  served  the  same  upon  the  said  Richard  Roe 

personally.  That  at  the  time  and  place  of  appearance  mentioned  in  the 
said  summons  (if  the  defendant  did  not  appear)  the  said  John  Doe  appeared 
before  the  said  justice,  and  the  said  Richard  Roe  did  not  appear  then,^or 
within  one  hour  thereafter,  but  therein  made  default. 

(If  the  defendant  did  appear,  then  allege :)  The  said  John  Doe  and 
Richard  Roe  appeared  before  the  said  justice,  and  the  said  John  Doe  com- 
plained against  the  said  Richard  Roe  for  work  and  labor  (or  as  the  cause 
of  action  may  have  been),  and  claimed  damages  to  the  amount  of  two 
hundred  dollars  only.  That  the  said  Richard  Roe  answered  the  said  com- 
plaint by  interposing  a  general  denial  of  all  the  allegations  contained  in 
the  said  complaint  (with  any  other  defense  which  may  have  been  inter- 
posed) ;  the  said  justice  then  and  there  holding  a  court  by  authority  of  the 
acts,  or  statutes  aforesaid,  for  the  trial  of  the  said  action. 

That  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had  before  the  said  justice  ;  that 
the  said  John  Doe  afterwards,  and  on  the  day  of  ,  1865, 

at  the  place  aforesaid  (or  if  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  same  day),  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at,  &c.,  by  the  consideration  and  judgment 
of  the  said  justice,  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  said  Richard  Roe, 
for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  damages  aiid  costs,  adjudged 
to  the  said  John  Doe  by  the  said  justice. 

That  said  judgment  still  remains  in  full  force  and  effect,  wholly  unsatis- 
fied, not  paid  nor  reversed,  annulled  nor  set  aside,  nor  has  the  said  John 
Doe  had  execution  thereof.  Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment 
for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  with  interest  and  costs, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars. 

For  the  law  relating  to  actions  upon  judgments,  see  Vol.  I,  598 
to  602. 

Complaint  on  a  chattel  mortgage. 

[Title  and  commencement,  as  ante^  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  18    ,  at  the  town  of  , 

in  the  county  of  ,  the  defendant,  for  a  valuable  consideration, 

made  his  chattel  mortgage  in  writing,  under  his  hand  (and  seal,  if  there 
is  one  attached),  and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  following  is 
a  copy  (set  out  a  copy).  That  the  said  mortgage  remains  wholly  unpaid 
apd  unsatisfied,  and  that  there  is  now  due  thereon  to  the  plaintiff,  from 
ttie  defendant,  the  sum  of  $  ,  with  interest  on  the  same,  from  the 
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day  of  ,18    .     Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judg- 

ment, &c.,  as  ante,  925.  (See  Vol.  I,  130  to  116.) 

Complaint  on  iond  for  payment  of  money  only. 

[Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,18,  the  defendant  made  his 

bond  in  writing,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiffi 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  (set  out  a  copy).     That  the  said  bond 
remains  entirely  unpaid,  and  that  there  is  now  due  thereon  to  the  plain- 
tiff, from  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  $  ,  with  interest  from  the 
day  of                       ,  18    .     Wherefore,  &c.,  as  ante,  925. 

Complaint  on  hond  for  limits. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante  925.] 

That  on  the        day  of  ,  18    ,  at  a  court  held  by  and  before 

David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in 
the  county  of  Fulton,  the  plaintiff  duly  and  legally  recovered  a  judgment 
against  one  John  Smith,  for  the  sum  of  $  ,  in  an  action  (state  the. 

cause  of  action,  which  must  be  one  in  which  the  defendant  could  be 
arreted  on  execution) ;  that  on  the  day  of  18,  the  said 

justice  duly  issued  an  execution  upon  the  said  judgment,  which  execution 
was  directed  to  any  constable  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  and  contained  a 
command  requiring  said  constable  to  levy  the  amount  of  such  judgment 
upon  the  goods,  chattels,  and  personal  property  of  the  said  John  Smith 
(except  such  goods  and  chattels  as  are  by  law  exempt  from  levy  and  sale 
upon  execution),  and  to  bring  the  amount  so  collected  before  the  said  jus- 
tice within  sixty  days  after  the  receipt  of  said  execution;  that  if  no  goods 
or  chattels  of  the  said  John  Smith  could  be  found,  or  if  there  were  not 
enough  to  satisfy  such  execution,  then  the  execution  further  commanded 
the  said  constable  to  take  the  body  of  the  said  John  Smith  and  convey 
him  to  the  common  jail  of  Fulton  county,  where  he  was  required  to  remain 
until  such  execution  was:  paid  or  satisfied ;  that  said  execution  was  on  the 
day  of  ,  18     ,  delivered  to  .lacob  Lawyer,  then  a  constable 

of  the  county  of  Fulton,  to  be  executed;  that  said  Jacob  Lawyer,  on  the 
day  of  ,18      ,  who  was  then  constable  as  aforesaid,  at 

the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  Fulton  county,  took  and  arrested  the  said  John 
Smith,  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  contained  in' such  exe*- 
cution;  that  on  the        day  of  18     ,  the  said  constable  delivered 

the  said  John  Smith  to  Austin  Kasson,  Esq.,  who  was  then  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Fulton,  and  who  kept  the  said  jail  of  said  county,  by  his  under 
sheriff,  Bradford  T.  Simmons,  Esq. ;  that  such  sheriff,  by  his  under  sheriff 
aforesaid,  on  the  said        day  of  ,18,  received  the  said  John' 

Smith  into  his  custody  as  such  sheriff,  <fcc.,  by  virtue  of  such  execution; 
that  such  John  Sttiith  remained  in  such  custody  until  the  time  of  making 
the  bond  hereafter  mentioned;  that  on  the         day  of  18    ,  at' 

the  village  of  Johnstown,  in  the  said  county  of  Fulton,  the  said  John 
Smith,  together  with  one  George  Smith,  entered  into  and  executed  a  bond, 
in  due  form  of  law,  for  the  purpose  of  entitling  the  said  John  Smith  to  the 
liberties  of  thesaid  jail ;  which  bond  was  delivered  to  the  said  sheriff  on 
tjie    _     day  of  ,18    ;  that  such  bond  was  executed  to  the  said 

Austin  Kasson,  Esq.,  as  sheriff  of  the  county  of» Fulton;  that  said  bond 
contained  and  was  subject  to  the  conditions  following,  viz.,  that  the  said 
John  Smith  and  George  Smith  were  bound  to  the  said  sheriff  in  the  penal  • 
sum  of  $  ,  to  be  paid  to  said  sheriff,  or  his  assigns;  that  if  the  saic^, 

John  Smith  remained  a  true  and  faithful  prisoner,  and  did  not  at  any 
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time,  noi-  in  any  manner,  escape,  or  go  beyond  tlie  limits  or  botindar^s  of 
such  jail,  until  discharged  by  due  course  of  law,  then  the  said  obligation 
was  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue;  that  on  the 
day  of  5  18     ,  the  said  sheriff  duly  assigned  said  bond 

to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  on  the  day  of  ,  18      ,  the  said 

John  Smith  did  escape  and  go  at  large  from  the  said  jail  liberties,  without 
the  consent,  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  wherefore  the  plaintiff 
demands  a  judgment  against  the  saiid  George  Smith  for  the  sum  of  $200, 
besides  the  costs  of  this  action. 

The  law  in  relation  to  escapes  will  be  found  in  Vol.  I,  742  to 
746. 

Com/plaint  on  an  attachment  hond. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the         day  of  ,  18     ,  an  application  was  duly  made 

by  A.  B.,  the  present  defendant,  who  was  then  a  creditor  of  the  plaintiff, 
to  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in 
the  county  of  Fulton,  for  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff pursuant  to  the  statutes  arid  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York;  that 
such  application  was  in  writing,  signed  by  the  said  A.  B. ;  that  such 
application  was  accompanied  by  an  affidavit,  duly  made  on  behalf  of  said 
A.  B.,  specifying,  as  near  as  might  be,  the  sum  claimed  to  be  due  to  said 
A.  B.,  over  and  above  all  discounts;  that  on  the  said        day  of  , 

18  ,  at  the  time  mentioned,  the  said  A.  B.,  and  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F., 
executed  a  bond  to  the  plaintiff,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  and  then 
and  there  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  justice,  together  with  said  appli- 
cation and  affidavit,  which  bond  is  as  follows  (here  set  out  a  copy  of  the 
bond) ;  that  on  the  delivery  to  said  justice  of  said  application,  affidavit 
and  bond,  on  the  day  of  >  18     ,  the  said  justice  did 

issue  a  process  of  attachment  in  due  form  of  law,  in  favor  of  the  said  A. 
B.,  and  against  the  property  of  this  plaintiff,  which  attachment  was  as 
follows  (here  set  out  a  copy  of  the  attachment) ;  that  at  the  time  of 
issuing  such  attachment,  the  said  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  was  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  said  town  of  Mayfield,  in  Fulton  County,  and  as  such 
justice  he  had  full  power  and  authority  to  issue  the  process  of  attachment 
in  civil  actions,  according  to  the  statute,  &c. ;  that  said  attachment  was, 
on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  by  the  direction  and  at  the  request 

of  the  said  A.  B.,  deliver'ed  to  oHe  Jacob  Lawyer,  to  be  executed,  the  said 
Lawyer  then  being  a  constable  of  said  county  of  Fulton ;  that  said  con- 
stable, by  virtue  of  such  attachment,  did,  on  the  day  of  , 
18  ,  attach  and  take  into  his  possession  the  following  property  of  the 
plaiptiff  (here  enumerate  and  describe  the  articles).  And  the  plaintiff 
further  alleges,  that  after  the  making  of  said  bond,  and  after  the  issuing 
and  the  levying  of  such  attachment,  as  aforesaid,  such  proceedings  were 
Subsequently  had  by  and  before  said  justice,  that  a  judgment  of  nonsuit 
was  rendered  against  the  said  A.  B.  (or  a  judgment  in  favor  of  this 
plaintiff.)  And  the  plaintiff  further  alleges,  that  the  said  A.  B.  has  not 
recovered  judgment  in  said  attachment  suit,  but  has  wholly  failed  therein ; 
that  in  consequence  of  the  issuing  of  such  attachment,  and  of  the  service 
thereof,  the  plaintiff  has  Jpeen  compelled  to  pay  large  sums  of  money  in 
the  defense  of  said  action,  and  the  value  of  such  attached  property  has 
been  greatly  impaired.     Wherefore,  &C.,  as  ante,  925. 

The  law  in  relation  to  attachment  bonds  has  been  suflacieutly 
discussed.  Ante,  157  ta  166. 
Wait  11—117 
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Complaint  on  iond  given  on  claim  of  attached  property. 

[Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  one  A.  B.  was  indebted  to 

this  plaintiff  on  a  demand  arising  upon  contract ;  that  on  the  day 

of  >  18     ,  this  plaintiff  made  application  in  writing  to  David 

Kennedy,  then  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the 
county  of  Fulton,  for  an  attachment  against  the  property  of  the  said  A. 
B. ;  that  said  application  was  accompanied  by  an  affidavit,  which  showed 
that  (state  the  grounds  of  the  application) ;  that  said  plaintiff  also  fur- 
nished said  justice  with  a  bond  such  as  is  required  by  law  in  such  cases ; 
that  said  justice  did,  on  the  said  day  of  j  18    ,  duly 

issue  an  attachment,  which  was  as  follows  (set  out  a  copy) ;  that  such 
attachment  was  on  the  same  day  delivered  to  Jacob  Lawyer,  who  was  then 
a  constable  of  said  county  of  Fulton,  and  that  by  virtue  of  said  attach- 
ment, the  said  Lawyer,  as  such  constable,  did,  on  the        day  of  , 
1 8    ,  attach  and  take  into  his  custody  and  possession  the  following  described 
property  (designate  it),  which  then  belonged  to  the  said  A.  B. ;  that  while 
said  property  was  thus  in  the  custody  and  possession  of  said  constable,  and 
before  any  execution  had  been  issued  upon  the  judgment  in  the  action  in 
which  said  attachment  was  issued,  one  0.  D.  claimed  that  he  was  the  owner 
of  said  goods  and  chattels,  so  attached  as  aforesaid ;  that  on  the           day 
of                   J  18     ,  the  said  C.  D.,  with  the  sureties,  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  did 
execute  a  bond  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  the  said  plaintiff;  that  said 
sureties  were  duly  approved  by  the  said  justice  (or  the  constable  who  held 
the  attachment) ;  that  said  bond  was  duly  delivered  to  the  said  constable, 
which  bond  was  as  follows  (set  out  a  copy)  ;  that  upon  the  delivery  of 
said  bond  to  the  said  constable,  he  delivered  up  the  said  attached  prop- 
erty to  the  said  C.  D. ;  that  said  bond  was  afterwards  duly  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff,  who  is  now  the  owner  and  holder  thereof;  that  this  action  is 
brought  within  three  months  from  the  date  of  said  bond ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff alleges  that   the  said  claimant  C.  D.  is  not  the  owner  of  the  said 
attached  goods  and  chattels,  but  they  are  the  property  of  said  A.  B. 
Wherefore,  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  in  his  favor,  against  the 
defendants,  for  the  value  of  said  goods,  &c.,  with  interest  thereon  from 
the  time  when  they  were  so  delivered  to  the  said  C.  D.,  which  amounts 
to  the  sum  of  $                ,  together  with  costs,  &c. 

Tb©  statutory  provisions  which  authorize  the  giving  of  such 
a  bond,  will  be  found  in  Vol.  I,  42,  76.    And  see  ante,  175  to  180. 

Complaint  on  hand  for  costs,  &c. 
[Title  and  commencement,  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  18    ,  at  the  town  of  Mayfield, 

in  the  county  of  Fulton,  one  A.  B.  made  application  to  David  Kennedy, 
Esq.,  who  was  then  a  justice  of  the  peace,  of  the  town  and  county  afore- 
said, for  process  by  short  summons  (or  a  civil  warrant)  against  this  plain- 
tiff, in  a  civil  action;  that  before  the  issuing  of  any  process  by  said 
justice,  and  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  the  said  A.  B.,  with 

C.  p.  and  E.  F.  as  his  sureties,  executed  a  bond  to  this  plaintiff,  under 
their  hands  and  seals,  which  bond  was  then  delivered  to  said  justice.  (If 
an  affidavit  was  necessary,  and  was  given  before  process  could  issue,  say :) 
That  at  the  same  time  and  plkce,  the  said  A.  B.  made  an  affidavit  showing 
the  grounds  of  his  action,  and  the  cause  why  said  short  summons  (or 
warrant)  should  be  issued,  which  grounds  were  (here  state  the  grounds 
specified  in  the  affidavit) ;  that  upon  such  affidavit  and  bond,  the  said 
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justice  issued  said  short  summons  against  this  plaintiff;  that  said  sum- 
mons was  duly  delivered  to  Jacob  Lawyer,  a  constable  of  said  county, 
who  duly  served  the  same  on  this  plaintiff;  that  on  the  return  day  of  said 
summons,  this  plaintiff  appeared  at  the  place  and  time  therein  mentioned, 
before  the  said  justice ;  that  afterwards  such,  proceedings  were  had  by  and 
before  such  justice  ;  that  a  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  said  A.  B., 
and  in  favor  of  this  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  $  ,  for  his  costs 

incurred  in  his  defense,  and  by  reason  of  issuing  said  short  summons  (or 
civil  warrant) ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  and  before 

the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  said  plaintiff  duly  demanded  of  the 
said  A.  B.,  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  $  ,  which  sum  the  said 

A.  B.  neglected  and  refused  to  pay;  and  on  the  day  of  , 

1 8  ,  the  said  plaintiff  duly  notified  the  said  sureties  of  the  said  default  of 
the  said  A,  B. ;  and  also  then  demanded  of  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  the 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of  ,  which  the  said  C.  D.  and  E.  F. 

neglected  and  refused  to  pay.     Wherefore,  &c. 

The  liability  of  a  surety  in  cases  of  warrants,  and  of  short 
summonses,  will  be  found  explained,  ante,  83  to  87,  105  to  107. 
When  a  short  summons  is  issued,  the  condition  of  the  bond  is 
for  the  payment  of  any  sum  that  may  be  adjudged  against  the 
plaintiff  in  the  suit.  Ante,  83.  When  the  recovery  of  the  defend- 
ant is  for  a  set-off  in  his  favor,  against  the  plaintiff,  the  com- 
plaint should  contain  a  statement  showing  a  recovery  therefor, 
and  should  claim  judgment  for  the  amount. 

Before  any  action  is  brought  upon  such  a  bond,  a  demand 
ought  to  be  made  for  the  payment  of  the  judgment.  And  this 
is  especially  the  case  in  relation  to  the  sureties. 

Complaint  on  an  undertalcing  on  an  appeal. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,   on   the  day  of  ,    18     ,    a  judgment   was  rendered 

in  a  justice's  court,  held  by  and  before  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  against  one  A.  B.,  for  the  sum  of  $  damages  and 

costs;  that,  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  the  said  A.  B.  brought  an 

appeal,  in  due  form  of  law,  upon  said  judgment  to  the  county  court  of 
Fulton  county ;  that,  upon  said  appeal,  an  undertaking  was  given  by  the 
said  A.  B.,  which  was  made  and  executed  by  the  said  A.  B.,  together  with 
C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  as  his  sureties  therein ;  that  said  undertaking  was  deliv- 
ered to  the  said  justice  by  the  said  A.  B.  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff,  which  undertaking  was  as  follows  (here  set  out  a  copy) ;  that 
said  justice  made  a  return  on  said  appeal  in  due  form  of  law ;  that  said 
appeal  was  duly  argued  in  the  said  county  court,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  was  in  all  things  aflarmed  by  said  county  court,  on  the  _  day 

of  18     ;  that  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 

and  against  the  said  A.  B.,  on  said  appeal,  on  the  day  of  , 

18    ,  for  $  damages,  and  f  costs  ;  that  an  execution,  m  due 

form' of  law,  was  issued  upon  said  judgment,  on  the  4^7  °^„    ,     ' 

18  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Fulton,  in  which  the  said  A.  B.  then 
resided  and  said  execution  was  returned  by  the  said  sheriff  wholly  unsatis- 
fied; that,  on  the  day  of  ,  18  ,  a  demand  of  the  said  sum  of 
damages  and  costs  was  made  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and  the  said  C.  D.  and 
E  F    the  sureties  aforesaid,  who  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  same; 
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and  the  plaintiff  says  that  the  said  sum  of  $  remains  wholly  unpaid 

and  unsatisfied.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  124,  125.) 

Complaint  on  a  replevin  hand. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  >  18     ,  the  plaintiff  commenced  an 

action  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  certain  personal  property, 
under  the  authority  and  in  pursuance  of  Code,  §  53,  sub.  10;  that  said 
action  was  commenced  before  David  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  and  this  plaintiff  was 
also  plaintiff  in  that  action,  and  the  present  defendant,  A.  B.,  was  also 
defendant  in  that  action ;  that  such  proceedings  were  had  in  that  action 
that  one  Jacob  Lawyer,  a  constable  of  said  county,  in  pursuance  of  the 
process  issued  in  said  action,  and  delivered  to  him  as  such  constable,  did, 
on  the  day  of  »  1 8     ,  take  into  his  custody  and  possession  the 

following  named  articles  (describe  them)  ;  that,  on  the  return  day  of  the 
summons  issued  by  the  said  justice,  the  said  A.  B.  appeared  before  such 
justice  and  made  and  executed  a  written  undertaking,  in  writing,  which 
was  also  executed  by  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  as  sureties  for  the  said  A.  B. ;  that 
said  undertaking  was  then  and  there  delivered  to  said  justice,  and  filed  by 
him  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  as  follows  (here  set  out  a 
copy)  ;  that  the  said  personal  property,  so  taken  by  said  constable,  was, 
on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  returned  to  the  said  A.  B.,  in  pursuance 

of  law  and  the  requirements  of  said  undertaking ;  that  such  proceedings 
were  subsequently,  and  on  the  day  of  18     ,  duly  had  by 

and  before  the  said  justice ;  that  this  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  in  his 
favor,  and  against  the  said  A.  B.,  adjudging  that  this  plaintiff  was  the 
owner,  and  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  said  personal  property ; 
that  such  judgment  also  adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
sum  of  $  as  damages  for  the  wrongful  detention  of  said  personal 

property,  and  the  value  of  saidr  property  was  assessed  at  the  sum  of 
$  ;  that,    on   the  day   of  ,   18     ,   this   plaintiff  duly 

demanded  payment  of  the  said  damages,  and  of  the  value  of  the  property 
so  assessed,  <fec. ;  but  that  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid,  and  the  said 
defendants  are  now  justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  I 
thereon,  with  interest  thereon,  from  the  day  of  ,18    .     Where- 

fore, &c.,  as  ante,  925.   (See  ante,  195  to  198.) 

Complaint  on  iond  of  indemnity. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  a  constable 
of  the  county  of  Fulton;  that,  on  the  day  of  ,18     ,  and 

while  the  plaintiff  was  such  constable,  the  defendant,  A.  B.,  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff  an  execution,  in  due  form  of  law,  to  be  executed  by  the  plain- 
tiff; that  said  execution  was  issued  upon  ft  judgment  duly  rendered  on 
the  day  of  ,  18     ,  by  David  Kennedy,  a  justice  of  the  peace 

of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton ;  that  said  execution 
was  duly  issued,  and  was  in  due  form  of  law,  and  was  as  follows  (here  set 
out  a  copy  of  the  execution)  ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  18    ,  this 

plaintiff,  as  such  constable,  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  execution,  levied 
upon  certain  personal  property  then  in  the  possession  of  C.  D.,  who  was 
named  as  defendant  in  said  execution ;  that  said  property  consisted  of  the 
following  described  articles  (here  set  them  out) ;  that  on  the  day 

of  5  18     ,  and  after  such  levy,  and  before  the  removal  or  sale  of  said 
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property,  one  E.  F.  claimed  to  be  the  owner  thereof,  and  on  the  day 

of  ,  18     ,  the  said  E.  F.  notified  this  plaintiff  of  bis  said  claim, 

and  then  forbade  this  plaintiff  from  selling  the  same  on  the  said  execu- 
tion; that  due  notice  was  given  to  the  said  defendant  A.  B.,  on  the 
day  of  ,  18     ,  of  the  said  claim  and  notice  of  the  said  E.  P. ;  that 

the  said_  defendant  A.  B.  insisted  that  the  said  property  did  not  belong 
to  the  said  B.  F.,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  sell  the  same  as  such  con- 
stable, &c. ;  that,  on  the  day  of  ,18  ,  the  plaintiff  requested 
the  said  defendant  A.  B.  to  indemnify  him  against  the  consequences  of 
such  sale;  that,  on  the  day  of  ,18  ,  the  defendants  A.  B., 
and  his  sureties,  G.  H.  and  I.  J.,  duly  made  and  executed  a  bond  of  indem- 
nity, in  writing,  and  under  their  hands  and  seals,  and  delivered  the  same 
to  this  plaintiff,  which  bond  is  as  follows  (set  out  a  copy  of  the  bond) ;  that 
afterwards,  on  the  day  of  j  18  ,  the  plaintiff,  in  pursuance 
of  said  execution,  and  on  the  faith  of  the  indemnity  aforesaid,  duly  sold 
said  property  as  such  constable ;  that,  on  the  day  of  >  1 8  , 
the  said  E.  F.  brought  an  action  against  this  plaintiff,  before  David  Ken- 
nedy, a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  for  sell- 
ing said  property;  that,  before  the  trial  of  said  action,  due  notice  was 
given  by  this  plaintiff  to  the  said  defendant  A.  B.,  of  the  commencement 
of  said  action,  and  the  said  defendant  A.  B.  was  requested  to  defend  the 
said  action,  which  he  neglected  and  refused  to  do ;  that,  on  the  day 
of  ,18  ,  such  proceedings  were  had  by  and  before  said  justice, 
that  the  said  E.  F.  recovered  a  judgment  against  this  plaintiff  for  the  sum 
of  $  ,  for  the  selling  of  said  property  on  said  execution  aforesaid ; 
that,  on  the  day  of  >  18  ,  this  plaintiff  notified  said  defend- 
ant A.  B.  of  the  rendition  of  said  judgment  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and 
demanded  of  said  A.  B.  that  he  should  pay  the  amount  thereof,  which  the 
said  A.  B.  neglected  and  refused  to  do  ;  that,  on  the  day  of  , 
18  ,  the  plaintiff  paid  the  amount  of  said  judgment  to  said  E.  F. ;  that, 
in  addition  to  the  payment  of  said  judgment  the  plaintiff  was  compelled 
to  pay  the  sum  of  $  ,  as  fees  of  counsel  in  said  action,  and  he  was 
also  subjected  to  great  loss  of  time,  and  was  compelled  to  pay  large 
expenses  in  the  defense  of  said  action,  amounting  in  all  to  the  sum  of 
I            .     Wherefore,  &c.,  as  ante,  925.  (See  Vol.  I,  121  to  124.) 

Complaint  on  hond  to  indemnify  in  case  of  a  lost  note,  &c. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  at  ,  the  plaintiff  made 

his  negotiable  promissory  note  (or  bill  of  exchange),  in  writing,  and  deliv- 
ered the  same  to  the  defendant  A.  B.,  as  the  owner  and  holder  thereof; 
that,  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  and,  after  the  maturity  of  said 

note,  the  said  A.  B.  demanded  payment  on  the  said  note  of  this  plaintiff, 
and  alleged  that  said  note  was  accidentally  lost ;  that  this  plaintiff  refused 
to  pay  the  said  note  because  of  its  non-production ;  that,  on  the  day 

of  18     ,  the  said  A.  B.  commenced  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 

the  amount  payable  by  said  note,  by  summons,  before  David  Kennedy, 
Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Mayfield,  in  Fulton  county ;  that,  on  the 
return  day  of  said  summons,  which  was  on  the       ^     day  of  ,  18     , 

the  parties  appeared  and  joined  issue  before  said  justice  in  said  action ; 
that  on  the  trial  of  said  action,  which  was  on  the  day  of  joining 
such  issue,  the  said  A.  B.  failed  to  produce  the  said  note,  but  alleged 
that  the  same  was  accidentally  lost;  that  the  said  A.  B.  then  and 
there  made  and  executed  a  bond  to  indemnify  this  plaintiff  as  is  required 
by  law ;  that  said  bond  was  also  executed  by  C.  D.  and  E.  F.  as  sureties 
in  said  bond;  that  said  bond  was  then  and  there  duly  delivered  to 
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the  said  justice  for  the  benefit  of  this  plaintifi";  that  such  bond  is  as 
follows  (set  out  a  copy  of  the  bond) ;  that  such  proceedings  were  after- 
wards had  by  and  before  said  justice  that  he,  on  the  day  of  , 
18  ,  rendered  a  judgment  on  said  note  in  favor  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and 
against  this  plaintifi",  for  the  sum  of  $  ,  which  judgment  the  plain- 
tifiT  paid  before  the  commencement  of  this  action ;  that  the  said  note  was 
afterwards  presented  to  the' plaintiff  by  one  G.  H.,  who  was  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  of  the  same  before  it  became  due,  for  value  paid  by  him ;  that 
this  plaintiff  was  sued  upon  said  note  by  the  said  G.  H.,  before  one  David 
Kennedy,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Mayneld,  in  Fulton  county,  and  a  judg- 
ment recovered  against  him  in  favor  of  the  said  G.  H.,  on  the  day 
of  ,18  ,  for  the  sum  of  $  damages,  and  costs  of  action,  which 
judgment  this  plaintiff  has  since  paid;  that  afterwards  due  notice  thereof 
was  given  to  the  defendant,  who  refused  to  repay  to  this  plaintiff  the  amount 
of  said  judgment,  &c.  Wherefore,  &c.,  as  ante,  925.  (See  title  Bills  and 
Notes  for  law  as  to  lost  notes,  Vol.  I,  432  to  436.) 

Complaint  on  fire  policy  on  goods,  &c. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  the  defendants  are  a  corporation  duly  created  "and  organized  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  this  state  (or  under  and  by  virtue  of  las^s  of 
New  York,  enacted,  &c.,  giving  date,  &c.) ;  that  on  the        day  of  , 

18     ,  at  ,  in  consideration  of  the  payment,  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 

defendants,  of  the  premium  of  dollars,  the  defendants,  by  their  duly 

authorized  agents,  made  their  policy  of  insurance  in  writing,  a  copy  of 
which  is  hereto  annexed,  and  delivered  the  same  to  this  plaintiff;  and  the 
said  defendants  thereby  insured  the  plaintiff  against  loss  or  damage  by 
fire  upon  his  goods,  chattels,  &c.  (describing  them),  to  the  amount  of 
dollars ;  that  at  the  time  of  making  such  insurance,  and  from  that 
time  until  the  happening  of  the  loss  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff 
had  an  interest  in  the  goods  and  chattels  so  insured,  as  the  owner 
thereof,  to  the  amount  of  dollars ;  that  on  the  day  of  , 

18  ,  the  said  goods,  chattels,  &c.,  were  totally  destroyed  by  fire,  which 
loss  did  not  happen  by  reason  of  a  violation  of  any  of  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions contained  in  said  policy ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  fulfilled,  on  his  part, 
all  the  conditions  of  the  said  policy ;  and  that  on  the  day  of  , 

18  ,  he  duly  gave  notice  to  the  defendants  of  such  loss,  and  also  fur- 
nished them  due  proof  of  the  same  according  to  the  tenns  of  the  said 
policy,  and  duly  demanded  payment  from  them  of  the  said  sum  of 
dollars ;  that  the  said  defendants  have  not  paid  the  said  sum,  nor  any 
part  thereof,  but  that  they  are  now  justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  of  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.   (See  Vol.  I,  579  to  598.) 

Complaint  on  subscription  for  planJc  road,  &c. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  entitled  "  An  act  to  provide  for  the  incorporation  of  companies  to 
construct  plank  roads,  and  for  companies  to  construct  turnpike  roads," 
passed  May  4th,  1847,  and  of  the  several  acts  amendatory  of  the  same,  the 
above  named  company  was  duly  organized  and  formed  into  a  corporation 
under  the  name  of  the  Mayfield  and  Vail's  Mills  Plank  Road  Company ; 
that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  May,  1849,  at  the  town  of 
Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  the  said  defendant  and  certain  other 
persons,  being  desirous  of  associating  themselves  together'  for  the  purpose 
■of  constructing  a  plank  road  from  the  village  of  Vail's  Mills,  in  said 
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county,  to  the  village  of  Mayfield  Corners,  also  in  said  county,  and  in 
consideration  thereof,  and  of  the  mutual  promises  to  each  other,  and 
of  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  being  members  of  said  associa- 
tion, made  and  subscribed  an  agreement  in  writing  called  articles  of 
association,  which  were  as  follows,  to  wit  (here  set  out  a  copy  of 
the  articles  of  association) ;  that  the  said  defendant,  Peter  Van  Den- 
burgh,  did,  at  the  time  of  subscribing  said  articles  of  association,  set 
opposite  to  his  name  thereto  subscribed  the  number  of  eight  shares,  and 
that  the  amount  of  each  share  is  twenty-five  dollars ;  and  that  the  said  de- 
fendant promised  and  agreed  to  take  such  shares,  and  to  pay  for  thera  as 
specified  in  said  articles  of  association ;  that  although  public  notice  was 
given  in  at  least  one  newspaper  printed  in  said  county  of  Fulton,  of  the 
time  and  places  where  books  for  such  subscription  to  the  stock  of  said 
road  would  be  opened,  and  although,  after  such  stock  to  the  amount  of  at 
least  five  hundred  dollars  for  every  mile  of  the  road  so  intended  to  be 
built  had  been  in  good  faith  subscribed,  and  five  per  cent  on  the  amount 
had  been  paid  in  to  the  persons  named  in  the  articles  of  association  as 
directors,  and  the  subscribers  thereto,  including  said  defendant,  had,  upon 
due  notice,  elected  directors  for  said  company,  and  had  thereupon  sever- 
ally subscribed  articles  of  association,  which  had  been  duly  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  secretary  of  state  of  the  State  of  New  York ;  and  although 
these  plaintiffs,  relying  upon  the  said  subscription  of  the  said  defendant 
and  of  the  other  persons  so  subscribing,  did  expend  large  sums  of  money 
in  the  construction  of  said  road,  and  entered  into  contracts  and  personal 
liabilities  to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  four  thousand  dollars ;  and 
although  the  directors  of  the  said  company  did,  on  the  1 5th  day  of  June, 
1849,  make  a  call  for  said  stock,  and  require  the  said  defendant  and  the 
other  stock  subscribers  to  pay  upon  the  capital  stock  subscribed  by  him 
and  by  them,  to  the  treasurer  of  said  company,  at  their  office,  at  Vail's 
Mills  aforesaid,  ten  dollars  per  hundred  upon  each  share  of  stock  so  sub- 
scribed on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1849;  yet  the  said  defendant  wholly 
neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  ten  dollars  per  hundred  upon 
each  share  of  stock  subscribed  by  him  as  aforesaid ;  that  although  the 
directors  of  said  company  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  August, 
1849,  made  another  call  for  stock,  requiring  the  defendant  and  the  other 
subscribers  to  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  said  company,  at  their  office  afore- 
said, the  whole  amount  of  stock  by  him  and  them  severally  subscribed, 
and  not  already  paid  in,  on  the  15th  day  of  September,  1849;  yet  the 
defendant  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
the  amount  of  said  stock  by  him  subscribed  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the 
form  and  effect  of  said  agreement,  and  of  his  said  promises  and  under- 
takings ;  that  the  said  defendant  had  due  notice  of  the  said  two  several 
calls  for  stock  made  by  the  directors  of  said  company  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  same  were  duly  published  in  at  least  one  newspaper  printed  and  pub- 
lished in  said  county  of  Fulton,  at  least  thirty  days  previous  to  the  time 
specified  for  said  payments ;  and  although  the  whole  eight  shares  of  stock 
subscribed  by  said  defendant  became  due  and  payable  to  these  plamtiffs 
in  the  sums  and  at  the  times  specified  in  said  calls,  yet  the  said  defendant 
has  not  performed  his  said  agreement,  and  has  wholly  neglected  and 
refused  to  pay  for  the  stock  so  subscribed  by  him,  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
the  defendant  is  now  justly  indebted  to  these  plaintifEs  thereon  in  the  sum 
of  two  hundred  dollars,  with  interest,  &o. ;  wherefore,  the  plaintiffs 
demand  judgment  against  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dol- 
lars, with  interest  thereon  asfoUows,  to  wit :  on  twenty  dollars  from  the 
20th  day  of  July,  1849,  and  on  one  hundred  and  twenty  dollars  from  the 
15th  day  of  September,  1849,  together  with  costs,  &c,  (See  Vol.  I,  99  to 
104,  261  to  264.) 
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Complaint  in  action  ;  swearing  to  justness  of  debt. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the 
plaintiff  claimed  of  the  defendant  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  and 
that  the  same  was  due  for  money  before  then  lent  and  advanced  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request  (or  other  cause  of  action,  as 
the  facts  may  be) ;  that  the  said  defendant  then  and  there  denied  that  there 
was  due  to  this  plaintiff  the  sum  so  claimed,  or  any  part  therof ;  that  the 
said  defendant  then  and  there  offered  and  promised  this  plaintiff  that  hp 
would  pay  to  him  the  said  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  in  consideration 
that  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  would  make  oath  before  some  justice,  officer  or 
magistrate,  having  due  and  legal  power  to  administer  oaths,  that  the  said 
sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  was  honestly  and  justly  due  to  the  said  plain- 
tiff from  the  said  defendant ;  that  afterwards,  and  on  the  said  1st  day  of 
May,  1865,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  did  make  oath  before 
George  Wolford,  county  judge  of  the  county  of  Albany,  who  then  and 
there  had  due  and  legal  authority  to  administer  oaths,  that  the  said  sum 
of  two  hundred  dollars  was  honestly  and  justly  due  to  him  from  the  said 
defendant,  of  all  of  which  facts  the  said  defendant  then  and  there  had  due 
notice  from  the  plaintiff;  that  the  said  defendant  has  not  paid  the  said 
sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  nor  any  part  thereof,  but  utterly  refuses  and 
neglects  to  pay  the  same  or  any  part  thereof.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol. 
I,  88,  89.) 

Complaint  for  rent  due  on  lease  ;  lessor  against  lessee. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1864,  at  Johnstown,  in  the  county  of 
Fulton,  N.  Y.,  by  a  certain  instrument  in  writing,  the  plaintiff  did  demise, 
lease,  and  to  farm  let,  unto  the  defendant  and  his  assigns,  and  the 
defendant  did  hire  of  the  plaintiff,  a  certain  messuage  or  dwelling  house, 
tenements  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances  particularly  described  in 
said  lease,  and  situated  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  Fulton  Co.,  N.  Y., 
known  as  (briefly  describe  premises),  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  messu- 
age or  dwelling  house,  tenements  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances, 
unto  the  said  defendant  and  his  assigns,  for  the  term  of  one  year  from 
the  said  first  day  of  May,  1864,  for  the  yearly  rent  of  one  hundred  dollars, 
payable  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  (sta,te  days  of  payment),  which  rent  the 
defendant  did  thereby  for  himself  and  his  assigns,  promise,  covenant 
and  agree  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid ;  that  the  said  defendant, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  May,  1864,  and  during  the  said  term, 
entered  into  the  possession  and  was  possessed  of  the  said  premises ;  that 
the  plaintiff  has  fully  and  faithfully  performed  the  said  agreement  and  its 
covenants  on  his  part ;  that  the  said  defendant  has  not  kept  ox  performed 
the  said  agreement  or  covenant  on  his  part,  and  that  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action  there  was  due  and  in  arrear  from  the  said 
defendant  to  this  plaintiff,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  for  the  rent 
aforesaid.     Wherefore,  &c. 

Eor  the  law  relating  to  landlord  and  tenant,  see  Vol.  I,  187 
to  215. 

Use  and  occupation. 

That  on  the  da,y  of  ,  1864,  the  defendant  hired  from 

this  plaintiff,  and  thereupon  took  possession,  and  thereafter,  from  the 
day  of  ,  1864,  until  the  day  of  ,  1865,  had, 

with  the  permission  of  this  plaintiff,  the  use  and  occupation  of  a  certain 
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house  and  premises,  known  as  (describe  premises  briefly),  the  property  of 
this  plaintiff;  for  which  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  this  plaintiff  a 
reasonable  sura  (or  the  sum  of  dollars,  on,  &c.) 

That  the  sum  of  •       dollars  is  a  reasonable  sum  therefor,  but 

that  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid,  and  the  defendant  is  now  justly 
indebted  therefor  to  this  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  dollars,  with  interest 

from,  &c.     Wherefore,  &c. 

For  the  law  as  to  use  and  occupation,  see  Vol.  I,  717  to  719. 

Complaint  against  tenant  for  not  hewing  in  repair,  &c. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1864,  by  a  lease  in  writing,  made  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  the  plaintiff 
leased  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  hired  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
term  of  one  year  from  that  date,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  one  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars,  a  certain  dwelling  house,  with  the  land  and  appurtenances, 
situated  in  the  village  of  Gloversville,  Fulton  county,  N.  T.,  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  bounded  and  described  as  follows  (describe  premises  by 
boundaries  or  otherwise) ;  that  the  said  lease  was  as  follows  (set  out  a 
copy) ;  that  the  defendant  entered  into  the  possession  of  the  said  premises 
under  and  by  virtue  of  said  lease,  and  occupied  and  possessed  them  during 
the  term  specified ;  that  he  has  failed  to  keep  his  covenants,  or  to  per- 
form the  agreement  so  made  by  him  in  said  lease,  but  that  on  the  contrary 
he  has  broken  the  same ;  that  he  has  not  kept  the  premises  in  good  repair ; 
that  he  has  left  them  in  an  untenantlike  condition ;  that  the  fences  are 
injured  and  broken  down ;  that  the  roofs  of  the  dwelling  house  are  leaky 
and  admit  the  water,  so  that  the  walls  have,  in  consequence,  been  greatly 
injured  and  destroyed ;  that  the  window  glass  have  been  broken,  and  the 
doors  and  other  woodwork  of  the  house  greatly  marred  and  defaced ;  and 
that  the  premises  are  otherwise  injured  and  out  of  repair  in  consequence 
of  the  refusal  or  neglect  of  the  defendant  to  keep  them  in  good  repair,  as 
he  agreed  to  do,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars. 
Wherefore,  &c. 

For  the  law  relating  to  the  rights  and  duties  of  a  tenant  as  to 
repairs,  see  Vol.  I,  211  to  213. 

Complaint  against  landlord  for  neglect  to  repair,  &e. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1864,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  made 
a  lease  in  writing,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  by  virtue  of  which  the 
defendant  leased  and  rented,  and  the  plaintiff  hired  the  following 
described  premises,  situated  in  the  village  of  Johnstown,  Fulton  county, 
N.  Y.,  bounded  as  follows  (describe  premises),  at  the  yearly  rent  of  two 
hundred  dollars ;  that  said  lease  was  as  follows  (set  out  a  copy) ;  that  the 
plaintiff  entered  into  the  possession  and  occupation  of  said  premises  under 
and  by  virtue  of  said  lease,  and  used  them  for  the  purposes  for  which  they 
were  leased  and  hired;  that  the  defendant  has  failed,  neglected  and 
refused  to  perform  the  covenants  and  agreements  on  his  part,  in  said  lease 
contained ;  that  he  has  failed,  neglected  and  refused  to  make  the  following 
repairs  (specify  them  as  provided  for  in  the  lease) ;  and  that  the  premises 
are  greatly  out  of  repair  (describe  how,  and  the  injuries  resulting  there- 
from), to  the  great  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  211  to  213.) 
Wait  11—118 
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Complaint  ly  schoolmaster  against  trustees,  &c.,  on  contract  with 

predecessors. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1860,  at  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the 
county  of  Fulton,  N.  Y.,  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  A.  B.,  C.  D.  and 
E.  F.,  three  trustees  of  school  district  number  two  in  said  town,  com- 
menced teaching  the  district  school  in  said  district,  and  that  for  the  space 
of  six  consecutive  months  thereafter  he  continued  to  teach  and  educate  as 
a  schoolmaster  or  teacher  the  scholars  or  pupils  sent  to  the  school  so 
taught  by  him ;  that  before  and  during  the  time  the  plaintiff  so  taught,  he 
was  duly  qualified  and  licensed  to  teach,  in  the  manner  required  by  law ; 
that  the  said  trustees  promised  and  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
thirty  dollars  a  month,  for  each  month  during  which  the  plaintiff  should 
so  teach  said  school ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  fully  performed  the  said  agree- 
ment on  his  part,  by  teaching  for  the  time  and  in  the  manner  so  agreed ; 
that  the  defendants  have  not  performed  their  said  agreement,  or  any  part 
thereof,  but  they  have  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  perform  the  same ; 
that  there  is  now  due  to  the  plaintiff,  from  the  said  defendants,  the  sum 
of  one  hundred  and  eighty  dollars.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  689,  692 
to  694.) 

If  there  has  been  a  change  of  trustees  during  the  time  the 
plaintiflf  is  teaching,  or  before  he  sues  to  recover  his  wages, 
the  complaint  ought  to  state  that  fact,  which  may  be  alleged  as 
follows  :  "  That  afterwards,  and  on  the  day  of  , 

186  ,  the  said  A.  B.,  0.  D.  and  E.  F.  went  out  of  their  office  of 
trustees  (state  whether  by  death,  expiration  of  term  or  otherwise), 
and  the  defendants  succeeded  them  in  the  office  of  trustees, 
which  office  they  held  at  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and 
still  hold ;  and  that  the  defendants  are  therefore  liable  to  pay  to 
the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  aud  eighty  dollars,  &c." 

By  an  employee,  discharged  or  prevented  from  fulfilling  his  contract. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the         day  of  ,  1865,  at  ,  the  plain- 

tiff and  the  defendant  made  an  agreement  in  writing,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy  (set  out  a  copy)  (or  made  an  agreement,  whereby  the 
plaintiff  undertook  to  render  his  services  to  the  defendant  as  bookkeeper, 
or  as  salesman  or  as  teacher,  or  otherwise  as  the  case  may  be,  from  said 
date  to  the  '    day  of  ,  1865 ;   in  consideration  whereof  the 

defendant  agreed  so  to  employ  the  plaintiff  during  said  period,  and  to 
pay  him  for  his  services  at  the  rate  of  dollars  each  month)  ;  that 

the  plaintiff  (entered  upon  his  employment  under  said  agreement,  and 
duly  discharged  all  the  duties  thereof  until  the         day  of  ,  1865, 

and  he)  has  ever  since  been  and  still  is  ready  and  willing  (and  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  duly  offered)  to  perform  all  the  conditions  of 

said  agreement  on  his  part;  that  the  defendant  then  refused  and  still 
refuses  to  allow  him  to  do  so,  or  to  pay  him  therefor,  to  his  damage  of 
two  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.     (See  Vol.  I,  180,  181,  182.) 

Where  the  plaintiff  has  entered  into  such  service  under  the 
contract,  and  is  afterwards  wrongfully  discharged  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term  of  service,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or 
prove  an  offer  to  serve.  Wallis  v.  Wan-ren,  4  Bxch.^  361,  and  see 
WilUnson  v.  Gaston,  9  Q.  B,,  137. 
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By  an  employer  on  refusal  to  serve. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  atite,  925.] 

That  on  the        day  of        '        ,  1865,  at  ,  the  plaintiff  and  the 

defendant  made  an  agreement  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy 
(set  out  a  copy^  (or  made  an  agreement  whereby  the  defendant  agreed  to 
render  his  services  to  the  plaintiff  as  bookkeeper,  or  as  a  salesman,  or  as  a 
teacher,  or  otherwise  as  the  case  may  be),  from  said  date  to  the  day 
of  ,   1865 ;   in  consideration  whereof  the  plaintiff  agreed  so  to 

employ  the  defendant  during  said  period,  and  to  pay  him  for  his  services 
at  the  rate  of  dollars  each  month ;  that  the  plaintiff  (has  ever 

been  ready  and  willing  to  employ  the  defendant,  and  on  the        day  of 
,1865,  offered  to  do  so,  and  has  otherwise)  duly  performed  all 
the  conditions  on  his  part ;  that  the  defendant  entered  upon  the  service 
of  the  plaintiff  on  the  above  mentioned  day,  but  afterwards  On  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  and  ever  since  he  has  refused  to  serve  the  plaintiff 

as  aforesaid,  to  his  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &o. 

Against  overseers  of  ])oor  for  support  of  a  hastard  child  on  contract 

by  predecessors. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,the  defendants,  are  now,  and  were  at  the  time  of" 
commencing  this  action,  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town  of  Broad- 
albin,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  N.  Y. ;  that  heretofore  E.  F.  and  G. 
H.  were  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  said  town,  and  were  the  prede- 
cessors in  office  of  the  said  defendants ;  that  on  the  first  day  of  January, 
1865,  the  then  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  town  made  an  agreement 
with  the  plaintiff  for  the  support  of  I.  J.,  a  bastard  child,  chargeable  to 
the  said  town  of  Broadalbin,  and  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
which  said  bastard  child  two  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  said  town 
had  duly  made  an  order  of  filiation  and  support ;  that  said  E.  F.  and  G. 
H.  requested  the  plaintiff  to  support  and  maintain  such  bastard  child  for 
the:  term  of  six  months  from  the  said  first  day  of  January,  1865  (or  other 
time,  as  the  fact  may  be),  for  which  support  and  maintenance  the  said 
E.  F.  and  G.  H.  promised  and  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  two 
dollars  for  each  week  of  such  time ;  that  the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of 
such  request  and  promise,  and  of  the  premises,  did  then  and  there  promise 
to  and  agree  with  the  said  E.  F.  and  G.  H.  to  support  and  maintain  said 
bastard  child,  for  the  price  and  during  the  time  mentioned;  that  the 
plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  such  request,  promise  and  agreement,  did  well, 
truly  and  properly  support  and  maintain  the  said  bastard  child  for  and 
during  the  time  aforesaid ;  that  the  said  E.  F.  and  G.  H.  afterwards,  on 
the  day  of  ,    1865,  went   out  of  their  office  as  overseers, 

as  aforesaid  (state  whether  by  expiration  of  term,  or  how  Otherwise), 
leaving  the  said  sum  of  money  due  and  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff;  and  there- 
upon, the  said  defendants  succeeded  them  in  the  said  office,  and  they  still 
hold  the  same ;  that  neither  the  said  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  nor  the  said  defend- 
ants, have  either  of  them  paid  the  said  sum  or  any  part  thereof,  but  the 
same  remains  due  and  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I, 
125  to  130.) 

Against  seller  for  not  delivering. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered 

into  an  agreement  whereby  it  was  mutually  agreed  between  them  as  fol- 
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lows:  that  the  defendant  should  sell  and. deliver  to  the  plaintiff  at  Albany, 
and  on  or  before  the  day  of  ,  1865  {or  on  demand,  or  within 

a  reasonable  time,  or  otherwise  as  the  case  may  be),  fifty  barrels  of  flour, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  the  defendant  therefor,  upon  the  delivery 
of  said  flour,  at  the  rate  of  ten  dollars  for  each  barrel ;  that  the  plaintiff 
was  ready  at  the  time  and  place  appointed  to  receive  said  flour,  and  to 
pay  for  the  same  according  to  the  agreement ;  and  otherwise  has  duly  per- 
formed all  the  conditions  on  his  part ;  that  the  defendant  neglected  and 
refused  to  deliver  said  flour,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred 
dollars;  wherefore,  &c.  (Vol.  I,  676  to  678,  464  to  548.  As  to  measure 
of  damages,  ante,  659.) 

Complaint  against  purchaser  for  not  accepting  goods. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  first  day  of  May,  1865,  at  the  town  of  Kinderhook,  Colum- 
bia county,  N.  Y.,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  made  an  agreement  by 
which  the  plaintiff  sold  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  purchased  of 
the  plaintiff,  one  hundred  bushels  of  com,  at  the  price  of  one  dollar  and 
fifty  cents  per  bushel,  on  the  terms  hereinafter  stated  ;  that  by  the  terms 
of  said  contract  of  sale  the  said  corn  was  to  be  delivered,  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant,  on  the  tenth  day  of  June,  1865,  at  the  dwelling  house 
of  said  defendant,  in  said  town,  which  said  corn  was  to  be  paid  for  by  the 
defendant,  on  the  delivery  thereof  as  aforesaid ;  that  afterwards,  and  on 
the  said  tenth  day  of  June,  1865,  the  said  plaintiff,  at  the  dwelling  house 
of  the  said  defendant,  offered  and  tendered  the  said  one  hundred  bushels  of 
com  to  the  defendant,  and  was  then  and  there  ready  and  willing  to  deliver 
the  same  to  him,  as  by  said  agreement  he  was  required ;  that  the  said 
plaintiff  then  and  there  requested  the  said  defendant  to  accept  the  said 
corn,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  as  he  had  agreed ;  but  that  the  said  defend- 
ant then  and  there  refused  to  accept  or  receive  the  same  or  to  pay  for  it, 
and  that  he  has  always  refused,  and  still  refuses  to  do  so ;  that  the  plaintiff 
has,  by  such  refusal,  been  put  to  great  expense  in  carrying  and  tendering 
the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  in  returning  it  to  the  premises  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  also  in  rehousing  the  same,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  two 
hundred  dollars ;  wherefore,  &c.  (As  to  the  law  in  such  a  case,  see  Vol. 
I,  675,  676.  As  to  the  general  law  of  sales,  see  Vol.  I,  464  to  548;  Id., 
415  to  417.) 

Complaint  to  recover  'balance  on  exchange  of  horses. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  first  day  of  January,  1864,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  made  an  agreement  for  an  exchange  of 
horses ;  that  by  the  terms  of  said  agreement  it  was  agreed  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  deliver  his  horse  to  the  defendant,  and  the  said  defendant,  in 
consideration  thereof,  was  to  deliver  his  horse  and  fifty  dollars  in  exchange 
therefor ;  that  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  delivered  his  horse  to  the  defend- 
ant in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  the  said  defendant  also  then 
and  there  delivered  his  said  horse  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  also  then  and 
there,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  of  such  exchange,  promised 
and  agreed  to  and  with  the  plaintiff,  to  pay  him  the  said  fifty  dollars  on 
or  before  the  first  day  of  February,  1864  (or  on  demand;  or  generally,  in 
which  case  it  is  due  immediately) ;  that  the  said  defendant  has  been  fre- 
quently requested  to  perform,  his  said  agreement  by  paying  said  fifty 
dollars,  but  that  he  has  hitherto  neglected  and  refused  to  do  so,  or  to  pay 
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any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars,  &c. 
Wherefore,  <fco. 

In  an  action  like  the  above,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  to 
prove  a  special  demand  of  tlie  money,  because  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  to  pay  it  without  a  demand.  The  averment,  bow- 
ever,  can  do  no  harm,  because  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  prove 
it  merely  because  it  has  been  alleged.  A  special  complaint  like 
this  does  not  seem  to  be  necessary,  for  the  reason  that  there  may 
be  a  recovery  of  such  balance  upon  the  common  counts  where 
the  contract  has  been  fully  performed,  except  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price.  Olark  v.  FaircUld,  22 
Wiend.,  576;  and  the  rule  is  the  same  under  the  Code.  Farren  v. 
Sherwood,  3  B.  P.  Smith,  227;  ante,  319,  320.  The  same  rule 
applies  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of  the  compensation  due  for 
services  rendered  under  a  special  contract,  if  the  plaintiff"  has 
fully  performed  the  services  on  his  part,  and  nothing  remains  to 
be  done  but  to  pay  the  stipulated  price.  J&.,  Yol.  I,  695. 

Complaint  for  Ireach  of  warranty  of  title  to  goods  sold. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  first  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  offer  and  at  tho  request  of  the  defendant,  purchased  of 
said  defendant  a  one-horse  sleigh ;  that  the  purchase  price  thereof  was  one 
hundred  dollars ;  at  the  time  of  such  sale  and  before  the  said  purchase 
was  completed,  the  defendant  represented  and  warranted  that  the  said 
sleigh  was  the  prgperty  of  the  defendant ;.  that  the  plaintiff  believed  and 
relied  upon  such  representation  and  warranty,-  and  in  consideration  there- 
of purchased  said  sleigh  of  the  defendant,  and  then  and  there  paid  him 
the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars  therefor ;  that  at  the  time  of  such 
sate  the  said  defendant  was  not  the  owner  of  said  sleigh,  but  the 
same  was  then  the  property  of  one  William  R.  Davidson,  which  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  of  such  sale  and  warranty  well  knew.  That  after- 
wards, the  said  Davidson  commenced  an  action  in  the  supreme  court  of 
this  state  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  Said  sleigh;  that  the  plain- 
tiff gave  the  defendant  due  and  legal  notice  of  the  commencement  of  said 
action,  and  he  also  duly  requested  the  defendant  to  answer  and  defend  the 
said  action  so  commenced  by  said  Davidson ;  that  the  defendant  neglected 
and  refused  to  answer  or  defend  said  action,  and  such  proceedings  were 
afterwards  had  therein,  that  the  said  Davidson  recovered  a  judgment 
against  this  plaintiff  for  the  possession  of  the  said  sleigh,  together  with 
one  hundred  dollars  costs  and  damages  of  said  action ;  that  on  the  first 
day  of  May,  1 865,  and  before  this  action  was  brought,  the  plaintiff  demanded 
a  repayment  of  the  said  defendant  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  said  sleigh, 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  time  of  such  payment,  as  well  as  the  costs 
and  damages  so  recovered  by  the  said  Davidson  against  this  plaintiff;  that 
by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  thus  sustained  damages  to  the 
amount  of  two  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c. 

As  to  the  law  in  relation  to  the  warranty  of  title  to  personal 
property,  see  Vol.  I,  530  to  532.  If  the  warranty  of  title  was 
express,  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  ought  to  agree  with  the 
warranty  made.  And,  if  the  warranty  is  an  implied  one,  or  such 
as  the  law  will  create  from  the  nature  of  the  sale,  the  complaint 
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must  still  allege  such  a  warranty  as  the  law  implies ;  and  it  must 
be  stated  in  a  material  and  traversable  allegation  of  facts. 
Prentice  v.  Dike,  6  Duer,  220.  It  has  been  held  that  the  pur- 
chaser of  personal  property  cannot  defend  against  an  action  by 
the  vendor  for  the  purchase  price,  on  the  ground  that  such 
vendor  had  no  title  to  the  property  sold,  unless  there  has  been  a 
previous  recovery  in  an  action  by  the  true  owner  against  such 
purchaser.  Case  v.  BaM,  24  Wend.,  102;  Vibiard  v.  Johnson,  19 
Johns.,  77 ;  Tibhets  v.  Ayer,  Hill  &  Denio,  174 ;  Delaware  Bank 
V.  Jarvis,  6  E.  P.  Smith  [20  N^.  Y.],  230;  Livingston  v.  Bain,  10 
"Wend.,  385,  per  Nelson,  J.,  but  see  Vol.  I,  532.  In  an  action  by 
a  purchaser  against  a  vendor  for  the  breach  of  an  implied  war- 
ranty of  title,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  price  paid,  and 
interest  thereon  from  the  time  of  the  payment  thereof,  and  the 
costs  recovered  by  the  true  owner  in  his  action  against  the  pur- 
chaser, provided  such  purchaser  gave  the  vendor  due  notice  of 
the  action  commenced  by  the  true  owner.  Armstrong  v.  Percy,  5 
Wend.,  535 ;  Burt  v.  Dewey,  31  Barb.,  540,  and  see  ante,  664  to 
666.  The  costs  paid  by  the  purchaser  for  his  defense,  such  as 
his  witnesses'  fees,  the  fees  paid  to  his  counsel,  &c.,  cannot  be 
recovered  by  the  purchaser.  lb. 

In  this  action  by  the  purchaser  against  the  vendor  for  the 
breach  of  warranty  of  title,  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  show 
that  he  has  paid  the  judgment  recovered  against  him  by  the  true 
owner.  Burt  v.  Dewey,  31  Barb.,  540.  Nor  is  it  necessary,  for  the 
purpose  of  maintaining  the  action,  to  show  that  the  purchaser 
gave  the  vendor  notice  of  the  action  brought  by  the  true  owner 
against  such  purchaser.  lb.  The  consequences  of  an  omission 
to  do  so  will  merely  be  to  prevent  the  purchaser  from  recovering 
the  costs  paid  to  the  true  owner  of  the  property,  and  it  will  also 
impose  upon  him  the  burden  of  proving,  by  other  evidence  than 
the  record  of  such  other  action,  that  the  vendor  had  no  title 
at  the  time  of  his  sale  of  the  property.  lb. 

Complaint  for  breach  of  warranty  as  to  quality  of  goods  sold. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 
the  defendant  offered  to  sell  and  deliver  one  hundred  barrels  of  ale  to  the 
plaintiff;  that  the  defendant  was  then  and  there  a  brewer,  and  at  that 
time  carried  on  the  business  of  brewing  ale  at  the  place  aforesaid; 
that  the  defendant  then  and  there  represented  and  warranted  to  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  said  ale  was  of  good  and  merchantable  quality ;  that  it 
was  of  the  first  quality  to  ship  to  a  distant  seaport ;  that  the  said  barrels  of 
ale  were  well  and  properly  filled  with  ale,  and  that  such  ale  would  not 
sour  nor  burst  the  barrels  containing  the  same,  on  a  distant  voyage  by 
sea ;  that  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  believed  and  relied  upon  such  repre- 
sentation and  warranty  so  made  by  the  defendant,  and  in  consequence 
and  consideration  thereof,  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  purchased  the  said 
one  hundred  barrels  of  ale  of  the  defendant,  and  paid  him  therefor  the 
sum  of  five  hundred  dollars ;  that  the  said  ale,  at  the  time  of  such  sale  and 
warranty,  was  not  good  and  of  merchantable  quality,  nor  of  the  first 
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quality  to  ship  to  a  distant  seaport,  nor  were  the  said  barrels*  well  and 
properly  filled  with  ale,  nor  was  the  said  ale  of  such  a  quality  that  it 
would  not  sour  or  burst  the  barrels  on  a  distant  voyage  by  sea ;  but  that 
on  the  contrary  to  such  warranty  as  aforesaid,  the  said  ale  was  then  and 
there  of  a  bad  and  unmerchantable  quality ;  that  it  was  unfit  to  ship  to  a 
distant  seaport ;  that  the  barrels  Avere  but  partially  filled  with  ale  ;  that 
the  said  plaintiff  shipped  the  said  ale  tof  a  distant  seaport,  to  wit,  to  the 
city  of  San  Francisco,  in  the  State  of  California,  and  that  the  said  ale  did 
sour  during  such  voyage,  and  became  unfit  for  use ;  and  that  twenty-five 
of  the  said  barrels  of  ale  did,  during  said  voyage,  burst  the  barrels  con- 
taining the  same ;  that  said  ale  was  of  very  little  value  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  damages  to 
the  amount  of  two  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c. 

This  precedent  will  serve  as  a  general  guide  in  drawing  com- 
plaints for  the  breach  of  a  warranty  in  relation  to  the  quality  of 
goods  sold.  In  drawing  a  complaint,  the  allegations  as  to  war- 
ranty must  conform  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  If  the 
warranty  was  express,  it  must  be  stated  according  to  the  actual 
facts;  but  if  an  implied  warranty  is  relied  upon,  then  the  war- 
ranty stated  must  be  such  as  the  law  will  imply  from  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  The  law  in  relation  to  implied  warranties 
of  quality,  is  stated  Vol.  I,  519  to  530 ;  and  see  Id.,  678.  As 
to  the  measure  of  damages,  see  ante,  663. 

Complaint  against  receiptor  for  not  delivering  goods. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  12th  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 
the  defendant,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  then  and  there 
deliver  to  him  one  sofa,  six  chairs  (state  the  articles),  the  said  defend- 
ant then  and  there  promised  and  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  redeliver 
such  goods  and  chattels  to  the  plaintiff  on  his  demand  therefor ;  that  on 
the  same  day,  and  at  the  same  place,  the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  such 
promise  and  agreement,  delivered  the  said  goods  and  chattels  to  the 
plaintiff;  that  afterwards,  and  on  the  20th  day  of  January,  at  the  city 
of  Albany  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  duly  demanded  a  redelivery  of  said 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  who  then  and  there  refused  to 
redeliver  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the 
defendant  has  ever  since  refused  to  redeliver  such  goods  or  chattels  to 
the  plaintiff,  although  frequently  requested  so  to  do,  to  the  damage  of  the 
plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  312,  367, 
368.) 

Complaint  against  an  agent  for  not  accounting,  &c. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  12th  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 
the  plaintiff  delivered  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  great  value  to  the 
defendant,  at  his  request;  that  such  goods  and  chattels  consisted  of 
(describe  them  generally),  and  were  of  the  value  of  two  hundred  dollars; 
that  such  goods  and  chattels  were  delivered  to  the  defendant,  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  as  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  for  a  reasonable  consideration 
to  be  paid  to  him  therefor  by  the  plaintiff;  that  it  was  the  legal  duty  of 
the  defendant,  and  at  the  time  of  such  delivery  of  the  goods,  &c.,  to  the 
defendant,  for  sale,  &c.,  he  agreed  and  promised  to  the  plaintiff  that  he 
would  render  a  just,  full  and  reasonable  account  of  such  sales,  and  that 
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he  would  also  pay  over  the  proceeds  thereof  in  a  reasonable  time,  when- 
ever he  should  be  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  do  so  ;  that  the  defendant 
received  the  said  goods,  &c.,  and  afterwards  sold  and  disposed  of  them 
for  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars ;  that  since  such  sale,  &c.,  a  reasonable 
time  has  elapsed  for  the  accounting  and  paying  over  of  such  proceeds, 
&c.,  to  the  plaintiff;  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  Ist  day  of  February,  1865, 
at  the  eity  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  duly  demanded  of  the  defendant  an  account- 
ing for  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  and  the  payment  of  the  money  so 
received  from  such  sale  by  the  defendant ;  and  that  the  defendant  did 
then  and  there  refuse  and  neglect  to  account  for  or  pay  over  said  sum  of 
money,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  still  refuses  so  to  do,  to  the  damage 
of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c. 

As  to  the  general  principles  relating  to  the  rights  and  duties 
of  agents,  see  Vol.  I,  240  to  242. 

If  the  plaintiif  cannot  prove  that  the  goods  have  been  sold, 
the  complaint  should  omit  the  allegation  of  sale,  and  allege 
instead  thereof,  "  that  the  defendant  agreed  and  promised  to  account 
for  the  goods  delivered  to  him,  whenever  requested  hy  the  plaintiff ;" 
and  the  complaint  should  then  allege,  "  that  on  the  day  of 

,  186    ,  at  the  town  of  ,  the  plaintiff 

duly  demanded  of  the  defendant  that  he  should  account  for  the  said 
goods  to  the  plaintiff,  or  deliver  the  same  to  him;  and  that  the 
defendant  then  and  there  neglected  and  refused  to  account  for  said 
goods,  or  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiff, " 

Such  a  form  of  action  is  proper  in  those  cases  in  which  the 
agent  may  have  disposed  of  the  property  by  way  of  exchange 
for  other  property,  or  in  any  other  manner  which  did  not  produce 
money  as  the  result  of  the  disposition  of  the  property,  And  it 
is  also  proper  in  those  cases  in  which  the  agent  refuses  either  to 
account  for  the  property,  or  to  return  it  on  demand ;  though  in 
the  latter  case  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  the  goods  would 
be  preferable. 

Complaint  against  agent  for  selling  goods  on  credit,  and  not  for  cash, 
or  a  good  hill,  contrary  to  orders. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  from  the  first  day  of  May,  1865,  and  until  after  the  time  of  the 
making  the  sales  of  goods  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  the 
servant  and  agent  of  the  plaintiff;  that  such  defendant  was  to  be  paid  a 
valuable  and  legal  consideration  for  the  services  so  rendered  and  to  be 
rendered  by  him  for  the  plaintiff;  that  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  1865,  the 
plaintiff  employed  ,and  instructed  the  defendant  to  sell  and  dispose  of  a 
large  quantity  of  lumber  for  cash,  or  for  an  approved  bill  for  a  short  date ; 
that  the  defendant  promised  and  agreed,  and  it  was  also  his  legal  duty, 
as  such  agent,  to  sell  the  said  lumber  for  cash,  or  for  an  approved  bill  at 
short  date;  that  afterwards,  and  on  the  20th  day  of  May,  1865,  at  the 
city  of  Albany,  N.  T.,  the  defendant  sold  and  disposed  of  said  lumber  for 
the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  otherwise  than  for  cash  or  an  approved 
bill  at  short  date,  and  for  a  bad  and  insufficient  bill  of  exchange,  which 
has  become  of  no  use  or  value  to  the  plaintifi^  and  which  sum  of  money 
is  wholly  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  tw«  hundred  dollars. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol  I,  228  to  232.) 
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Complaint  against  a  clerk  for  s&ling  goods  on  credit,  contrary  to 

express  orders. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  sales  of  goods  herein- 
after mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  a  dry  goods  merchant,  carrying  on  the 
business  as  such  in  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y. ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  sales 
heremafter  mentioned,. the  defendant  was  a  servant,  shopman  or  clerk  of 
thfe  plaintiff,  and  retained  to  act  as  such  in  said  store  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration paid  and  to  be  paid  therefor  to  him  by  the  plaintiff;  that  the 
plaintiff  directed  and  instructed  the  defendant,  as  such  clerk,  &c.,  not  to 
8e;ll  any  goods,  &c.,  on  credit,  or  in  any  other  manner  than  for  cash  on 
thfe  delivei-y  of  the  goods  to  the  purchaser ;  that  afterwards,  on  the  first 
day  of  May,  1865,  while  acting  as  such  clerk,  in  violation  of  such  orders 
and  instructions,  and  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  such  clerk,  the  defendant 
sold  and  delivered  a  large  quantity  of  di-y  goods,  &c.,  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  one  John  Smith,  which  goods  were  of  the  value  of  two  hundred 
dollars;  that  the  defendant  sold  and  delivered  the  said  goods,  &c.,  to  the 
said  Smith  on  credit,  and  not  for  cash ;  that  the  said  John  Smith  has  not 
paid  plaintiff  for  the  said  goods,  but  that  the  whole  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase price  remains  unpaid,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  two  hundred 
dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  228  to  232.) 

Complaint  to  recover  a  retvard  offered  by  defendant. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  12th  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 
the  defendant  published,  or  caused  to  be  published,  a  placard,  handbill  or 
advertisement,  which,  after  reciting  that  one  Peter  Payweli  had  been 
robbed,  and  that  it  was  feared  that  he  had  also  been  murdered,  contained 
a  promise  and  agreement  on  the  part  of  said  defendant,  that  he  would  pay 
the  sum  of  two  hundi'ed  dollars  to  any  person  who  should  give  such 
information  as  should  lead  to  the  discovery  and  conviction  of  the  person 
who  had  committed  said  crime,  except  that  the  person  who  actually  com- 
mitted the  crime  should  not  be  entitled  to  such  reward ;  that  the  plaintiff 
in  compliance  with  such  request  and  promise,  afterwards  and  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  did  give  to  the  defendant  such  information  as  led 

to  the  discovery  of  the  said  criminal,  who  was  not  this  plaintiff;  that 
afterwards  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  at  a  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  held  at  the 
cit^of  Albany,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Albany,  one  A.  13.,  who  was 
guilty  of  the  said  offense  of  robbery,  &c.,  was  in  due  course  of  law  tried 
and  convicted  of  the  said  robbery,  in  consequence  of  such  information  so 
given  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  said  sum  of  two  hundred' dollars  has 
not  been  paid  to  the  said  plaintiff  by  the  said  defendant.  Wherefore,  &c. 
(See  Vol  I,  104,  105.) 

'  Breach  of  marriage  protnise. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  "Albany,  N.  Y., 

in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  then  unmarried,  would,  at  the 
request  of  the  defendant,  marry  him  on  request,  the  defendant  promised 
to  marry  the  plaintiff  within  a  reasonable  time  (or  on  the        day  of  , 

1865,  or  on  request.) 

ttiat  the  plaintiff  confiding  in  said  promise,  has  always  since  remained, 
and  now  is  ready  and  willing  to,  marry  the  defendant. 
Wait  11—119 
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,  That  the  defendant  refuses  to  marry  the  plaintiff,  although  a  reasonable 
time  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  (or  although  she,  on 
the  day  of  ,  1865,  requested  him  to  do  so),  to  her  damage 

of  two  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  656,  657,  942.) 

Payee  against  maker  of  note. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.]  ,  , 

That  heretofore  the  defendant  made  his  promisory  note  in  writing, 
dated  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  X,, 

and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  (or  his  order)  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  dollars  in  three  months  after  said  date  (or  on  the  day 

of  ,  1865  ;  that  no  part  of  said  note  has  been  paid  (except  the  sum 

of,  &c.)     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Bills  and  Notes,  Vol.  I.) 

Payee  against  malcer  and  indorser. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  atthie  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 

the  defendant  A.  B.  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  dated  on 
that  day,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff,  at 
Albany  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  in  three  months  after 
said  date  (or  on  the  day  of  ,  1865);  that  the  defendant 

C.  D.  indorsed  said  note,  when  said  A.  B.  delivered  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff;  that  said  note  at  maturity  was  duly  presented  for  payment,  but 
was  not  paid  ;  of  all  which  due  notice  was  given  to  the  defendant  C.  D. ; 
that  said  note  was  made  by  the  defendant  A.  B.,  and  indorsed  by  the 
defendant  C.  D.,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  for  (ceal  sold  and  delivered  to 
the  defendant  A.  B.),  on  the  credit  of  such  indorsement ;  that  the  defend- 
ant C.  D.,  indorsed  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  for  the  said 
maker  a  credit  with  the  plaintiff,  knowing  that  it  would  be  so  applied, 
and  that  said  note  was  so  passed  and  so  indorsed  by  the  defendant  C.  D., 
with  his  privity  to  the  plaintiff,  in  payment  for  (coal  then  sold  and  deliv- 
ered) ;  that  no  part  of  said  note  has  been  paid.  Wherefore,  <fcc.  (See 
Bills  and  Notes,  Vol.  I.) 

Indorsee  against  malcer  and  indorser. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  heretofore  the  defendant  A.  B.,  made  his  promissory  note  in  writ- 
ing, dated  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany, 
N.  Y.,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  defendant  C.  D., 
one  hundred  dollars  in  sixty  days  after  said  date  (or  on  the  day 
of  ,  1865);  that  the  defendant  C.  D.  then  and  there  indorse  1 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff  (for  value) ;  that  (at  maturity)  the  said  note  wa? 
diily  presented  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid ;  of  all  which  due  notice 
was  given  to  the  defendant  C.  D. ;  that  the  cost  of  protest  was 
dollars ;  and  that  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Bill* 
and  Notes  Vol.  I.) 

Complaint  onr  a  note  made  hy  partners. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  929.] 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  note  hereinafter  mentioned  and  set 
forth,  the  defendants  were  partners,  and  doing  business  under  the  fimi 
name  of  Vail  &  McFarlan;  that  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1865,  at 
the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defendants  made,  under  their  firm  name  of 
Vail  &  McFarlan,  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  their  promissory  note 
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in  writing,  of  which  the  following  ia  a  copy  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the 
note) ;  and  that  there  is  now  due  to  the  plaintiff  thereon,  from  the  defend- 
ants, the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  with  interest  from  the  13th  day  of 
January,  186.     Whei-efore,  &c.  (Sec  Vol.  I,  294  to  296.) 

Complaint  on  a  note  wrongly  dated. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  the  city  of  Alhany,  N.  Y., 
the  defendant  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  which,  by  mistake, 
bears  date  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1863,  when  in  truth  and  fact  it 
was  intended  that  it  should  bear  date  on  the  first  day  of  January,  1864, 
and  the  defendant  thereby,  for  value  received,  promised  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  or  his  order  (or  bearer)  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
one  month  after  the  first  day  of  January,  1864,  and  delivered  the  same  to 
the  plaintiff;  and  that  said  note  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof; 
but  the  defendant  is  now  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  thereon  in  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  with  interest  from  the  said  first  day 
of  January,  1864.     Wherefoi-e,  &c. 

Complaint  on  a  note  made  hy  an  agent. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 
the  defendant,  by  one  A.  B.,  his  duly  authorized  agent,  made  and  deliv- 
ered his  promissory  note  in  writing  to  the  plaintiff;  that  the  following  ia 
a  copy  of  said  note  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  note) ;  that  there  i3  now 
due,  to  the  plaintiff,  from  the  defendants  on  said  note,  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars,  with  interest  from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1 864.  Where- 
fore, &c   (See  Vol.  I,  215  to  259.) 

Complaint  on  a  note  iy  a  surviving  partner. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  note  hereinafter  mentioned  and  set  forth, 
the  plaintiff  and  one  A.  B.  were  partners,  doing  business  at  the  city  of 
Albany,  N.  Y.,  under  the  firm  name  of  Smith  &  Mead  ;  that  on  the  13th 
day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  the  defendant  made  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  said  firm,  under  their  firm  name  of  Smith  &  Mead,  his 
promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  (set  out  a 
full  copy  of  the  note) ;  that  on  the  25th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany 
aforesaid,  the  said  Mead  died,  leaving  the  plaintiff  the  sole  surviving 
partner  of  said'  firm  ;  and  that  there  is  now  due  to  the  plaintiff,  on  said 
^ote,  from  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with  interest 
from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  304, 
305.) 

Complaint  on  note  ly  payee  against  surviving  maker. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  note  hereinafter  mentioned  and  set 
forth,  the  defendant  and  one  A.  B.  were  partners,  doing  business  at 
Albany,  N.  Y.,  under  the  firm  name  of  Wright  &  Simmons ;  that  on  the 
18th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  they  made,  in  their  firm 
name,  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  their  promissaty  note  in  writing,  of 
\rfuch  the  following  is  a  copy  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  note) ;  that  on 
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the  tenth  day  of  March,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  the  said  defendant 
Wright  died,  leaving  the  defendant  Simmons  the  sole  surviving  partner 
of  said  iirm  ;  and  that  there  is  now  due  on  said  note,  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  with  interest  from 
the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.     Wherefore,  &c.   (See  ante,  211,  278,  279.)' 

Complaint  hy  first  indorsee  against  malier  of  note. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant A.  B.  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  note),  and  delivered  the  same  to  the 
defendant  C.  D.,  therein  named  as  payee,  who,  then  and  there,  for  value 
received,  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  there  is  now  due  to  the 
plaintiff  thereon,  from  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with 
interest  from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I, 
Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  on  note  hy  second  indorsee  against  malcer. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant A.  B.  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is 
a  copy  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  note),  and  delivered  the  same  to  C.  D., 
the  payee  therein  named,  who  then  and  thei*e  indorsed  it,  and  delivered 
it  so  indorsed,  and  thereafter,  and  before  its  maturity,  the  same  came  law- 
fully into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  for  value ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  now 
the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  the  same,  and  that  there  is  now  due  to 
him  thereon,  from  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  one  hundi-ed  and  seventy- 
five  dollars,  with  interest  from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore, 
&c.  (See  Vol.  I,  Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  on  note  ;  first  indorsee  against  payee  and  indorser. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  one  A.  B. 
made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy 
(set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  note),  and  delivered  it  to  the  defendant  C.  D., 
who  was  named  as  payee  therein;  that  the  said  defendant  then  and  there 
indorsed  the  said  note  to  the  plaintiff  for  value ;  that  at  maturity  the  said 
note  was  duly  presented  for  payment  but  was  not  paid,  of  which  the 
defendant  had  due  notice ;  and  that  the  defendant  is  now  justly  indebted 
on  said  note,  to  the  plaintiff,  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with  inter- 
est from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I, 
Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  on  a  hill  of  exchange ;  payee  against  acceptor. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant accepted  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  bill  of  exchange,  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  bill)  ;  that  there  is  now 
due  to  the  plaintiff  thereon,  from  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
dollars,  with  damages  and  interest  from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  Bills  and  Notes.) 
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Complaint  on  hill  of  exchange;  payee  against  drawer  for  non- 
acceptance. 

[Title  and  commenoement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant A.  B.  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  bill),  and  delivered  the  same  to'  the 
plaintiff;  that  the  same  was  duly  presented  to  C.  D.,  therein  named  as 
drawee  for  acceptance,  but  was  not  accepted,  of  which  the  defendant  A. 

B.  had  due  notice ;  that  the  said  bill  of  exchange  has  not  been  paid,  nor 
any  part  thereof,  and  that  there  is  now  due  thereon,  to  the  plaintiif '  from 
the  defendant,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  seventy  dollars,  with  interest 
from  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  Bills 
and  Notes.) 

Complaint  on  a  hill  of  excluinge;  payee  against  drawer  and  acceptor. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant A.  B.  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and 
directed  the  same  to  C.  D.,  and  thereby  required  the  said  C.  D.  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  the  plaintiff  one  hundred  dollars,  three  months  after  the  date 
thereof,  for  value  received,  and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff;  that  then 
and  there  (or  on  the  day  of  ,  186  ,  at  )  the  defendant 

C.  D.,  upon  sight,  accepted  the  said  bill ;  that  at  maturity  the  same  was 
duly  presented  to  the  defendant  C.  D.  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid,  of 
which  the  defendant  A.  B.  had  due  notice ;  and  that  the  defendants  are 
now  justly  indebted  upon  said  bill  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars,  with  interest  from  the  15th  day  of  January,  1864. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  on  a  hill  of  exchange;  indorsee  against  drawer  and 
acceptor  for  non-acceptance. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y,  the  defend- 
ant A.  B.  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and 
directed  it  to  one  C.  D.,  and  thereby  required  the  said  C.  D.  to  pay  to  the 
order  of  the  defendant  E.  F.  one  hundred  dollars,  sixty  days  after  the  date 
thereof,  for  value  received,  and  delivered  it  to  the  defendant  E.  F. ;  that 
the  said  E.  F.  then  and  there  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  that  the 
same  was  duly  presented  to  the  said  C.  D.  for  acceptance,  but  was  not 
accepted,  of  which  the  defendants  had  due  notice ;  that  the  plaintiff  is 
now  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  said  bill,  and  that  the  same  has  not 
been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof;  and  that  the  defendants  are  now. justly 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  thereon  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with 
interest  from  the  loth  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,, 
Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  on  a  hill  of  exchange,  against  drawer,  acceptor  and 
indorser,  for  non-payment. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant A.  B.  made  his  bill  of  exchange,  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and 
directed  it  to  the  defendant  C,  D.  and  thereby  required  said  defendant 
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C.  D.  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  defendant  E.  F.  one  hundred  dollars, 
ten  days  after  the  date  thereof,  for  value,  and  delivered  it  to  the  defend- 
ant E.  F. ;  that  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the 
defendant  C.  D.,  upon  sight  thereof,  accepted  said  bill;  that  on  the  14th 
day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  aforesaid,  the  defendant  E.  F.  indorsed 
the  same,  and  delivered  it  so  indorsed,  and  thereafter,  and  before  matur- 
ity, the  same  came  lawfully  into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  for  value ; 
that  at  maturity  the  same  was  duly  presented  to  the  defendant  C  D.  for 
payment,  but  was  not  paid,  of  which  the  defendants  A.  B.  and  E.  F.  had 
due  notice ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  the  said 
bill,  and  that  the  same  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof,  and  the 
defendants  are  now  justly  indebted  to  him  therefor  in  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars,  with  interest  from  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  on  a  hill  of  exchange,  drawer  against  acceptor,  on  a  Mil 
returned  to  drawer  and  talcen  up  by  him. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  plaintiff 
made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  directed  it 
to  the  defendant,  and  thereby  required  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  order 
of  one  A.  B.,  ninety  dollars,  ten  days  after  the  date  thereof,  and  delivered 
the  same  to  the  said  A.  B. ;  that  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at 
Albany,  aforesaid,  the  defendant,  upon  sight  thereof,  accepted  said  bill 
for  value  received;  that  on  the  26th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany, 
aforesaid,  the  same  was  returned  to  the  plaintiff  for  non-payment,  and  the 
plaintiff,  as  drawer  thereof,  was  then  aiid  there  compelled  to  pay  to  said 
A.  B.  (or  to  the  holder  thereof)  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  being  the 
amount  of  said  bill,  with  costs  of  protest  and  interest ;  that  the  plaintiff 
ia  now  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  said  bill,  and  that  the  same  has  not 
been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof;  and  that  the  defendant  is  now  justly 
indebted  to  him  thereon  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore, 
&c.  (See  Vol.  I,  Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  upon  clieclc ;  payee  against  drawer. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant made  his  check  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  directed  the  same 
to  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  and  thereby  required  said 
bank  to  pay  to  this  plaintiff  or  order  (or  bearer),  one  hundred  dollars  for 
value  received,  and  delivered  said  check  to  the  plaintiff;  that  the  same 
was  duly  presented  to  the  said  Commercial  Bank  for  payment,  but  was 
not  paid,  of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice,  and  he  is  now  justly 
indebted  to  this  plaintiff  thereon  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with 
interest  from  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol. 
I.,  Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  upon  cliecli;  indorsee  or  "bearer  against  drawer. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant made  his  check  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  directed  to  the 
Commercial  Bank  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  and  thereby  required  the  said  Com- 
mercial Bank  to  pay  to  one  A.  B.  or  order  (or  bearer),  one  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars,  for  value  received,  and  delivered  it  to  said  A.  B.  {if  payable  to 
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order,  add  who  indorsed  the  same  and  delivered  it  so  indorsed) ;  and  the 
same  thereafter  came  lawfully  to  the  possession  of  the  plaintiflF;  that 
thereafter  the  same  was  duly  presented  to  said  Commercial  Bank  for  pay- 
ment, but  was  not  paid,  of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice ;  that  this 
.plaintiff  is  now  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  the  same,  and  that  the 
defendant  is  now  justly  indebted  to  him  thereon  in  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars,  with  interest  from  the  15th  day  of  January,  1864. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  on  a  check  ;  indorsee  against  drawee ;  drawer  insolvent ; 
non-presentment  therefor  excused. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant made  his  check  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  directed  the  same 
to  the  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  and  thereby  required  the  said 
Commercial  Bank  to  pay  to  the  order  of  one  A.  B.  seventy-five  dollars, 
for  value  received,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  A.  B.,  who  there- 
upon indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff;  that  on  the  said  14th  day  of  January, 
1864,  said  Commercial  Bank  had  stopped  payment  (or  the  said  drawer 
was  insolvent),  and  said  check  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part  thereof; 
and  the  defendant  is  now  justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  thereon  in  the 
sum  of  seventy-five  dollars,  with  interest  from  the  14th  day  of  January, 
1864.     Wherefore,  &c.    (See  Vol.  I,  Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  upon  check;   indorsee  or  hearer  against  drawer  and 

indorser. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defend- 
ant A.  B.  made  his  check  in  writing,  dated  on  that  day,  and  directed  to 
the  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany,  if.  Y.,  and  thereby  required  said  Com- 
mercial Bank  to  pay  to  the  defendant  C.  D.,  or  order  (or  bearer),  one 
hundi-ed  dollars,  for  value  received,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  defend- 
ant C.  D. ;  that  thereupon  the  said  defendant  C.  D.  indorsed  the  same  to 
the  plaintiff  (or  indorsed  the  same  and  delivered  it  so  indorsed;  and 
thereafter  it  came  lawfully  into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  for  value) ; 
that  said  check  was  duly  presented  for  payment,  but  was  not  paid,  of 
which  the  defendants  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  had  due  notice ;  that  the  plaintiff 
is  now  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  of  said  check,  and  the  defendants  are 
now  justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  thereon,  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
dollars,  with  interest  from  the  16th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore, 
&c.  (See  Vol.  I,  Bills  and  Notes.) 

Complaint  upon  check,  against  hank  on  certified  check. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  atite,  925.] 

That  the  defendants  are  a  corporation,  created  hy  and  under  the  laws 
of  this  state  organized  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  legislature  entitled,  "  an 
act  to  authorize  the  business  of  banking"  (or  if  acquired  under  a  special 
charter  state  the  title,  date  of  act,  &c.),  and  the  acts  amendmg  the  same ; 
that  on' the  14th  dav  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  one  A.  B.  made 
his  check  in  writing,  bearing  date  on  that  da^  and  directed  it  to  the 
defendants  and  thereby  required  them  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  or  order  (or 
bearer)  one  hundred  dollars,  for  value  received,  and  delivered  the  same  to 
the  plamtiff;  that  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  the  defendants,  by 
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their  agent  duly  authorized  thereto  iiti  writipg,  »Ocepted  and  certified  the 
same  to  be  good ;  that  thereafter  the  game  was  duly  presented  for  payment^ 
but  was  not  paid ;  and  the  defendants  are  now  justly  indebted  to  this 
plaintiff  thereon,  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with  interest  from 
the  14th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  *fcc.  (See  Vol.  I,  226, 
227,  448.) 

Complaint  upon  a  chattel  note  ;  holder  against  majcer. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  22d  day  of  April,  1850,  at  New  York  city,  the  defendants, 
for  value  received,  and  expressed  in  the  note  hereinafter  mentioned  and 
set  forth  (or  when  no  consideration  is  expressed  in  the  note,  for  and  in 
consideration  of,  &c.,  stating  the  real  consideration),  made  their  promis- 
sory note  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy:    "For  value 
received,  we  jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  to  C.  L.  Brown,  or 
order,  in  merchandise,  on  demand,  after  May  1,  1850,.  one  hundred  dollars. 
T.  G.  Richardson.      New  York,  April  22d,  1850.     David  Woods,"  and 
delivered  the  same  to  the  said  C.  L.  Brown ;  that  afterwards,  and  on  the 
22d  day  of  April,  1850,  at  New  York  aforesaid;  the  said  note  was  duly 
indorsed  by  the  said  C.  L.  Brown  to  the  plaintiff.;  that  thereafter,  and 
on  the  2d  day  of  May,  1850,  the  plaintiff  duly  demanded  the  payment  of 
said  note  of  the  defendants,  in  merchandise,  at  their  store,  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  at  No.  500  Broadway,  which  merchandise  the  plaintiff  was 
ready  and  willing  to  accept  and  receive  of  the  defendants,  in  payment  of 
«aid  note,  according  to  its  terms  and  conditions;  that  the  said  defendants 
then  and  there  refused  to  pay  the  said  note  in  merchandise  or  in  money; 
that  the  plaintiff  is  now,  and  was  at  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the 
lawful  owner  and  holder  of  said  note ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  duly  per- 
formed all  the  conditions  of  the  same  on  his  part,  but  that  the  same  has 
not  been  paid  nor  any  part  thereof,  and  that  the  defendants  are  now  justly 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  therein,  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with 
interest  from  the  2d  day  of  May,  1850.     Wherefore,  &e.  (See  Vol.  I,  411 
to  411.) 

Where  the  xxoije  is  made  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  allege  that 
fact,  and  omit  the  allegation  of  indorsement  contained  in  the 
foregoing  precedent.  Such  an  allegation,  when  proper,  will  be 
sufficient  to  authorize  proof  of  the  assignment  or  transfer  of  the 
note  by  the  payee  to  the  plaintiff.  Brown  v.  Bichardson,  6  E. 
P.  Smith,  472. 

Where  no  demand  of  the  goods  and  chattels  is  requisite  by 
the  payee  or  holder  of  such  a  note,  the  allegation  of  a  demand 
may  be  omitted-  When  a  demand  is  not  necessary,  see  Vol.  I, 
415  to  417. 

Complaint  on  a  guaranty  of  payment. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  Ist  day  of  May,  1863,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  one  A.  B.,  by 
agreement  in  writing  with  this  plaintiff,  hired,  and  the  plaintiff  let  to  him, 
the  building  No.  55  Staie  street,  in  the  city  pf  Albany,  aforesaid,  at  the 
yearly  rent  pf  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  payable  quarterly,  which 
j-ent  the  pa,id  A.  B.,  by  said  agreement,  promised  punctnany  to  pay;  that 
the  defendant,  in  ponsideratipn  pf  the  premises  and  fif  one  dollar  to  him 
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paid,  and  as  a  security  for  the  punctual  payment  of  said  rent,  then  and 
there  subscribed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  an  agreement  in  writing, 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  (set  out  a  full  and  literal  copy  of  the 
guaranty) ;  that  the  said  A.  B.  occupied  the  said  premises  under  the  said 
agreement  of  hiring,  from  the  first  day  of  May,  1863,  to  the  first  day  of 
May,  1864;  that  the  said  A.  B.  has  made  default  in  the  payment  of  thfe 
rent  thereof,  and  is  now  justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sura  of  one 
hundred  dollars  for  the  rent  of  said  premises,  due  on  each  quarter ;  that 
the  plaintiff  duly  demanded  the  rent  of  said  A.  B.  on  the  proper  quarter 
day  for  the  payment  thereof;  and  on  the  first  day  of  May,  1864,  he 
requested  the  said  A.  B.  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  said  rent,  which  he  neg- 
lected and  refused  to  pay,  and  that  the  whole  rent  of  said  premises  remains 
due  and  unpaid ;  that  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  and  on  the 
4th  day  of  May,  1854,  the  plaintiff  duly  notified  said  defendant  of  said 
demand  and  non-payment  of  rent  by  the  said  A.  B.,  and  the  plaintiff  then 
and  there  duly  demanded  payment  from  the  defendant  of  said  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars,  which  he  neglected  and  refused  to  pay ;  and  that  the  said 
rent  has  not  been  paid  nor  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of 
one  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  <fcc.  (See  Vol.  I,  623  to  635.) 

Complaint  on  guaranty  to  pay  for  goods  sold,  &c. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  in  consider- 
ation that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  would  sell  to  one 
A.  B.,  on  a  credit  of  three  months,  such  goods,  &c.,  as  the  said  A.  B. 
should  desire  to  purchase  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  promised  to  be 
answerable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  payment  by  the  said  A.  B.  of  the  price 
of  goods,  &c.,  so  sold  on  credit  to  the  said  A.  B. ;  that  a  memorandum 
of  said  agreement  was  thereupon  made  in  writing  expressing  the  consid- 
eration thereof,  and  was  subscribed  by  the  defendant,  of  which  the  follow- 
ing is  a  copy  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  memorandum)  ;  that  the  plaintiff 
afterwards,  and  on  the  faith  of  said  guaranty,  sold  and  delivered  to  said 
A.  B.  (state  the  goods  sold),  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  on  a 
credit  of  three  months,  which  sum  became  due  therefor  to  the  plaintiff 
on  the  20th  day  of  April,  1864 ;  that  payment  of  the  same  was  then  duly 
demanded  of  the  said  A.  B.,  but  the  same  was  not  paid,  of  all  of  which 
the  defendant  had  due  notice;  that  on  the  21st  day  of  April,  1864,  at 
Albany,  aforesaid,  payment  of  the  same  was  duly  demanded  by  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  defendant,  but  the  same  has  not  been  paid,  nor  any  part 
thereof,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore,  &o. 
(See  Vol.  I,  623  to  635.) 

Complaint  on  guaranty  of  a  precedent  debt. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  one  A.  B. 
was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  which 
was  then  (or  on  the  16th  day  of  January,  1864,  became)  due  and  payable 
to  the  plaintiff;  that  on  the  15th  day  of  January,  1864,  at  Albany  afore- 
said, the  defendant  made  and  subscribed  a  memorandum  in  writing,  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy  (set  out  a  full  copy  of  the  memorandum), 
and  thereby  promised  and  agreed,  for  value  received,  to  answer  to  the 
plaintiff  for  said  debt,  and  to  pay  the  same  to  him  ;  that  on  the  17th  day 
of  January,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  payment  of  the  said  money  was 
duly  demanded  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  said  A.  B.,  but  the  same  was  not 
Wait  11—120 
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paid,  of  all  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice;  that  on  the  18th day. ;of 
January,  1864,  at  Albany  aforesaid,  .payment  of  the  same  was  duly 
demanded  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant,  but  the  same  has  not  been 
paid,  nor  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  one  hundred  dol- 
lars, with  interest  from  the  14th  day  of  January,  1864.  Wherefore,  «fcc. 
(Vol.  I,  623  to  635.) 

On  contract  of  sale  or  return. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the 

plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  delivered  to  him  (briefly  describe 
the  goods)  then  and  before  that  time,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the 
value  of  two  hundred  dollars,  upon  the  condition  and  consideration  that 
the  defendant  would  purchase  the  same  for  two  hundred  dollars  (or  at 
a  reasonable  price),  or  return  the  said .  property  to  the  plaintiff  within  a 
reasonable  time,  which  the  defendant  then  and  there  undertook  and 
promised  to  do ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  duly  performed  all  the  conditions 
of  said  agreement  on  his  part;  that  although  a  reasonable  time  for  the 
defendant  to  purchase  or  pay  for  said  goods,  or  to  return  them  to 
the  plaintiff  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  he  has 
not  done  so,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars. 
Wherefore,  <&c.  (See  Vol.  I,  479,  480.) 

For  services ;  general  form. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  from  the  first  day  of  May,  1865,  to  the  first  day  of  October,  1865, 
the  plaintiff  rendered  services  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  as  a  clerk 
in  his  store  (or  as  the  fact  may  be)  ;  that  for  said  services  the  defendant 
promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  fifty  dollars  a  month  (or  that  the  same  were 
reasonably  worth  fifty  dollars  a  month,  which  sum  became  due  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865) ;  that  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid.     Wherefore, 

&c.  (See  Vol.  I,  679  to  694  ;  Id.,  96,  97.) 

For  services  ;  upon  an  account. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  on  an  account  for  the 
work,  labor  and  services  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  servants  in  (state  briefly 
the  nature  of  the  services  rendered),  performed  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  between  the  first  day  of  January,  1864,  and  the  first  day  of 
October,  1865,  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  first  day  of  November,  1865 ;  that  no  part  of  the  same 
has  been  paid  (except  the  sum  of,  &c.)  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  VoL  I,  96, 
97,  679  to  694.) 

For  work  and  materials  furnished. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  from  the  first  day  of  January,  1865,  to  the  first  day  of  July,_  1865, 
the  plaintiff  rendered  services  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  in  printing 
five  thousand  copies  of  a  work  called  "Abbott's  Forms,"  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff then  and  there  furnished  the  paper  and  other  materials  necessary  in 
the  said  work,  upon  the  like  request,  and  that  he  delivered  the  same  to  the 
defendant;  that  the  said  services  and  materials  were  reasonably  worth 
the  sum  of  dollars,  which  sum  became  due  on  the  day  of 
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November,  1865 ;  that  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid.  Wherefore,  &c. 
(See  Vol.  I,  694  to  696.) 

For  goods  sold;  seller  against  buyer. 
[Title  and  commencement  aa  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 

the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  (here  designate  the 
articles,  as  dry -goods,  crockery,  groceries,  &c.) ;  that  the  same  were 
reasonably  worth  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars ;  that  no  part  of  the 
same  has  been  paid  (except,  &c.)     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  675.) 

Goods  sold ;  price  agreed  on. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Valatie,  N.  Y., 

the  plaintifl"  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  (briefly  designate  the 
articles) ;  that  the  defendant  then  promised  to  pay  therefor  the  suni  of 
one  hundred  dollars  (if  a  credit  was  given,  say,  on  the         day  of  ,, 

1865)  ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiif  demanded  of 

the  defendant  payment  of  the  said  sum ;  that  no  part  thereof  has  been 
paid  (except,  &c.)     Wherefore,  &c. 

Goods  sold;  upon  an  account. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the         day  of  ,  1865  {or  between  two  days,  naming  them), 

the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
dollars,  on  an  account  for  goods  sold  and  delivered'  to  the  defendant,  at 
Valatie,  N.  Y. ;  that  the  same  became  payable  on  the        day  of  , 

1865,  but  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid   (except  the  sum  of  ). 

Wherefore,  &c.  As  to  the  use  of  the  common  counts,  see  ante,  319,  320; 
as  to  bills  of  particulars,  see  ante,  320  to  322. 

For  hoard  and  lodging. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  from  the         day  of  ,  1865,  until  the         day  of  ,  1865, 

the  defendant  occupied  certain  rooms  in,  and  part  of  the  house  No. 

street  (or  in  the  plaintiff's  dwelling  house,  in  the  village  of 
Johnstown),  by  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  furnished  by  the 
plaintiff,  at  his  request,  with  food,  attendance  .and  other  necessaries;  that 
in  consideration  thereof,  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the 
sum  of  dollars  (or  that  the  same  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum 

of  dollars) ;  that  the  defendant  has  not  paid  the  same.     Wherefore, 

&c. 

Sire  of  personal  property. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  between  the         day  of  ,  1865,  and  the        day  of  , 

1865  the  defendant  hired  from  the  plaintiff  horses,  carriages  and  saddles, 
for  which  he  owes  the  plaintiff  on  an  account  thereof,  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars,  which  was  due  and  payable  on  the        day  of  , 

1865 ;  that  no  part  of  the  same  has  been  paid  (except  the  sum  of;  &c.) 
Wherefore,  &c  .  ■ 
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Hire  of  cTiattels,  with  damages  for  ill  use. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

Mrst.  For  a  first  cause  of  action,  that  on  the        day  of  ,  1865,  at 

the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  defendant  hired  from  the  plaintiff  house- 
hold furniture,  plate,  pictures  and  books,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
wit  (describe  or  enumerate  the  articles,  or  refer  to  a  schedule  annexed) : 
for  the  space  of  six  months  then  next  ensuing,  to  be  returned  by  him  to 
the  plaintiff  at  the  expiration  of  said  time,  in  good  condition,  reasonable 
wear  and  tear  thereof  excepted ;  that  he  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for 
the  use  thereof  one  hundred  dollars  at  the  expiration  of  said  six  months 
(or  otherwise  as  the  case  may  be) ;  that  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid 
(except  the  sum  of,  &c.)  /Second.  For  a  second  cause  of  action,  this 
plaintiff  further  states  that  the  value  of  the  property  so  hired  by  the 
defendant;  as  above  alleged,  was  five  hundred  dollars ;  that  the  defendant, 
not  regarding  the  said  undertaking  to  return  the  said  property  in  good 
condition,  took  so  little  care  thereof,  that  through  his  negligence,  care- 
lessness and  ill  use,  the  same  became  broken,  defaced  and  damaged, 
beyond  the  reasonable  wear  thereof,  and  in  that  condition  were  returned 
to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  one  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore,  (fee, 
(See  Vol.  I,  327  to  330.) 

Money  lent;  lender  against  borrower. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  first  day  of  January,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the 
plaintiff  lent  to  the  defendant,  at  his  request,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars,  on  the  condition  and  terms  that  it  should  be  repaid  (with  inter- 
est) upon  demand  (or  repaid  on  the  first  day  of  May,  1865) ;  that  thereafter 
and  before  this  action  was  commenced  (or  on  the  first  day  of  November, 
1865),  the  plaintiff  duly  demanded  payment  of  the  same  from  the  defend- 
ant, but  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid  (except  the  sum  of,  &c.) ;  and  the 
defendant  is  now  justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars,  from  the  first  day  of  May,  1865  (or  if  it  was  to  be 
repaid  on  demand,  claim  interest  from  the  day  of  demand).  Wherefore, 
&c.  (See  Vol.  I,  696  to  698.) 

Money  lent;  assignee  of  lender  against  borrower. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 

the  defendant  was  indebted  to  one  A.  B.  in  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dol- 
lars, on  account  for  money  lent  by  said  A.  B.  to  said  defendant,  and  for 
money  paid,  laid  out  and  Expended  by  said  A.  B.  to  and  for  the  use  of 
said  defendant,  and  at  his  request ;  that  thereafter  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  the  said  A.  B.  duly  assigned  said  indebtedness 
to  this  plaintiff,  of  which  the  defendant  had  due  notice,  but  no  part  of  the 
same  has  been  paid,  and  there  is  now  due  and  payable  to  this  plaintiff 
thereon,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars  (with  interest  from  the  day 

of,  &c.)  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  91  to  94,  as  to  actions  upon  assigned 
demands ;  and  see  ante,  268,  269.) 

Money  had  and  received. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925*] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  dity  of  Albany,  N.  Y. 

(or,  at  sundry  times  between  the  day  of  ,  1865,  and  the 
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day  of  ,  1865,  at  the- city  of  Troy,  N.  "55.) ,  the  defendant  received 

fi^m  one  A.  B.  (or  received  from  the  plaintiff,  and  as  his  agent,  or  other- 
wise as  the  case  may  be)  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  to  the  use  of 
the  plaintiff;  that  thereafter,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  the  plaintiff  demanded  payment  thereof  from  the  defendant ;  that 
he  has  not  paid  any  part  thereof  (except  the  sum  of,  &c,)  Wherefore,  &c.. 
(See  Vol.  i;  706  to  716.) 

To  recover  money  losthy  letting. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  a»<e,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Saratoga 

Springs,  the  plaintiff  and  one  A.  B.  entered  into  a  wager,  depending  upon- 
the  result  of  the  general  election  in  this  state,  in  that  year,  which  was 
then  about  to  take  place  {or,  upon  the  event  of  a  horse  race  then  about 
to  take  place) ;  that  while  the  event  upon  which  said  wager  was  made 
was  still  contingent  (or,  unknown,  or  both)  the  plaintiff  deposited  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant,  as  stakeholder,  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars, 
to  abide  the  event  of  such  wager,  whereby  an  action  haS'  accrued  to  thei 
plaintifi^:  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  betting  and  gaming. 
Wherefgrej  &c.,  (See  VoL  I,  713,  714.) 

Money  received  on  judgment  afterwards  reversed. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  or  about  the  first  day  of  January,  1865,  the  defendant 
recovered  Judgment,  duly  given  against  this  plaintiff,  in  a  justice's  court, 
held  by  and-  before  Harley  Bartlett,  Esq.,  a.  justice  of  the  peace  of  the 
town  of  Mayfield,  Fulton  county,  N.  Y.,  ini  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
money  lent,  &e.,  in  which  action  the  defendant  was  plaintiff  and  this 
plaintiff  was  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars ;  that  on  the 
day  of.  ,  1865j  at  the  said  town  of  Mayfield,  the  plaintiff, 

was  compelled  to  pay,  and  did  pay  to  the  defendant,  the  snni  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars  in  satisfaction  thereof;  that  afterwards,  on  the  first  day  of 
Ajpril,  1865,  by  the  jjudgment  of  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county  {or 
other  appellate  court),  said  first  mentioned  judgment  was  duly  reversed, 
but  that  no  part  of  the  sum  paid  in  satisfaction  thereof  has  been  repaid 
to  this  plaintiff.     Wherefore,  &c. 

It  is  not  sufflcient  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  first  jn4g- 
ment  was  erroneous  ;  it  must  be  shown  that  the  prior  judgment 
was  actually  reversed,  before  any  action  will  lie  to  recover  the, 
money  pai<J  on  such  prior  judgment.  Marriott  v.  Hampton,  7 
fenu,  269 ;  Walker  v.  Ames,  2  Cow.,  428 ;  White  v.  Ward,  9 
Johns.,  232;  VoL  I,  957,  958. 

.  Where  money  has  been  collected  or  received  upon  a  judgment 
which  was  valid  and  binding  between  the  parties  at  the  time  of 
the  payment,  and  that  judgment  is  subsequently  reversed  upon 
an  appeal,  the  money  paid  may  be  recovered  back,  although  the 
payment  was  made  without  the  compulsory  process  of  execu- 
tion. Lottr.  8wez0y,29  Barb.,  87,  93. 

The  remedies  which  the  law  gives  by  way  of  order  of  restitu- 
tipn,  and  otiierwise,  are  merely  cumulative,  and  do  not  bar  an 
^etion  foB  the  recovery  of  the  money,  lb.  And  where  the  order 
or  judgment  of  reversal  directs  a  new  trial,  that  fact  does  not 
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prevent  the  recovery  of  the  money  paid  on  the  erroneous  judg- 
ment. Sturges  v.  Allis,  10  Wend.,  355. 

Money  paid. 

[Title  and  commencement  aa  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 

at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  paid  to  one  A.  B.  the  sum 
of  one  hundred  dollars ;   that  in   consideration  thereof,  the   defendant 
promised  to  repay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  (on  demand) ;  that  (on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiff  demanded  payment  of  the  same 

from  the  defendant,  but)  he  has  not  repaid  the  same.  Wherefore,  &c. 
(See  Vol.  I,  698  to  706.) 

By  surety  against  principal,  for  money  paid  on  undertaking  on 

appeal. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  one  A.  B.  recovered,  in  a  jus- 

tice's court,  held  by  and  before  Harley  Bartlett,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  Fulton  county,  N.  Y.,  a  judgment  duly 
given  against  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  for 
money  lent  (or  as  the  case  may  be),  from  which  judgment  the  defendant 
appealed  to  the  county  court  of  Fulton  county ;  that,  on  the  day 

of  ,  1865,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  executed 

an  undertaking  in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  (set  out  a 
copy) ;  that,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  said  county  court  duly 

affirmed  the  said  justice's  judgment,  and  the  sum  of  forty  dollars  was 
awarded  and  adjudged  as  damages  and  costs  on  the  said  appeal;  that,  on 
the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiff  paid  one  hundred  and  forty 

dollars  upon  the  said  appeal  undertaking,  to  the  said  A.  B. ;  that,  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  this  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant 

the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  and  forty  dollars,  but  that  no  part  of  the  same 
has  been  repaid  to  him.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  1, 124,  125;  Id.,  29.) 

Money  due  on  an  account. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  two  hun- 
dred dollars,  upon  an  account  for  (state  briefly  the  consideration,  as  for 
goods  sold,  money  lent,  services  rendered,  &c.),  at  the  city  of  Albany, 
N.  Y.,  between  the  day  of  ,  1865,  and  the  day  of  , 

1865 ;  that  the  said  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  became  payable  thereon 
on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  but  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid. 

Wherefore,  &c.  (As  to  furnishing  a  bill  of  particulars,  see  ante,  320  to  322.) 

On  an  account  stated. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 

an  account  was  stated  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  and  upon 
such  statement  a  balance  of  two  hundred  dollars  was  found  to  be  due 
from  said  defendant  to  the  plaintiff;  that  (the  defendant  then  and  there 
promised  to  pay  said  sum,  but)  no  part  thereof  has  been  paid.  Wherefore^ 
&c.  (See  VqI.  I,  Vl9  to  722  as  to  an  account  stated,)  r  . 
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On  an  award. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 

disputes  and  diflferences  were  subsisting  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendant,  touching  a  demand  made  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant, 
for  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  for  (services  rendered  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant,  as  a  clerk  in  his  store,  and  at  his  request,  which  demand 
the  defendant  disputed  and  refused  to  pay  (or  other  claim,  as  the  case 
may  be) ;  that  for  the  purpose  of  putting  an  end  to  said  disputes  and 
differences,  they  then  and  there,  by  an  agreement  in  writing,  submitted 
themselves  to  the  arbitrament,  award  and  final  determination  of  one  A. 
B.,  ipdifferently  chosen  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  to  arbi- 
trate and  determine  concerning  said  disputes  and  differences,  and  mutually 
promised  each  other  to  abide  by  and  perform  his  award ;  that  thereafter 
the. said  arbitrator,  having  undertaken  the  arbitration,  heard  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant,  and  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of 

Albany,  duly  made  and  published  his  award,  in  writing,  of  and  concerning 
the  matter  so  referred,  which  award  bears  date  the  day  of  , 

1865,  and  thereby  he  awarded  and  declared,  that  after  due  appearance 
before  him  on  behalf  of  this  plaintiff  and  said  defendant,  he  found  that  the 
said  defendant  was  justly  indebted  to  this  plaintiff  in  the  said  sum  of  two 
hundred  dollars  for  the  services  aforesaid  (or  as  the  case  may  be) ;  that 
the  plaintiff  has  duly  performed  all  the  conditions  on  his  part,  and  after- 
wards, and  on  or  about  the  day  of  ,  1865,  he  gave  notice  of 
said  award  to  the  defendant,  and  demanded  of  him  payment  of  the  said 
sum  of  two  hundred  dollars ;  that  the  defendant  then  and  ever  since  has 
refused  to  pay  the  same,  and  there  is  now  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  thereon,  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  with  interest  from 
th^  ,       davof             ,1866.    Wherefore,  «fcc.  (See  Vol.  1, 1011  to  1036.) 

For  revoking  submission  to  arMtrators. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Valatie,  N.  Y., 

it  was  mutually  agreed  (in  writing,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy,  set 
out  a  copy)  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that  they 
woiild  submit  the  matters  in  controversy  then  existing  between  them, 
respecting  certain  moneys  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  due  from  the 
defendant  {or  respecting  certain  unsettled  accounts  and  matters  between 
them,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement),  to  the  final  award  and 
determination  of  A.  B.,  an  arbitrator  chosen  by  the  said  parties,  so  as  the 
said  arbitrator  should  make  his  award  (in  writing),  ready  to  be  delivered 
to  the  parties,  or  such  of  them  as  should  require  the  same,  on  or  before 
the  day  of  ,  1865;  that  afterwards,  and  on  the  said 

day  of  ,  1865,  in  consideration  of  the   premises,  and  that  the 

plaintiff,  at  the  defendant's  request,  had  then  promised  him  to  perform 
the  said  agreement,  in  all  things  to  be  performed  by  the  plamtiff  by  vir- 
tue of  such  agreement;  the  defendant  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  per- 
form the  same  in  all  things  to  be  performed  by  such  defendant  by  virtue 
thereof ;  that  afterwards,  on  the  day  of  ,1865,  at  Valatie, 

aforesaid  the  said  arbitrator' proceeded  upon  the  said  submission  so  made 
as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  parties  then  appeared  before  the  said  arbitrator 
and  proceeded  to  the  trial  and  investigation  of  the  matters  so  submitted 
t<!»  such' arbitrator;  that  afterwards,  and  on  the  day  last  mentioned,  and 
after  the  investio-ation  had  been  commenced,  and  before  the  cause  wai 
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finally  submitted  to  said  arbitrator,  the  said  defendant  revoked  the  said 
submission  (by  a  revocation  in  writing),  whereby  the  powers  of  the 
said  arbitrator  in  the  premises,  ceased,  and  were  annulled,  and  wheireby 
the  said  plaintifF  sustained  great  damages,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  two 
hundred  dollars,  for  his  costs,  expenses  and  damages,  in  employing  arid- 
paying  counsel,  subpoenaing  and  paying  witnesses,  and  in  otherwise  pre- 
paring for  the  trial  of  the  said  cause  before  the  said  arbitrator.  Where* 
fore,.&c.  (See  Vol.  I,  1011  to  1036.) 

Upon  a  compromise  of  an  action. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  an  action  was  pending  between 

the  parties  to  this  action,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  from  the 
defendant  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars,  which  the  defendant  owed  to  ^ 
the  plaintiff,  but  which  he  disputed ;  that  in  consideration  that  the  plain' 
tiff  would  discontinue  his  said  action,  and  would  accept  one  hundi'M 
dollars  in  satisfaction  of  said  disputed  claim,  the  defendant  promised  to 
pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars  (on  the  day  of,  &c.); 
That  the  plaintiff  did,  accordingly,  discontinue  his  said  action ;  and  that 
no  part  of  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars  has  been  paid.  Wherefore, 
&e.   (See  Vol.  I,  89,  90.) 

SECTION  XL 

COMPLAINTS   FOB  TORTS. 

Trespass  to  land. 

[Title  and-  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  defendant  wrongfirlly  broke' 

and  entered  certain  lands  of  the  plaintiff  {briefly  designating  them],  and 
depastured  the  same  with  cattle  to  his  damage  of  one  hundred  dollars. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  766  to  790.)  , 

The  same;  another  form. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  town  of  Kinderhook, 

the  defendant  forcibly  broke  and  entered  {or  wrongfully  entered)  upon  the 
plaintiff's  lands  {briefly  designating  them),  *  and  trod  down  the  grass,  cut 
the  timber,  and  otherwise  injured  said  premises,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage ; 
of  one  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  766  to  790.) 

The  same,  for  cutting  and  converting  timber. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

As  in  the  last  form  down  to  the  *,  and  then  continue  thus,  and  then  cut 
down  and  carried  away  the  trees  and  timber  of  this  plaintiff,  and'  con- 
verted and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  to  the  plaintiffi's:  damage 
of  one  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &o. 

For  trehle  damages  for  injuring  trees. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  the  defendant,  in  the  month  of  ,  1865,  wrongfully  and  ■ 

unlawfully  entered  upon  the  land  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  town  of  Kinder- 
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hook  (briefly  describe  premises,  the  same  then  being  in  the  possession  of 
the  plaintiff),  and  did,  without  the  leave  of  the  plaintiff,  the  owner  thereof, 
cut  down  (or  carry  off,  or  cut  down  and  carry  off)  ten  maple  trees  and  live 
oak  trees  {or  otherwise  describe  the  wood,  underwood,  trees  or  timber),  of 
the  value  of  one  hundred  dollars ;  and  girdled  (or  otherwise  despoiled) 
other  trees  {designating  number  a7id  Jcind)  of  the  value  of  twenty-five 
dollars;  whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  said  trees  and  timber,  and  the  land 
belonging  to  the  plaintiff  was  greatly  damaged  and  lessened  in  value  to 
the  amount  of  twenty-five  dollars;  and  thereby  the  defendant,  by  the 
force  of  section  1,  of  the  Statute  "Of  Trespass  on  Lands,"  forfeited  and 
became  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintifif  treble  the  amount  of  said  damages. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  "762  to  VVO.  See  also  Van  Deusen  v.  Young, 
2  Tiff.,  9 ;  reversing  S.  C,  29  Barb.,  9.) 

For  diverting  water  from  plaintiff'' s  mill. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully 
possessed  of  a  water  mill,  called  a  grist-mill  {or  saio-mill),  situated  upon  the 
Kinneatto  creek,  at  Vail's  Mills,  in  the  town  of  Mayfield ;  that  the  plain- 
tiff then  had  a  right  to  use  and  employ  the  water  of  said  creek,  and  to 
have  the  same  flow  to  and  through  his  mill  in  a  convenient  and  customary 
manner,  according  to  the  natural  a,nd  usual  flow  of  said  creek,  and  with- 
out the  hindrance  of  the  defendant  or  any  other  person ;  that  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  and  on  various  other  days  between  that  time  and 

the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  defendant   (knowing  the  premises, 

and  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiff)  wrongfully  *  dug  up  and  removed 
the  banks  of  said  creek  above  the  said  mill,  and  for  sixty  days  diverted 
the  water  {or  a  part  of  the  water)  thereof  from  running  to  and  through 
said  mill  (or  built  a  dam  across  said  creek  above  said  mill,  and  for  sixty 
days  stopped  the  water  thereof  from  running  to  and  through  said  mill)  ; 
that,  by  reason  of  such  acts  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff's  mill,  which 
was  able,  and  before  such  obstruction  or  diversion  of  water  was  used  to 
grind  five  hundred  bushels  of  grain  each  day,  but  that  thereafter,  and  dur- 
ing the  time  of  such  obstruction  or  diversion,  said  mill  was  in  consequence 
thereof  unable  to  grind  more  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  bushels  of  grain 
each  day,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore, 
&C.  (See  Vol.  I,  792  to  796.) 

For  erecting  a  dam  ielow,  causing  lacjcwater. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante       .] 

{As  in  the  preceding  form  to  the  *,  and  then  continuing :)  erected  a  dam 
and  mill  upon  the  same  stream,  a  little  below  the  plaintiff's  said  mill,  and 
has  continued  the  same  ever  since,  whereby  the  defendant  causes  a  back- 
water that  hinders  a  free  course  of  said  stream  from  the  plaintiff's  mill, 
to  the  nuisance  of  his  mill,  and  to  the  hindrance  of  his  business,  to  his 
damage  of  two  hundred  dollars;  that,  by  reason  of  such  acts  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  plaintiff's  mill,  which  was  able,  and,  before  such  obstruction  of 
the  water  of  said  stream,  was  used  to  grind  five  hundred  bushels  of  grain 
each  day,  but  that  thereafter,  and  during  the  time  of  such  obstruction  of 
the  water,  the  said  mill  was  unable,  in  consequence  of  such  obstruction,  to 
grind  more  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  bushels  a  day,  to  the  plaintiff's 
damage  of  two  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  796  to  798.) 
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Nuisance  arising  from  slaughter  house. 

[Title  and  commeucement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  the  plaintiff  is,  and  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned  was  (the 
owner),  and  possessed  of  the  house  and  lot  No.         ,  in  street, 

in  the  city  of  ,  which  he  inhabited  with  his  family ;  that  the 

defendant  was  also  then  possessed  of  certain  premises  contiguous  to  (or,  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of)  those  of  the  plaintiff;  *  that  the  defendant, 
in  the  month  of  ,  1865,  erected  on  his  said  premises  a  slaughter 

house  and  cattle  pens,  and  thereafter  f  kept  and  slaughtered  therein  large 
numbers  of  cattle  and  hogs,  thereby  causing  noxious  and  offensive  smells, 
and  loud  and  offensive  noises,  and  tainting  and  corrupting  the  atmosphere, 
so  as  to  render  the  dwelling  house  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff  unfit  for 
habitation,  to  the  nuisance  of  the  said  dwelling  house  and  premises  of  the 
said  plaintiff,  and  to  his  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore,  &c. 
(See  Vol.  I,  748  to  754.) 

For  continuing  a  nuisance, 

(As  in  the  last  form  to  the  *  and  then  continue:)  that  ever  since  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  the  defendant  has  maintained  a  slaughter 

house  on  his  premises  contiguous  thereto  (or,  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
thereof),  and  has  (as  in  the  last  form  from  the  f  to  the  end  of  the  form). 

Trespass,  for  talcing  goods,  &c. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y., 

the  defendant  unlawfully  took  from  the  possession  of  the  ■  plaintiff,  and 
carried  away  {here  briefly  designate  the  goods)  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff of  the  value  of  two  hundred  dollars  (and  still  unlawfully  detains  the 
same  from  the  plaintiff),  to  his  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Where- 
fore, <fcc.   (See  Vol.  I,  805  to  813.) 

Trover,  for  converting  goods,  &c. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  before  and  until  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was 
lawfully  possessed  of  {very  briefly  designate  the  goods,  or,  where  he  was 
not  in  possession,  say,  was  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of,  desig- 
nating the  goods),  which  was  his  property,  and  was  of  the  value  of  two 
hundred  dollars;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of 

Valatie,  the  defendant  then  being  in  possession  of  said  goods,  unlawfully 
converted  and  disposed  of  the  same,  to  his  own  use,  to  the  plaintiff's  dam- 
age of  two  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.   (See  Vol.  I,  813  to  832.) 

Trover,  hy  assignee  after  conversion. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.) 

That  before  and  until  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  one  A.  B.  was 
lawfully  possessed  of  {briefly  designate  the  goods),  or  was  entitled  to  the 
immediate  possession  of  {designating  the  goods,  dbc),  which  was  then 
the  property  of  said  A.  B.,  and  of  the  value  of  two  hundred  dollars ;  that 
on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Zinderhook,  the 

defendant,  being  then  in  possession  of  said  goods,  unlawfully  converted  and 
disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  A.  B.  of 
two  hundred  dollars ;  that  afterwards,  and  on  the  day  of  , 
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1865,  the  said  A.  B.  duly  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  his  claim  against  the 
defendant  for  the  damages  for  said  conversion.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I, 
813  to  832.     As  to  assigning  causes  of  action  for  torts,  see  Id.,  94  to  96.) 

B^levin ;  ordinary  form. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully 
possessed  of  {describe  the  goods  particularly),  of  the  value  of  one  hundred 
dollars,  then  and  ever  since  his  property  ;  that  on  the  day  of  , 

1865,  at  {state  the  particidur  place),  the  defendant  wrongfully  took  said 
goods  and  chattels  from  the  possession  of  this  plaintiff,  and  still  detains 
the  same  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  one  hundred  dollars.  *  Where- 
fore the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  recovery 
of  the  possession  of  said  goods  and  chattels,  or  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
dollars,  the  value  thereof,  in  case  a  delivery  cannot  be  had ;  together  with 
one  hundred  dollars,  his  damages  and  for  his  costs,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  862 
to  8V8.) 

Replevin ;  owner  against  wrongdoer  for  taking  goods  from  plain- 

tiffs  iailee. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  the  plaintiff  was,  and  still  is,  the 
owner  of  {describe  the  chattels  particularly),  of  the  value  of  one  hundred 
dollars  ;  which  goods  were  then  in  the  possession  of  one  A.  B.,  to  whom 
the  plaintiff  had  leased  or  let  the  same  for  a  certain  term  {or  otherwise  as 
the  case  may  be) ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,1 865,  at  Valatie,  the 

defendant  wrongfully  took  said  goods  and  chattels  from  the  possession  of 
the  said  A.  B.,  and  still  unjustly  detains  the  same,  to  the  plaintiff's  dam- 
age of  one  hundred  dollars ;  that  before  the  commencement  of  this  action 
the  said  term  expired,  and,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  became  entitled  to  the 
immediate  and  exclusive  possession  of  said  goods  and  chattels.  {Then 
demand  judgment  as  in  the  last  form  after  the  *.) 

B^fplevin  ;  assignee  against  wrongdoer. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  one  A.  B.  was  lawfully  pos- 
sessed of  {briefly  designate  the  goods)  the  property  of  the  said  A.  B.,  of 
the  value  of  one  hundred  dollars;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865, 

at  the  village  of  Kinderhook,  the  defendant  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
took  said  goo<Is  and  chattels  from  the  possession  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and 
ever  since  has  unjustly  detained  the  same,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  A.  B. 
of  one  hundred  dollars;  that  on  the  _         _  day  of  ,  1865,  the 

said  A.  B.  duly  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  said  goods  and  chattels,  and  his 
claim  to  damages  for  said  taking  and  detention.  Demand  for  judgment 
as  in  the  last  two  forms.  (See  Vol.  I,  862  to  878.  As  to  the  practice 
in  replevin  action,  see  ante,  183  to  216.) 

For  enticing  away  servant, 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  before  and  at  the  time  of  committing  the  several  wrongs  by  the 
said  defendant  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  one  A.  B.  was,  and  ever  since  has 
been  and  still  is  the  servant  (or  apprentice)  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  trade  or 
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business  of  a  ,  which  the  plaintiff  then  carried  on,  and  still  carries  on, 

at  the  village  of  Valatie  ;  that  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises, 
but  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  intending  to  injure  the  plaintifl'  in  his  said 
trade  or  business,  and  to  deprive  him  of  the  service  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and 
of  the  profits  and  advantages  which  might,  and  otherwise  would  have 
accrued  to  him  from  such  service  while  the  said  A.  B.  remained  such  ser- 
vant, did,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  Valatie  aforesaid,  wrong- 
fully and  unlawfully  entice,  persuade,  and  procure  the  said  A.  B.  to  depart 
fi-om,  and  to  leave  the  service  of  the  plaintiif,  and  the  said  A.  B.  did,  at 
the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  leave  the  service  of  the  plaintiff  without  the 
plaintift's  leave  or  license,  and  against  his  will ;  that  said  A.  B.  has,  from 
the  said  day  of  ,  1865,  down  to  the  present  time,  remained 
and  continued  absent  from  the  plaintiff  V  service,  and  he  has  been  deprived 
of  the  profits  and  advantages  which  might  and  otherwise  would  have 
accrued  to  him  from  such  service,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  two  hundred 
dollars.     Wherefore,  &o.   (See  Vol.  I,  741,  742.) 

For  a  false  warranty  of  a  horse. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Kinderhook, 

the  defendant  offering  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  a  certain  horse,  warranted, 
and  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  said  horse  to  be  sound,  kind  and 
true,  and  gentle  and  quiet  in  harness;  that  the  plaintiff,  relying  upon 
said  warranty  and  representations,  then  and  there  purchased  said  horse, 
and  paid  to  the  defendant  therefor  the  sum' of  two  hundred  dollars; 
that  at  the  time  of  said  warranty,  representations  and  sale,  the  said 
horse  was  unsound,  unkind,  and  untrue,  and  restive  and  ungovernable  in 
harness,  and  had  an  infectious  disease,  and  was  actually  worthless  {or, 
was  worth  one  hundred  dollars  less  than  he  would  have  been  had  he  been 
as  representedand  warranted),  and  was  well  known  by  the  defendant  to 
be  so  at  the  time  of  such  sale,  &c.,  and  that  said  horse  still  so  remains 
{if  special  damages  are  claimed^  allege  them  as  follows,  or  as  the  case  may 
he) ;  that  the  plaintiff  relying  upon  the  said  representations  and  war- 
ranty of  the  said  defendant,  afterwards  attempted  to  use  the  said  horse  in 
harness,  and  the  said  horse  being  unkind,  unsteady,  restive  and  ungovern- 
able in  harness,  without  the  fault  of  the  plaintiff,  ran  away,  greatly  injur- 
ing and  breaking  the  plaintiff's  wagon,  and  greatly  injuring^and  bruising 
the  plaintiff,  whereby  the  plaintiff  became  sicX  sore,  and  lame,  and  was 
hindered  from  attending  to  his  work,  as  a  mason,  and  was  put  to  great 
expense  in  repairing  his  wagon  and  harness,  and  ia  recovering  from  his 
hurts  and  injuries ;  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  was  misled 
and  injured  to  his  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wterefore,  &c. 
(See  Vol.  I,  853  to  862.) 

For  a  fraudulent  concealment  on  a  sale. 

[Title  tind  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Kinderhook, 

the  plaintiff  bought  of  the  defendant  his  certain  horse  for  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  dollars,  then  paid  therefor;  that  the  defendant  then  and  thei-e 
well  knew  that  the  said  horse  had  the  heaves,  which  fact  was  then 
unknown  to  the  said  plaintiff;  he,  the  said  defendant,  then  intentionally, 
falsely  and  fraudulently  concealed  the  said  fact  from  the  knowledge  of  the 
said  plaintiff,  and  thereby  sold  the  said  horse  to  him  for  the  price  afore- 
said ;  and  that  the  said  horse  so  purchased  from  the  defendant  had  the 
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heaves  at  the  time  of  the  said  sale  and  purchase  thereof  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  said  defendant,  and  was  thereby  rendered,  and  has  since  continued, 
utterly  unfit  for  use,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintifi"  of  two  hundred  dollars. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  853  to  d62.) 

For  fraudulently  obtaining  goods  on  credit. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Gloversville, 

the  defendant,  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintifi"  by  induc- 
ing the  plaintifi'  to  sell  him  goods,  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  to 
the  plaintiff  that  he  was  solvent,  and  worth  twenty  thousand  dollars  over 
and  above  all  his  liabilities  (or  otherwise  as  the  rep7'esentations  were) ;  that 
the  plaintiflT  relying  on  said  representations,  was  thereby  induced  to  sell 
(and  deliver)  to  him  {briefly  designate  the  goods)  of  the  value  of  two 
hundi'ed  dollars ;  that  said  representations  were  false  in  that  [stating  in 
what  respect),  and  were  then  known  by  the  defendant  to  be  so;  that  no 
part  of  the  price  thereof  has  been  paid  {and,  if  the  goods 'were  not  delivered) ; 
that  the  plaintifi",  in  preparing  and  shipping  the  said  goods,  and  in  stop- 
ping them  in  transit,  expended  twenty  five  dollars),  to  his  damage  of  two 
hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.   (See  Vol.  I,  504  to  509.) 

Fraudulently  representing  credit  of  an  other  person. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Gloversville, 

the  defendant,  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  the  plaintifi",  falsely  and 
fraudulently  represented  to  him  that  one  A.  B.  was  in  good  credit  and  safe 
to  be  trusted,  and  worth  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  over  and 
above  his  debts  and  liabilities  {or  otherwise,  as  the  fraudulent  representa- 
tions were)  ;  that  the  plaintifi",  relying  on  said  representations,  sold  and 
delivered  twenty-five  dozens  of  buckskin  gloves  {or  other  goods),  of  the 
value  of  two  hundred  dollars,  to  said  A.  B.,  upon  a  credit  of  four  months; 
but,  although  said  time  has  expired,  said  A.  B.  has  neglected  and  refused 
to  pay  for  said  goods ;  that,  in  truth,  and  as  the  defendant  then  well  knew, 
said  A.  B.  was,  at  the  time  of  such  representations,  insolvent,  and  not  in 
good  credit,  nor  safe  to  be  trusted,  nor  worth  anything  over  and  above 
his  debts  and  liabilities ;  that  by  means  of  said  premises  the  plaintiff"  has 
wholly  lost  said  goods,  and  the  value  thereof,  to  his  damage  of  two  hun- 
dred dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  734  to  131.) 

Against  owner,  for  act  of  driver  of  carriage. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  the  plaintiff  was  riding  along 

the  public  highway,  in  the  town  of  Kinderhook,  in  a  one-horse  carriage, 
drawn  by  one  horse,  both  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of  five 
hundred  dollars ;  that  the  defendant  was  then  the  proprietor  of  a  stage 
and  four  horses,  which  were  then  passing  along  said  highway  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  defendant  {or,  of  the  defendant's  servant),  who  was  driving 
the  same ;  that  the  defendant  (or,  that  the  said  servant)  so  carelessly  drove 
and  managed  said  stage  and  horses,  that  by  reason  of  his  negligence  said 
stage  struck  the  plaintiff's  carriage,  and  overthrew  and  broke  the  same, 
and  threw  down  the  plaintiff's  horse,  breaking  his  leg,  and  threw  the 
plaintiff  out  of  his  carriage  upon  the  ground  (or  otherwise  describe  the 
injury  according  to  the  fact),  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  bruised  and 
wounded,  and  was  for  sixty  days  prevented  from  attending  to  his  busi- 
ness, and' was  pnt  to  great  expense  in  repairing  his  chaise,  g,nd  in  endeav- 
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oring  to  get  healed  of  his  own  hurts,  and  he  was  obliged  to  kill  his  said 
horse  in  consequence  of  his  leg  being  broken  as  aforesaid,  to  the  damage 
of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore,  &c.  (Vol.  I,  249, 
276,  and  see  ante,  36.) 

For  neglecting  to  return  execution. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  execution  hereinafter  mentioned,  the 
defendant  was  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Montgomery,  in  this  State ;  that  on 
the  day  of  ,  1865,  in  an  action  in  a  justice's  court  before 

Joseph  French,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  town  of  Amsterdam, 
in  the  county  of  Montgomery,  in  this  state,  wherein  this  plaintiff  was 
plaintiff,  and  one  A.  B.  defendant,  the  plaintiif  recovered  a  judgment  duly 
given  by  said  justice  against  said  A.  B.,  for  two  hundred  dollars,  which 
judgment  was  thereafter  duly  docketed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
county  of  Montgomery;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  an  exe- 

cution against  the  property  of  the  said  A.  B.,  was  duly  issued  by  this 
plaintiff  on  said  judgment,  and  directed,  and  then  delivered  to  the 
defendant,  as  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Montgomery,  of  which  execution 
the  following  is  a  copy  {set  out  a  copy,  with  the  indorsements) ;  *  that 
although  (more  than)  sixty  days  'elapsed  after  the  delivery  of  the  said 
execution  to  the  defendant,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action, 
yet  he  has,  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  such  sheriff,  failed  to  return  the 
same,  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore, 
&c. 

For  neglecting  to  levy. 

(As  in  the  last  form  to  the  *,  then  continue  thus:)  That  although  at  the 
time  of  the  said  delivery  of  said  execution  to  the  defendant,  there  was 
within  said  county  personal  property  belonging  to  the  said  defendant,  to 
wit  (designate  it  hriefly),  out  of  which  the  defendant  might  have  satisfied 
the  execution  (of  which  property  he  then  and  there  had  notice)  ;  never- 
theless, in  violation  of  his  duty  as  such  sheriff,  he  failed  to  levy  the  moneys 
or  any  part  thereof,  as  by  said  execution  he  was  required  to  do,  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See 
Vol.  I,  737.) 

For  false  return  to  an  execution. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  and  return  of  the  execution  hereinafter 
mentioned,  the  defendant  was  a  constable  of  the  town  of  Amsterdam,  in  the 
county  of  Montgomery,  in  this  state ;  that  on  the  day  of  , 

1865,  this  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment,  duly  given  in  an  action  in  a 
justice's  court,  before  Joseph  French,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town 
of  Amsterdam,  in  the  county  of  Montgomery,  against  one  A.  B.  for  the 
sum  of  two  hundred  dollars ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1 865,  an 

execution  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  A.  B.  was  duly  issued 
upon  said  judgment  by  the  said  justice,  and  directed  and  then  delivered 
to  the  defendant  as  such  constable,  of  which  execution  the  following  is  a 
copy  [set  out  a  copy) ;  that  the  defendant,  as  such  constable,  did,  within 
sixty  days  thereafter,  by  virtue  of  said  execution,  levy  on  certain  goods 
and  chattels  of  said  A.  B.,  within  said  county,  of  a  value  sufficient  to 
satisfy  said  judgment,  together  with  the  defendant's  fees  and  poundage ; 
that  notwithstanding  the  premises,  and  in  violation  of  his  duty  as  consta- 
ble, he  did  not  satisfy  said  judgment  or  any  part  thereof;  but  has  returned 
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upon  said  execution,  to  the  said  justice,  that  the  said  A.  B.  had  not  any 
goods  or  chattels  within  the  said  county,  whereby  he  could  cause  to  he 
levied  the  amount  of  the  said  judgment,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  dam- 
age of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I, 
746  to  748 ;  and  see  ante,  753.) 

For  an  escape. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  execution  and  of  the  escape,  here- 
inafter mentioned,  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  constables  of  the  county 
of  Columbia,  in  this  state ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  in  an 

action  brought  in  a  justice's  court  before  James  Miller,  Esq.,  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  town  of  Kinderhook,  in  the  said  county  of  Columbia,  by 
this  plaintiff  against  one  A.  B.  for  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  converting 
certain  personal  property  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  this  plaintiff  recovered 
judgment  duly  given  by  said  court,  against  said  A.  B.,  for  two  hundred 
dollars;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  an  execution,  in  proper 

form,  against  the  goods  and  chattels  and  against  tfie  person  of  the 
defendant,  was  duly  issued  by  said  justice  upon  said  judgment,  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  defendant  as  such  constable,  which  execution  was  as  follows, 
(set  out  a  copy) ;  that  thereafter  the  defendant,  as  such  constable,  at  the 
town  of  Kinderhook,  arrested  said  A.  B.  pursuant  to  said  execution ;  but 
in  violation  of  his  duty  as  such  constable,  he  neglected  and  refused  to  com- 
mit the  said  A.  B.  to  jail  as  he  was  by  said  execution  demanded;  and  on 
the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  Kinderhook  aforesaid,  the  said 

defendant,  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  unlawfully  permitted  the 
said  A.  B.  to  escape,  to  the  damage  of  the  j^laintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars. 
Wherefore,  &c.   (See  Vol.  I,  742  to  746.) 

For  keeping  a  mischievous  dog,  hy  wMch  plaintiff  was  Mtten. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  wrongfully  kept 
a  dog,  well  knowing  him  to  be  of  a  ferocious  and  mischievous  disposition, 
and  accustomed  to  attack  and  bite  mankind ;  (that  the  defendant,  while 
he  kept  his  dog  as  aforesaid,  wrongfully  and  negligently  suffered  such 
dog  to  go  at  large,  without  being  properly  guarded  or  confined ;)  that  on 
the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Valatie,  the  said  dog, 

while  in  the  keeping  of  the  defendant,  attacked  and  bit  the  plaintiff,  and 
wounded  him  in  the  leg,  whereby  this  plaintiff  became  lame,  and  so  re- 
mained for  six  weeks,  and  was  thereby  occasioned  great  pain,  and  prevented 
fi'om  going  on  with  his  business  as  a  day  laborer,  and  was  obliged  to, 
and  actually  did  expend  twenty-five  dollars  in  endeavoring  to  heal  himself 
of  said  wounds,  to  his  damage  of  one  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore,  &c. 
(See  Vol.  I,  846  to  853.) 

For  Jceeping  a  dog  accustomed  to  hite  sheep  and  other  animals. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.) 

That  at  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  wrongfully  kept 
a  dog  (well  knowing  him  to  be  accustomed  to  hunt,  chase,  bite,  worry, 
and  kill  sheep,  lambs  and  other  domestic  animals),  which  said  dog  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  and  on  other  days,  between  that  day  and 

the  commencement  of  this  action  (wrongfully  came  upon  the  plaintiff's 
land,  and  there)  hunted,  chased,  bit  and  worried  ten  sheep  and  twenty 
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lambs  of  the  plaintiff,  being  of  the  value  of  two  hundred  dollars ;  that  by 
means  thereof  five  of  the  said  sheep  and  ten  of  the  said  lambs  of  the 
plaintiff,  being  of  the  value  of  one  hundred  dollars,  died,  and  became  of 
no  value  to  the  plaintiflf,  and  the  residue  of  the  said  sheep  and  lambs 
of  the  said  plaintiff,  being  also  of  great  value,  were  injured,  and  rendered 
of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  two  hundred  dollare.  Where- 
fore, &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  846  to  853.) 

For  a  penalty  given  hy  statute. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  the  plaintiff  is  an  inhabitant  of  the  town  of  Athens,  in  Greene 
county  ;  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  said  town  of 

Athens,  the  defendant  set  a  stationary  fish  net  in  the  creek  commonly 
called  the  Murderer's  creek,  in  the  town  of  Athens,  in  the  county  of  Greene, 
that  is  to  say,  in  a  portion  of  said  creek  running  through  said  town,  and 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  entitled  "  An  act  to  prevent  the  destruction  of  fish  in  Murderer's 
creek,  in  the  town  of  Athens,"  passed  March  13th,  1838;  that  by  reason 
thereof,  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  penalty  and  sum 
of  1 10,  one-half  for  himself  and  one-half  for  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
said  town,  for  the  use  of  the  poor,  and  an  action  has  accrued  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  the  same.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  754  to  762,  800  to 
805.) 

Against  a  witness  for  disobeying  a  siibpcena. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  Broadalbin,  in  the  county  of 

Fulton,  in  this  state,  the  plaintiff  caused  the  defendant  to  be  duly  served 
with  a  subpcEna,  commanding  him  to  attend  as  a  witness  in  a  justice's 
court  held  by  and  before  William  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  said  town  and  county,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  there  to 

give  testimony  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  (or  in  proceedings) 
there  pending,  wherein  this  plaintiff  was  plaintiff,  and  one  A.  B.,  was 
defendant ;  that  at  the  same  time  the  plaintiff  caused  cents,  the  law- 

ful fees  of  the  said  witness,  to  be  paid  (or  tendered)  to  him;  that  the 
defendant,  not  regarding  his  duty,  failed  (and  willfully  refused)  to  attend  as 
commanded,  whereby  the  defendant  became  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in 
the  amount  of  fifty  dollars,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  (59)  forty- 
fifth  section  of  the  sixth  article  of  the  third  title  of  the  seventh  chapter  of 
the  third  part  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  this  state,  entitled  "Of  witnesses, 
their  privileges,  and  compelling  their  attendance ;"  that  the  plaintiff,  when 
said  action  was  called  for  trial,  was  nonsuited  for  the  want  of  the  testi- 
mony of  the  defendant,  and  his  action  was  dismissed,  with  costs,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  the  same,  and  the  sum  of  dollars,  his 

costs,  counsel  fees,  and  disbursements  in  the  said  action,  and  that  the 
defendant  in  said  action  having  become  insolvent  (or,  the  demand  upon 
which  said  action  was  brought  having  meanwhile  become  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations),  the  plaintiff  lost  his  demand,  to  recover  which 
said  action  was  brought,  all  of  which  was  caused  by  the  said  refusal  or 
neglect  of  the  said  defendant  to  attend  as  such  witness,  to  the  plaintiff's 
damage  of  dollars ;  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  defcndapt 

forfeited  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  "of  fifty  dollars.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See 
ante,  551  to  554 ;  and  see  Vol.  I,  729.) 
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Against  depositary  (or  lailee)  for  not  taldng  care  of  goods. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  tenth  day  of  January,  1865,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the 
defendant  a  large  quantity  of  goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  to  wit, 
(designate  or  describe  the  articles),  of  the  value  of  two  hundred  dollars,  to 
be  by  the  defendant  safely  and  securely  kept  for  the  plaintiif  (for  a  rea- 
sonable compensation,  to  be  paid  therefor  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ant) ;  and  the  said  goods,  &c.,  were  to  be  returned  and  redelivered  to  the 
said  plaintiff  when  the  said  defendant  should  be  thereafter  requested; 
that,  although  the  said  defendant  received  tlie  said  goods,  &c.,  from  the 
plaintiftj  as  aforesaid,  and,  although  the  said  defendant  was  afterwards, 
on  the  first  day  of  May,  1865,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action, 
requested  by  the  said  plaintiff  to  redeliver  the  said  goods,  &c.,  to  him,  the 
said  plaintiff;  yet  the  said  defendant,  not  regarding  his  said  promise  and 
undertaking,  and  his  duty,  did  not,  nor  would  take  due  and  proper  care 
of  and  safely  and  securely  keep  the  said  goods,  &c.,  or  any  part  thereof, 
for  the  said  plaintiff,  nor  did,  nor  would  lie  at  the  same  time  when  he  was 
so  requested  as  aforesaid,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  redeliver  the  same  to 
the  plaintiff;  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  he,  the  said  defendant,  so  care- 
lessly and  negligently  conducted  himself  with  respect  to  the  said  goods, 
&c.,  and  took  so  little  care  thereof,  that  by  and  through  the  mere  care- 
lessness, negligence  and  improper  conduct  of  the  said  defendant,  and  his 
servants  in  that  behalf,  that  the  said  goods,  &c.,  were  wholly  lost  to  the 
said  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars,  &c.     Wherefore,  &c. 

The  liabilities  of  a  mere  depositary,  who  receives  no  compensa- 
tion for  his  services,  are  not  so  great  as  those  of  a  mandatary, 
who  is  paid,  or  entitled  to  pay  for  his  services.  As  to  a  deposi- 
tary see  Vol.  I,  308  to  313.  As  to  a  mandatary,  see  Id.,  314  to 
318.  As  to  gratuitous  loans,  and  the  liabilities  of  the  borrowers, 
see  Id.,  318  to  323.  As  to  the  liabilities  of  a  pawnee  or  a  pledgee, 
see  Id.,  323  to  327. 

Against  mechanic  {or  lailee)  for  doing  worli  hadly. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  village  of  Kinderhook,  a 

written  agreement  was  made  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant, by  virtue,  or  by  the  terms  of  which,  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendant 
should  take  down  a  certain  store  in  the  said  village  of  Kinderhook,  and 
would  build  another  store  at  the  village  of  Valatie  for  the  said*  plaintiff, 
agreeably  to  certain  plans  thereof,  then  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant; 
that  the  said  contract  was  as  follows  {set  out  a  copy)  ;  that  afterwards, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  defendant  erected  and 
built  the  said  store,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the  plaintiff,  yet  the  said 
'defendant  did  not  build  the  said  store  agreeably  to  the  said  plans,  agree- 
ment and  particulars,  with  good  and  proper  materials,  and  in  a  sound 
substantial,  and  workmanlike  manner,  but  wholly  neglected  and  refused 
so  to  do  •  but  on  the  contrary,  the  defendant  erected  and  built  the  last 
mentioned  store,  with  the  appurtenances,  different  from  and  contrary  to 
the  said  plans,  agreement  and  particulars,  and  with  bad  and  improper 
materials  and  in  a  slight,  inartificial  and  unworkmanlike  manner,  contrary 
to  the  form,  effect  and  intention  of  the  said  plans,  specifications  and  agree- 
ment, to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Wherefore, 
&c.  (See  Vol.  I,  331  to  338.) 
Wait  11—122 
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Against  mechanic  for  not  using  due  care  and  sJcill  in  repairing. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  the  defendant,  being  a  watchmaker  {or,  as  the  case  may  be),  at  the 
city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865, 

delivered  to  him  a  watch  (or  other  article)  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of 
two  hundred  dollars,  to  be  repaired  by  the  defendant  for  reward ;  that  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  the  defendant  then  undertook  said  employ- 
ment, and  to  use  due  care  and  skill  in  repairing  said  watch  (or  other  arti- 
cle), and  to  take  due  care  thereof  while  in  his  possession,  and  to  redeliver 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff  on  request ;  that  the  said  defendant  did  not  take 
due  and  proper  care  of  the  said  watch  whilst  in  his  possession,  whereby 
the  said  watch  was  broken  and  injured ;  and  he  did  not  use  due  care  or 
skill  in  repairing  the  said  watch,  but  did  his  work  in  so  careless  and 
unworkmanlike  manner,  that  no  benefit  was  derived  therefrom,  and  the 
watch  was  not  improved,  but,  on  the  contrary,  was  materially  injured,  to 
the  plaintiff's  damage  of  one  hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c. 

This  form  cau  be  modified  so  as  to  apply  to  the  case  of  a 
delivery  of  materials  to  a  mechanic  to  be  worked  up,  and  vchere 
the  work  is  improperly  and  unskillfuUy  done.  See  Vol.  I,  331 
to  338. 

Against  common  carrier  for  loss  of  goods, 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.] 

That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  a  common 
carrier  of  goods  for  hire,  between  the  places  hereinafter  mentioned;  * 
that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  Albany,  N".  Y.,  in  consideration 

of  the  sum  of  dollars  then  paid  (or,  agreed  to  be  paid)  to  him  by  the 

plaintiff,  the  defendant  agreed  safely  to  carry  to  the  city  of  Utica,  N.  Y., 
and  there  to  deliver  to  James  Pay  well,  or  order  (or  as  the  case  was),  cer- 
tain goods,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  value  of  two  hundred  dol- 
lars, consisting  of  (here  hriefly  describe  the  goods)  which  the  plaintiff  then 
and  there  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  received  the  same  vipon  the 
agreement  and  for  the  purposes  before  mentioned  ;  that  the  defendant  did 
not  safely  carry  and  deliver  the  said  goods  pursuant  to  said  agreement, 
(although  on  the  day  of  ,1865,  at  Utica,  and  before  the  com- 

mencement of  this  action,  the  plaintiff,  or,  said  James  Pay  well,  demanded 
the  same  of  him) ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  defendant  so  negligently  con- 
ducted and  so  misbehaved,  in  regard  to  the  same  in  his  calling  as  a  car- 
rier, that,  they  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  two 
hundred  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c.   (See  Vol.  I,  343  to  357.) 

For  hreach  of  carrier's  duty. 

(As  in  the  last  form  to  the  *,  and  then  continue :)     That  on  the 
day  of  ,  1865,  at  Albany,  IST.  Y.,  one  A.  B.,  delivered  to  the  defend- 

ants, and  they,  as  such  carriers,  received  certain  goods,  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff,  to  wit :  (describe  the  goods)  of  the  value  of  two  hundred 
dollars,  to  be  by  the  defendants  safely  carried  to  Port  Jackson,  in  Mont- 
gomery county,  N.  Y.,  and  there  to  be  delivered  to  Adam  W.  Kline,  for 
a  reasonable  reward,  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  (or  as  the  case  may  be) 
therefor ;  that  the  defendant  did  not  safely  carry  and  deliver  the  said 
goods,  but,  on  the  contrary,  so  negligently  conducted,  and  so  misbehaved 
in  regard  to  the  same  in  their  calling  as  carriers,  that  the  same  were  wholly 
lost  to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  two  hundi-ed  dollars.     Wherefore,  &c. 
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This  last  form  is  a  proper  one  to  be  used  in  those  cases  in 
which  no  special  contract  was  made  with  the  carrier,  but  it  is 
sought  to  make  him  liable  for  a  breach  of  his  duty  towards  the 
public.  See  Vol.  I,  346 ;  and  see  Id.,  346  to  357. 

Against  an  innJceeper  for  loss  of-a  trunTc,  &c. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  925.]  • 

That  at  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant  was  the  keeper 
of  a  common  inn  in  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y.,  known  as  the  "Merchants' 
Hotel;"  that  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  this  plaintiff  was  received 

by  the  defendant  into  his  said  inn  as  a  traveler  (or  guest)  together  with 
his  baggage,  to  wit,  a  trunk  {or  valise,  (&c.,)  containing  {here  designate 
contents  lost),  the  property  of  the  plaintiff;  that  the  defendant  and  his 
servants  so  negligently  conducted  themselves  in  regard  to  the  same,  that 
while  he  so  remained  at  said  inn,  as  a  traveler  {or  guest),  his  said  trunk 
{or  valise,  <fcc.,)  was  taken  away  from  the  room  of  this  plaintiff  by  some 
person  or  persons  to  the  plaintiff  unknown;  and  thereby  the  same  became 
wholly  lost«to  the  plaintiff,  to  his  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars.  Where- 
fore, &c.   (As  to  the  liabilities  of  innkeepers,  see  Vol.  I,  338  to  348.) 

SECTION  III. 

ANSWERS. 

In  selecting  subjects  of  defense,  and  in  framing  precedents  of 
answers,  it  will  be  intended  to  give  such  forms  as  shall  be  most 
useful  in  practice,  and  such  subjects  as  have  been  discussed 
in  this  work.  To  give  a  form  for  every  particular  defense  will 
not  be  attempted,  though  it  is  believed  that  such  a  variety 
will  be  found  as  will  materially  assist  the  young  practitioner. 

Most  of  the  defenses  interposed  in  actions  in  justices'  courts, 
relate  exclusively  to  the  merits  of  the  action.  There  are  a  few 
instances,  however,  in  which  the  defense  is  interposed  by  way  of 
abatement.  One  class  of  cases  which  relates  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  justice  is  interposed  as  a  defense,  where  the  defendant 
wishes  to  avail  himself  of  this  defense  by  proof  at  the  trial. 
Where  an  action  of  trespass  is  brought  for  an  injury  to  real  estate, 
and  the  defendant  wishes  to  justify,  because  he  is  the  owner  of 
the  land,  oi  because  he  claims  under  some  third  person  who  is 
such  owner,  he  must  set  up  such  defense  by  way  of  answer,  or  it 
will  not  be  available  at  the  trial.  See  forms  of  answer,  ante,  252, 
253.    And  see  the  whole  subject  explained,  ante,  245  to  254. 

Under  the  former  system'of  practice  there  was  an  order  of 
interposing  defenses  which  has  been  abrogated  by  the  Code. 
Under  the  old  system  all  defenses,  by  way  of  abatement  of  the 
action,  must  have  been  interposed  before  pleading  in  bar  of 
the  action.  An  answer  in  abatement  sets  up  such  matter  as 
defeats  the  present  action  in  the  manner  in  which  it  has  been 
brought,  but  a  judgment  in  favor  of  such  a  defense  does  not  pre- 
vent a  new  action  when  properly  brought.  As  illustrations  of 
defenses  by  way  of  abatement,  the  non-joinder  of  all  the  proper 
plaintiff's  in  the  action,  or  the  non-joinder  of  proper  and  necessary 
defendants,  or  the  case  of  a  defendant  who  has  brought  a  prior 
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action  in  a  justice's  court,  in  which  the  present  plaintiff  is  bound 
to  set  off  his  demand. 

An  answer  in  lar  is  one  which  interposes  a  defense  which  will 
preclude  the  plaintiff  from  maintaining  his  action  at  any  time,  and 
under  all  circumstances  of  the  case.  Under  the  present  system 
of  practice  matters  in  abatement  and  in  bar  may  be  joined  in  one 
answer,  and  both  be  tried  and  decided  at  the  same  time.  Sweet 
V.  Tuttle,  4  Kern.,  465 ;  Gardner  v.  Clarh,  7  E.  P.  Smith,  399. 

This  mode  of  joining  such  defenses  may  lead  to  considerable 
inconvenience  in  practice.  Suppose  a  matter  in  abatement  and 
a  matter  in  bar  to  be  joined  in  the  same  answer,  and  that  on  the 
trial  a  jury  should  render  a  general  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant. In  such  a  case  it  would  be  impossible  to  know  whether  the 
jury  founded  their  verdict  upon  the  matter  in  abatement  or  that 
set  up  in  bar  of  the  action.  In  such  a  case  it  would  be  most 
important  to  the  parties  to  know  upon  which  defense  the  jury 
founded  their  verdict ;  for  if  it  was  founded  solely  upon  the  mat- 
ter in  abatement,  then  the  plaintiff  might  bring  a  new  action  in 
a  proper  form  ;  while  if  the  verdict  was  founded  upon  the  matter 
set  up  in  bar,  then  such  verdict  would  be  a  bar  to  any  new  action 
by  the  plaintiff.  The  only  mode  of  obviating  this  difficulty  is  by 
requiring  the  jury  to  specify  in  their  verdict  the  actual  ground 
of  their  decision,  and  then  entering  such  finding  in  the  entry  of 
judgment,  so  that  the  record  will  show  whether  the  cause  was 
decided  upon  the  matter  in  abatement,  or  upon  that  set  up  in 
bar  of  the  action  upon  the  merits.  As  a  general  rule  the  law 
requires  that  all  the  proper  plaintiffs  shall  be  joined  in  the 
action  as  parties.  Ante,  274  to  277. 

If  such  plaintiffs  are  not  all  joined  the  defendant  may  interpose 
an  answer,  setting  up  that  fact  by  way  of  abatement  of  the 
action.  Ante,  274  to  277. 

Non-joinder  of  plaintiffs  in  actions  ivpon  contract. 

[Title  of  action.] 

The  defendant  answers  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiif  in  this  action,  and 
alleges  *  that  the  supposed  contract  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was  made 
by  the  said  defendant,  with  this  present  plaintiff,  and  one  A.  B.,  jointly, 
and  not  otherwise ;  that  the  said  A.  B.  is  still  living,  and  now  resides  in 
the  town  of  ,  in  the  county  of  ,  in  this  state.     Where- 

fore f  the  defendant  demands  judgment  that  this  action  abate,  and  that 
judgment  be  rendered  in  his  favor  for  the  costs  of  this  action. 

If  the  action  is  one  in  which  a  set-off  is  interposed  as  a  defense, 
the  claim  for  judgment  may  be  as  follows : 

Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment  in  his  favor  for  the  sum  of 
two  hundred  dollars,  besides  the  costs  of  this  action. 

Non-joinder  of  plaintiffs  in  actions  of  tort. 

[Title  of  action.] 

{As  in  the  last  form  to  the  *,  (hen  continue :)  that  as  to  the  taking 
(or  the  converting)  of  said  horse  (or  other  property),  the  same  was,  at 
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the  time  of  the  said  supposed  trespass  (or  conversion),  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff  and  one  A.  B.,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  of  the  plaintiff 
alone ;  that  the  said  A.  B.  is  still  living  and  now  resides  in  the  town  of, 
,  in  the  county  of  ,  in  this  state.     Wherefore  {as  in 

the  last  form  from  the  f).  (See  ante,  274  to  277.) 

Non-joinder  of  defendant  in  actions  upon  contract. 

[Title  of  action.] 

{As  in  the  last  two  forms  to  the  *,  and  then  continue :)  that  the  said 
work  and  labor  mentioned  in  the  complaint  were  done,  and  the  said  money 
mentioned  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  jointly 
with  one  A.  B.,  who  is  still  living,  and  resides  at  the  town  of  , 

in  the  county  of  ,  in  this  state.     Wherefore  {as  in  two  last 

form^  from,  the  f). 

Action  brought  in  wrong  totvn. 

{Title  and  commencement  as  ante  972  to  the  *,  and  then  continue  .•)  That 
the  said  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  resided 
and  had  a  legal  residence  in  the  town  of  Ephratah,  in  the  county  of  Fulton ; 
and  that  the  said  defendant,  at  the  same  time,  resided  and  had  a  legal 
residence  in  the  town  of  Northampton,  in  said  county,  and  had  not 
absconded  from  his  said  residence ;  and  that  this  action  was  brought  in 
the  town  of  Perth,  in  said  county,  and  the  summons  {or  other  process)  was 
made  returnable  in  the  said  town  of  Perth,  which  does  not  adjoin  either 
the  said  town  of  Ephratah  or  Northampton.  Wherefore,  the  defendant 
demands  judgment  that  this  action  abate,  and  that  he  recover  his  costs. 
(See  ante,  52  to  54.) 

Another  action  pe^iding. 

{Title  and  commencem,ent  as  ante  972  to  the  *,  and  then  continue :)  That 
at  the  commencement  of  this  action  there  was,  and  still  is,  another  action 
pending  in  a  justice's  court,  before  William  Kennedy,  Esq.,  a  justice, of 
the  peace  of  the  town  of  Broadalbin,  in  Fulton  county,  in  this  state, 
between  the  same  parties  as  in  this  action,  and  for  the  same  cause  as  that 
set  forth  in  the  complaint  in  this  action.  Wherefore  &c.  {as  in  last  form). 
(See  Vol.  I,  886,  887.) 

General  denial. 
[Title  of  action.  J 

The  defendant  answering  the  complaint  in  this  action,  denies  each  and 
every  allegation  thereof. 

As  to  what  matters  may  be  proved  nnder  a  general  denial,  see 
Vol.  I,  879  to  884.  As  to  what  matters  must  be  specially 
pleaded  by  setting  them  up  in  the  answer,  see  Vol.  I,  884  to 
886. 

General  denial  of  one  of  several  causes  of  action, 

[Title  of  action.  J 

The  defendant  answering  the  first  cause  of  action  contained  in  the  com- 
plaint in  this  action,  denies  each  and  every  allegation  of  the  complaint 
respecting  the  same.  (See  Vol.  I,  879  to  884.) 
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Specific  denial, 
[Title  of  action.] 

The  defendant,  answering  the  complaint  in  this  action,  denies  that  he 
ever  indorsed  said  note  mentioned  therein. 

Infancy  of  defendant,  action  on  contract. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  supposed  contract  (and  of  the  delivery 
of  the  goods,  or  other  consideration)  alleged,  he  was  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  to  wit,  twenty  years  of  age.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol. 
I,  888  to  896.] 

Infancy  of  defendant,  actions  of  torts. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  wrongful  acts  and  grievances  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  said  horse  was .  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  by 
virtue  of  a  contract  of  bailment  for  hire,  and  that  the  alleged  beating,  and 
the  fatiguing  by  over  driving  occurred,  and  took  place  through  the 
unskillfulness,  and  the  want  of  knowledge,  discretion,  and  judgment  of 
the  defendant ;  that  on  the  termination  of  the  contract  of  bailment,  the 
defendant  returned  and  redelivered  said  horse  to  the  plaintiff  in  full  life ; 
that  at  the  time  of  the  bailment,  and  of  the  committing  of  the  supposed 
wrongful  acts  and  grievances,  the  defendant  was  an  infant  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  to  wit,  of  twenty  years  of  age.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See 
Vol.  I,  888  to  896.) 

Insanity  of  defendant. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  alleged  promise  {or  agreement,  or,  of 
executing  the  alleged  deed)  the  defendant  was  of  unsound  mind,  and 
thereby  incapable  of  making  (or  executing)  and  understanding  the  same, 
as  the  plaintiff  then  well  knew.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  896, 897,  see 
also  the  next  form.) 

Intoxication  of  defendant. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  before,  and  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  made  the  said  promis- 
sory note  {or  indorsed  it),  he  was  so  drunken,  intoxicated,  and  under  the 
influence  of  intoxicating  liquor,  and  thereby  so  entirely  deprived  of  sense, 
understanding,  and  the  use  of  his  reason,  as  to  be  unable  to  comprehend 
the  meaning,  object,  nature,  or  effect  of  the  said  promissory  note  {or 
indorsement),  or  to  contract  or  promise  thereby,  of  all  which  premises  the 
plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  when  he,  the  defendant,  made  the  said 
note  (or  indorsed  it),  and  always  since,  had  full  knowledge  and  notice. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  898  to  900.) 

V  Eesdssion  of  contract. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  after  the  making  of  the  contract  alleged  in  the  complaint,  it  was 
agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that  the  said  con- 
tract should  be  waived,  abandoned,  and  they  then  waived,  abandoned, 
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and  rescinded  the  same  accordingly.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  509. 
to  517.)  •       ^  ^ 

Coverture  of  Uie  defendant. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  9Y2.] 

That  at  the  time  of  making  the  supposed  {contract)  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, the  defendant  was  (and  still  is)  the  wife  of  one  John  Smith. 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  900,  901.  As  to  the  necessity  of  pleading 
this  defense,  see  Vol.  I,  885.) 

Alteration  of  instrument  without  consent. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  after  the  making  (or  acceptance)  and  issue  of  said  promissory 
note  (or  bill)  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  same  was 
materially  altered,  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  by  adding  the 
signature  of  A.  B.  as  a  joint  maker  thereof  {or,  hy  cutting  off  the  signa- 
ture of  one  A.  S.  who  was  a  joint  maker  thereof,  or  by  adding  the  words, 
"payable  at  or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  be).  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol. 
I,  903  to  913.) 

Illegal  demand;  money  lost  at  play. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  day  of  ,  1865,  at  the  city 

of  Albany,  N".  Y.,  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  played  together  at  a 
game  of  chance  called  ,  for  stakes,  upon  credit,  and  not  for  ready 

money;  and  at  said  gaming  the  plaintiff  won  dollars  of  the 

defendant,  which  he  did  not  pay ;  that  thereafter  the  defendant  gave  the 
plaintiff  the  note  mentioned  in  the  complaint  for  said  money  so  staked  and 
lost  at  play.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  914  to  932.) 

Note  given  for  liquors  sold  without  license. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  only  consideration  for  said  note  was  for  the  sale  of  strong  or 
spirituous  liquors,  sold  by  {the payee  of  the  note),  in  quantities  less  than 
five  gallons  to  said  defendant,  in  the  town  of  ,  and  county  of  , 

the  said  {the  seller),  at  the  time  of  such  sale,  having  no  license  for  the  sale 
thereof,  as  required  by  the  laws  of  18  ,  either  grocer  or  tavern  license; 
that  the  said  note  was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  after  it  was  due,  and 
without  consideration,  and  after  he  had  full  knowledge  of  the  foregoing 
facts.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  914  to  932.) 

Higher  security  taken. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  after  said  account  {or  note,  or  other  simple  contract  debt)  became 
due  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  plaintiff  and  this 
defendant  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  give  the  plaintiff  his  bond 
under  seal  {or  should  confess  judgment  to  the  plaintiff),  for  said  sum  so 
due ;  that  in  pursuance  of  said  agreement,  this  defendant,  on  the 
^ay  of  ,  18     ,  gave  to  the  plaintiff  his  bond  under  seal,  in  the 

penal  sum  of  '  dollars,  conditioned  for  the  payment  by  him,  to  said 
plaintiff,  of  said  sum  of  dollars,  so  due,  on  .the  day  of  , 
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18    ,  at  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  T.,  with  interest.    Wherefore,  &c.  (See 
Vol.  I,  936  to  939.) 

Alteration  of  instrument. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  atite,  972.] 

That  after  the  making  (or  acceptance)  and  issue  of  said  note  {or  bill), 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  same  was  materially 
altered,  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  by  adding  the  signature  of 
A.  B.,  as  a  joint  maker  thereof  (or  hy  cutting  off  the  signature  of  C.  J)., 
who  was  a  joint  maker  thereof,  or  by  adding  the  words,  ^'■payable  at  ," 
or  otherwise  as  the  case  may  be).     Wherefore,  &c  (See  Vol.  I,  903  to  913.) 

The  addition  of  a  name  to  a  joint,  or  a  joint  and  several  note, 
without  the  consent  of  the  prior  parties,  will  invalidate  the  instru- 
ment. Vol.  I,  908,  and  cases.  But  where  a  negotiable  .promis- 
sory note  had  been  negotiated,  and  the  note  itself  was  several, 
instead  of  joint  or  joint  and  several,  it  was  held  that  the  note 
was  not  invalidated  because  the  holders  procured  a  third  person 
to  subscribe  it  for  the  purpose  of  adding  to  the  security  of  such 
holders,  and  for  no  other  purpose.  McCaughey  v.  Smith,  13  E. 
P.  Smith,  39.  In  the  last  case  the  note  was  in  the  following 
form : 

"  $200.  Ninety  days  after  date,  for  value  received,  I  promise  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  Origen  Smith  two  hundred  dollars,  at  the  office  of  W.  C. 
Curry  &  Co.,  Erie,  Pa.     Westfield,  June  22,  1859. 

Signed.  W.  H.  HUNGERFORD, 

ALFRED  HALL. 
Indorsed :     Okigen  Smith." 

The  alteration  in  this  case  consisted  in  signing  the  narne  of 
W.  H.  Hungerford  as  already  specified.  The  court  held  that  this 
alteration  did  not  discharge  the  indorser.  In  a  very  recent  case, 
Brownell  v.  Winnie,  2  Tiff.,  400,  it  was  held  that  the  addition 
of  an  other  person  to  a  several  note,  as  maker,  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  original  signer,  is  not  such  a 
material  alteration  as  will  avoid  the  note.  In  this  last  case  the 
facts  were  as  follows :  A  note  was  made  by  S.,  payable  to  W., 
or  bearer,  and  it  was  delivered  to  W.,  who  thereupon  applied  to 
the  plaintiff  to  advance  the  money  on  it,  and  the  plaintiff  con- 
sented to  do  so,  if  he  (W.)  would  sign  his  name  to  it,  or  become 
responsible  to  pay  the  same,  whereupon  W.  signed  his  name  to  the 
note  under  that  of  S.,  and  then  delivered  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiff, who  let  him  have  the  money  thereon ;  and  it  was  held  that 
the  adding  of  the  name  of  W.  to  the  note  did  not  vitiate  it. 

Performance. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  he  duly  performed  said  contract,  upon  his  part,  in  all  things ;  that 
on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  at  Albany,  N.  Y.,  he  delivered  to  the 

plaintiff  (or  otherwise  proceed  to  state  the  acts  of  performance).     Where- 
fore, &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  939  to  944.)  ' 
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Former  actien;  and  judgment  for  defendant 
pTitle  and  commenceinent  as  ante,  972.] 

That  after  the  supposed  cause  of  action  in  the  complaint  in  this  action 
mentioned,  had  accrued,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and 
.on  the        day  of  ,18     ,  at  the  town  of  Kinderhook,  Colupibia  county, 

in  this  .state,  iii  an  action  brought  before  James  Miller,  a  justice  of  the  peace 
in  and  for  said  town  and  county,  by  the  present  defendant  against  the 
piresent  plaintiff,  *  for  the  same  cause  of  action  as  that  set  forth  in  the  coin- 
plaint  in  this  action;  that  the  said  present  defendant  recovered  judgment 
mly  given,  upon  the  merits  thereof,  against  the  said  present  plaintiff,  for 
two  hundred  dollars  {or  state  the  judgment  given).  Wherefore,  &c.  (See 
VoL  I,  947,  948;  and  see  Id.,  944  to  958.) 

Former  action  hy  defendant,  and  plaintiff  set  off  his  deMand. 

(As  in  the  last  form  to  the  *,  then  continue:)  in  an  action  arising  upoa 
contract,  and  in  which  a  set-off  was  allowable,  the  present  defendant 
recovered  judgment  duly  given,  upon  the  merits  thereof,  against  the 
present  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  tw-o  hundred  dollars,  with  the  costs  of 
action ;  that  in  the  said  action  before  the  said  James  Miller,  f  the  present 
plaintiff  did  set  off  against  the  said  demand  of  the  present  defendant, 
the  same  cause  of  action  now  set  forth  in  the  present  plaintiff's  complaint, 
'which  cause  of  action  so  set  off  as  aforesaid,  with  the  other  matters  in 
question,  were  then  and  there  heard,  tried  and  determined  by  the  said 
court,  before  the  said  James  Miller.    Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  945,  946.) 

Former  action  in  which  plaintiff  ought  to  have  set  off,  hit  did  not. 

{As  in  the  last  twofonns  to  the  f,  then  continue:)  The  present  plaintiff 
did  neglect  to  plead  or  set  off  his  demand,  mentioned  in  his  complaint  as  his 
cause  of  action,  against  the  demajid  of  the  present  defendant  in  the  action 
aforesaid,  before  said  James  Miller ;  and  that  the  action  before  the  said 
James  Miller  w^s  commenced  after  the  cause  of  action  mentioned  in  this 
complaint  had  accrued.     Wherefore,  &c.  (Vol.  I,  946,  947.) 

Former  recovery  hy  plaintiff  for  same  cause  of  action. 

{Title  and  commencement  s^s  anie,  972.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,18     ,  at  the  town  of  Kinderhook,  in 

Columbia  county,  in  this  state,  in  an  fiction  brought  befoi-e  James  Miller, 
a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  said  town  and  county,  and  at  a  court  then 
and  tl^ere  held  by  and  before  him,  t^ie  said  plaintiff  complained  for  the 
same  cause  of  action  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  the  cause 
of  action  herein ;  that  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had  in  said  court, 
that  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  at  the  said  town  of  Kinderhook, 

the  said  plaintiff,  by  the  judgment  of  the  said  court,  recovered  against  the 
said  defendant,  by  a  final  judgment  on  the  merits,  the  sum  of  two  hundred 
flollars  for  same  cause  of  action  mentioned  in  the  complaint  therein,  with 
the  costs  of  suit,  &c.     Wherefore,  <fcc.  (See  Vol.  I,  944,  945.) 

Recoupment  in  action  for  goods  sold,  alleging  Ireach  of  warranty 

on  the  sale. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  9?2.] 

-  Tli^  the  «*i4  goods  were  sold  aind  delivered  in  the  piece  or  package, 
^d-  witbaut^  a»  opportunity  fof  #«  defeiidant  to  ^xamipe  the  same ;  and 
Watt  11—123 
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that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  same  it  was  represented  and  agreed  by 
the  said  {seller,  or  plaintiff),  that  the  same  should  be  free  from  any  defect 
or  injury,  and  would  be  marketable ;  whereas,  in  fact,  a  portion  of  said 
goods,  being  dry  goods  and  hosiery,  were  unmarketable,  defective,  and 
nijured,  and  the  colors  of  the  same  were  destroyed  and  changed,  which  was 
unknown  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  delivery,  whereby 
the  defendant  sustained  damage  to  the  extent  of  one  hundred  dollars, 
being  the  amount  of  the  price  of  the  goods  so  injured  or  defective ;  which 
said  last  mentioned  amount  the  defendant  claims  shall  be  deducted  from 
the  amount  that  may  be  proved  against  him  on  the  trial  of  this  action. 
Wherefore  the  defendant  demands  judgment,  that  his  said  damages  be 
deducted  from  the  plaintiff's  demand.  (See  Vol.  I,  9-58  to  966.) 

Recoupment  in  an  action  upon  a  note  given  for  property  sold,  and  a 
ireacli  of  warranty  on  the  sale. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  said  note  was  not,  before  it  became  due,  transferred  and  deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff  for  value ;  that  the  said  note  was  made  and  delivered 
by  the  defendant  to  one  A.  B.,  who  was  at  that  time  an  agent  or  servant 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  acting  as  such  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  trans- 
action, in  exchange  for  a  quantity  of  segars ;  which  was  sold  by  sample 
at  that  time  by  said  A.  B.  as  such  agent ;  that  whpn  said  segars  were 
delivered  to  this  defendant,  they  did  not  correspond  with  the  samples,  and 
were  not  worth  more  than  one  hundred  dollars;  that  as  soon  as  the 
defendant  learned  the  character  of  said  segars,  he  offered  to  said  A.  B.  as 
such  agent,  to  return  them,  which  he  is  still  ready  and  willing  to  do. 
Wherefore  the  defendant  claims  judgment  that  he  recoup  one  hundred  dol- 
lars, the  amount  of  his  damages  in  this  behalf,  from  the  amount  of  said  note. 

Set-off. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the 
plaintiff  was,  and  still  is,  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  doUai-s  for  the  following  cause :  {here  state  the  oat^se  pf  action  or 
matter  relied  on  as  a  set-off),  out  of  which  said  sum  of  money,  so  due  to 
the  defendant,  which  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  he 
hereby  offers  to  set  off  to  the  plaintiff  so  much  as  will  be 'sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  plaintiff's  damages  or  demand,  if  any,  in  respect-  to  the 
alleged  matters  complained  of  in  the  complaint.  Wherefore  the  defends 
ant  demands  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance  due  from  him 
to  the  defendant,  together  with  costs,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  966  to  979.) 

Statute  of  limitations. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint  did  not  accrue  within 
six  (or  other  number,  as  the  case  maybe)  years  before  the  commence^ 
ment  of  this  action.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  979  to  1003.) 

Release. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  an^  972.] 

That  after  the  making  of  the  contract,  {or  other  instrument,)  and  the 
■  alleged  breach  thereof  {or  after  committing  the  supposed  wrongs  or 
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gnevances^^  in  the  complaint  mentioned,  %nd  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  to  wit,  on  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  the  plaintiff,  in 

consideration  of  ten  dollars,  by  deed  released  this  defendant  from  the 
claim  set  up  in  the  complaint  (or,  execttted  to  this  defendant  a  release  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy,  giving  copy).  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol. 
I,  1003  to  1011.) 

Arbitrament  and  award. 
{Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  after  the  maturity  of  the  note  {or  after  the  accruing  of  the  other 
cause  of  action)  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  to  wit,  on  the  day  of 

,18  ,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  {by  their  bonds  of  arbitra- 
tion) mutually  submitted  the  demand  alleged  in  the  complaint  {among 
other  controversies)  to  the  arbitration  of  one  A.  B.,  who,  thereafter  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on  the  day  of 

,18     ,  by  his  award  duly  made  and  published,  awarded  that,  &c., 
(stating  the  substance  of  the  award) ;  that  the  defendant,  on  the 
.day  of  J  18     ,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  duly 

performed  the  said  award  on  his  part  by  {here  state  payment  or  tender, 
cfcq.,  as  the  case  may  be).     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  1011  to  1036.) 

Accord  and  satisfaction. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  after  making  the  contract  {or  other  instrument)  and  the  alleged 
■  breach  thereof,  {or,  after  committing  the  supposed  grievances),  in  the  com- 
plaint mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  of  »  18     ,  this  defendant  delivered  to  the  plaintiff, 

and  the  plaintiff  accepted  and  received  from  the  defendant  two  hundred 
dollars  (or  one  valuable  horse),  in  full  satisfactioh  and  discharge  of  the 
damages  {or  moneys,  or  liability,  or  debt,  or  as  the  case  may  be)  in 
the  complaint  mentioned,  and  of  all  the  damages  by  the  plaintiff  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  the  non-performance  {or  non-payment,  or  neglect,  or 
acts)  therein  alleged.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  1036  to  1042). 

Tender  of  payment. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 
That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  on  the  day  of 

I  18     ,  at  Kinderhook,  N.  Y.,  this  defendant  tendered  to  the 

plaintiff  two  hundred  dollars  in  payment  of  said  note  and  interest  {or  other 
indebtedness),  but  he  refused  to  receive  the  same ;  that  this  defendant  has 
ever  since  remained,  and  still  is,  ready  and  willing  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff 
said  sum,  but  the  plaintiff  has  hitherto  refused  to  receive  the  same ;  that 
this  defendant  now  brings  the  said  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  into  court 
{or,  if  already  put  into  court,  that  this  defendant  has  paid  said  sum  of  two 
hundred  dollars  into  this  court  in  this  action)  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plain- 
tiff, if  he  will  accept  the  same.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  1, 1042  to  1059.) 

Justification  of  entry  into  plaintiff^s  house,  and  seizing  his  goods 
under  an  execution  against  him. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

First  defense.  A  general  denial. 

Second  defense.  And  for  a  further  answer  in  this  action  the  defendant 

toys,  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  day  of  .  >  18    ,  one  John 

-Doe  duly  recovered  a  judgment  in  a  civil  action  against  this  plaintiff 
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Richard  Roe,  before  one  Harley  Bartlett,  then  (and  now)  a  justice  of  the 
peace  in  and  for  the  town  of  Mayfield,  in  the  county  of  Fulton,  in  thia 
state  (here  state  the  manner  of  obtaining  the  judgment  as  stated  in  an 
action  upon  a  justice's  judgment*  down  to  and  including  the  rendition  of 
judgment,  as  in  the  form,  ante,  926,  927,  and  then  continue) ;  that  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  day  of  ,  1'8  ,  the  said  justice  duly 
and  legally  issued  an  execution  upon  the  said  judgment,  which  execution 
was  as  follows  {set  out  a  copy) ;  that  said  execution  was  on  the  same  day 
delivered  to  this  defendant,  who  then  was  {and  now  is)  a  constable  of  the 
county  of  Fulton ;  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  return  day  of  the  said 
execution,  this  defendant,  as  such  constable,  and  by  virtue  of  said  execu- 
tion, did  peaceably  and  quietly  enter  the  dwelling  house  of  this  plaintiff 
.{the  outer  door  thereof  being  then  open),  in  order  to  seize  upon,  levy  and 
take  in  execution  the  goods  and  chattels  of  this  plaintiff  j  that  in  so  enter- 
ing upon  said  premises  the  defendant  did  not  make  any  unnecessary  noise, 
nor  do  any  unnecessary  damage,  nor  remain  longer  than  necessary  to  exe- 
cute the  said  process ;  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  of  , 
.18  ,  and  before  the  return  day  of  said  execution,  the  defendant  at  the 
time  aforesaid  did  duly  sell  the  goods  and  chattels  so  levied  upon,  for 
the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars ;  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  of  ,  18  ,  and  on  the  return  day  of  said  execution,  the  defend- 
ant duly  returned  said  execution  to  the  said  justice,  Harley  Bartlett,  and 
on  the  same  day  also  paid  over  the  said  two  hundred  dollars  to  said 
justice,  as  by  said  execution  he  was  commanded ;  that  the  said  levy  and 
sale  are  the  same  acts,  and  constitute  the  same  cause  of  action  alleged  in 
the  plaintiff's  complaint.     Wherefore,  &c. 

Justification  of  trespass  hy  reason  of  defective  fences. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  9Y2.] 

Mrst  defense.  A  general  denial. 

Second  defense.  That  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  occupy  farms 
which  adjoin  each  other,  and  which  are  separated  by  a  line  fence  which 
the  plaintiff  was  legally  bound  to  keep  in  repair ;  that  the  plaintiff,  and 
all  other  tenants  or  occupants  of  the  plaintiff's  farm,  which  is  the  same 
premises  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  from  a  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  have  repaired  and  ought  to  repair  said  fence ; 
and  the  plaintiff,  at  and  before  the  times  mentioned  in  the  complaint, 
ought  to  have  repaired  and  maintained  said  fence  so  as  to  prevent  the 
'  ca;ttle  of  the  defendant  from  escapin^g  on  to  the  land  of  the  plaintiff  {if 
■  the  obligation  to  maintain  the  fence  rests  in  agreement,  allege  it  accord- 
ingly) ;  that  the  plaintiff  neglected  to  keep  the  said  fence  in  repair,  by 
means  whereof  the  cattle  of  the  defendant  escaped  over  the  said  fence, 
and  on  to  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby,  and  without  the  fault 
of  the  defendant,  was  committed  the  supposed  injui-y  in  the  complaint 
alleged;  that  the  defendant,  as  soon  as  he  had  notice  of  the  escape  of  the 
said  cattle,  entered  upon  the  plaintiff's  premises  for  the  sole  purpose  of  driv- 
ing said  cattle  therefrom,  and  the  defendant  did  then  drive  the  said  cattle 
off  from  the  plaintiff's  premises  as  soon  as  possible,  and  doing  no  unneces- 
sary damage,  which  said  acts  ar*  the  supposed  wrongs  and  injuries  in  the 
complaint  mentioned  and  alleged.    Wherefore,  ifcc.  (See  Vol.  1, 784  to  788.) 

Justification  for  talcing  property  ;  damage  feasant. 

i[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  at  the  times  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  this  defendant  (or  one  A. 
JS.)  was  lawfuUy  possessed  of  the  real  property  upora  whi«h  the  (cattie) 
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therein  mentioned  were  taken,  to  wit,  a  certain  meadow  called,  &c.  {or 
describe  as  the  fact  may  be) ;  that  the  {cattle)  alleged  in  the  complaint  to 
have  been  taken  and  carried  away  by  the  defendant,  were  at  the  time 
therein  stated,  wrongfully  upon  the  said  premises  of  the  said  defendant 
{or  of  one  A.  £.),  and  then  and  there  incumbering  the  same  and  doing 
damage  thereon ;  that  {acting  by  tJie  command  of  the  said  A.  B.)  this 
defendant  then  and  there  took  said  property,  and  removed  the  same  away 
to  a  convenient  distance,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage  thereto,  and  there 
left  the  same  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff;  that  these  acts  are  the  same  of' 
which  the  plaintifi*  complains  in  his  complaint.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol. 
\  788  to  790. 

Eviction  of  tenant. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  after  the  making  of  the  lease  {or  after  the  letting)  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,  and  before  any  part  of  the  rent  in  the  complaint  demanded 
became  payable,  the  plaintiff  forcibly  entered  upon  the  premises,  and 
removed  the  defendant  therefrom  {or  from  a  part  thereof,  describing  the 
part),  and  kept  him  out  of  possession  from  thence  until  the  day  of 

,18         {or  until  after  the  rent  became  due).     Wherefore,  &c. 
(See  VoL  I,  206  to  211.) 

tSurrendef  of  premises. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  before  the  rent  claimed  in  the  complaint  became  due  {or  before  the 
alleged  breaches,  or  the  breaches  by  this  defense  answered)  the  defendant 
surrendered  to  the  plaintiff  the  demised  premises,  and  all  th^  residue  of 
the  said  term  then  to  come,  and  unexpired  therein,  and  the  plaintiff  then 
accepted  such  surrender,  and  took  possession  of  the  said  premises.  Where-, 
fore,  &c.   (See  Vol.  I,  202  to  205.) 

Want  or  failure  of  consideration. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  bill  {or  note)  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was  accepted  {or 
&iteh)  by  the  defendant,  for  the  price  of  goods  to  be  sold  and  delivered 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  before  the  said  bill  {or  note)  should 
become  due  •  that  the  defendant  has  always  been  ready  and  willing  to 
buy  and  accept  said  goods  from  the  plaintiff,  and  has  duly  performed  all 
the  conditions  on  his  part ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  sold  or  delivered  the 
same  to  the  defendant  {though  the  defendant,  on  the  ddy  of  , 

2g       ^j  J  d^lly  requested  him  so  to  do) ;  that  except  as  atore- 

Said  'there  never  was  any  consideration  for  the  acceptance  or  payment  of 
said' bill  {or  giving  as  payment  of  said  note)  by  the  defendant.  Where- 
fore, &e.  (See  Vol.  I,  106,  107,  1059,  1060.) 

Statute  of  frauds,  leasing  or  sale  of  lands. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  neither  the  said  lease,  though  for.  a  longer  period  than  one  year 
(or  said  contract  for  the,  sale  of  said  lands),  nor  any  note  or  memorandum 
thereof  expressing  the  consideration,  was  ever  in  writing,  and  subscribed 
bv  the  defendant  by  whom  the  lease  {or  sale)  is  alleged  to  have  been  made, 
d  hv  anv  lawfully  awthorized  agent  of  said  defendant  {iior  was  said 
irlmrl^er  partly  performed.)   Wherefore,  &o.  (SeeVol.I,63Sto642.> 
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Statute  of  frauds  ;  agreement  not  to  he  performed  within  one  year. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  although  the  said  agreement  by  its  terms  was  not  to  be  performed 
within  one  year  from  the  making  thereof,  neither  said  agreement  nor  any 
note  or  memorandum  thereof  (expressing  the  consideration)  was  ever 
in  writing,  and  subscribed  by  the  said  defendant,  who  is  sought  to  be 
charged  therewith,  or  by  his  lawful  agent.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I, 
614  to  622. 

Statute  of  frauds ;  promise  to  answer  for  debt  or  default  of  another. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  supposed  promise  in  the  complaint  alleged  is  a  special  promise 
to  answer  for  the  debt  (or  default,  or  miscarriage)  of  an  other  person, 
to  wit,  of  one  A.  B.  in  said  complaint  mentioned ;  that  no  note  or  mem- 
orandum of  such  coptract  (expressing  any  consideration)  was  made  in 
writing,  or  subscribed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith,  to  wit,  this 
defendant  {but  on  the  contrary,  the  same  was  wholly  without  considera- 
tion).    Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  623  to  635.) 

Statute  of  frauds ;  sale  of  personal  property. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.) 

That  although  the  alleged  contract  was  for  the  sale  of  goods  (or  chattels, 
or  things  in  action)  for  the  price  of  fifty  dollars  or  upwards,  no  note  or 
memorandum  thereof  was  ever  made  in  writing,  and  subscribed  by  the 
said  defendant  sought  to  be  charged  thereby,  or  by  his  lawful  agent;  nor 
did  the  said  defendant  accept  or  receive  any  part  of  such  goods  (or  any 
of  the  evidences  of  such  things  in  action)  ;  nor  did  the  said  defendant 
at  the  time  pay  any  part  of  the  purchase-monev.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See 
Vol.  I,  536  to  548.) 

Payment. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  defendant  satisfied 
and  discharged  the  plaintiff's  claim  by  payment.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See 
Vol.  I,  1063  to  1073.) 

Payment  ty  Mil  or  note. 

i[Tille  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  after  the  accruing  of  the  alleged  debt,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  the  defendant  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plain- 
tiff received  from  him,  for  and  on  account  of  said  debt,  a  bill  of  exchange, 
drawn  by  the  plaintiff  upon,  and  accepted  by  the  defendant  (or  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  the  defendant),  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars, 
payable  to  the  plaintiff,  or  order,  (or  bearer)  at  three  months  after  date, 
which  period  had  not  elapsed  at  the  commencement  of  this  action.  Where- 
fore, &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  408  to  410.) 

Duress  ly  imprisonment. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante:,  972.] 

That  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  (contract), 
was  impressed  by  the  said  plaintiff  (and  others  in  coliusion  with  him),  and 
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then  and  there  detained  until,  by  the  force  and  duress  of  impriBonment, 
the  defendant  made  and  delivered  the  same.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol. 
1, 1073  to  1077.) 

Duress  iy  threats. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  instrument  in  the  complaint  mentioned  was  obtained  from  the 
defendant  by  the  plaintiff  {and  others  in  collusion  with  him)  by  duress 
of  the  defendant  in  threatening  [or  beating)  the  defendant,  in  consequence 
of  which,  and  in  fear  and  apprehension  thereof^  the  defendant  executed 
the  instrument.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  1073  to  1077.) 

Contract  or  instrument  obtained  by  fraud. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  plaintiff  induced  the  defendant  to  make  the  note  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,  by  representing  that  said  plaintiff  was  authorized  by  one 
A.  B.  to  whom  defendant  owed  the  amount  of  the  note,  to  take  a  note  to, 
himself  in  satisfaction  of  such  debt ;  that  the  said  representation  was  false, 
and  was  made  with  intent  to  deceive  and  defraud  this  defendant ;  that 
the  defendant  received  no  consideration  whatever  for  said  note.  Where- 
fore, &C. 

Usury  in  making  note. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  note  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was  made  and  delivered  to 
the.  plaintiff  upon  the  usurious  agreement  between  the  defendant  and  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  should  pay  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
should  receive,  reserve  and  secure  to  himself,  for  the  loan  of  the  money 
for  which  said  note  was  given,  a  greater  sum  than  at  the  rate  of  seven  per 
cent  per  annum,  to  wit,  at  the  rate  of  (ten)  per  cent  per  annum  ;  that  the 
said  sum  was  deducted  and  reserved  from  the  amount  of  said  note  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  balance  only  paid  to  this  defendant ;  that  is  to  say, 
that  this  defendant  agreed  to  pay,  and  the  plaintiff  ageeed  to  receive  the 
sum  of  {twenty-five)  dollars  for  said  loan,  the  plaintiff  reserving  and  secur- 
ing to  himself  for  the  loan  of  money  on  the  said  note,  until  the  maturity 
thereof,  the  sum  of  (twentyfive)  dollars.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  559, 
to  579.) 

Cause  of  action  assigned. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  after  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  {or  other  cause  of  action) 
in  the  complaint  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action, 
the  plaintiff  duly  assigned  his  cause  of  actioh  against  this  defendant  arisr 
ing-  therefrom  {or  said  judgment,  or  other  thing  in  action)  to  one  A.  B., 
who  then  became,  and  who  still  is,  the  lawful  owner  and  holder  thereof 
Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  91  to  96.    And  see  ante,  264  to  269.) 

Mistake  in  amount  of  note. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  said  note  was  given  upon  a  settlement  of  accounts  between 
the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  and  was  intended  by  them  to  be  made  and 
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received  for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  then  claimed  by  the  pMntitf 
to  he  the  amoant  due  him  from  the  defendaBt;  feut  that  when  it  was- 
made,  it  was,  by  mistake  of  the  parties,  given  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred 
dollars  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  instead  of  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
dollars,  which  was  all  that  was  due;  and  as  to  the  excess,  to  wit,  one 
hundred  dollars,  there  is  not,  and  never  was  any  consideration.  Where-, 
fore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  721,  910.    See  also  Seetey  v.  Miffell,  3  Eem:,  542.) 

License. 

[Title  and  oommenoement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  on  the  day  of  ,18      (and  at  various  times  between 

that  day  and  the  day  of  ,  18      ),  the  plaintiff  gave  to  this 

defendant  license  tO  enter  (Sc,  acdordmff  to  the  Jitetg)  ;  that  under  and 
in  pursuance  of  said  license  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  did  enter  (tfcc, 
state  acts  of  the  defendant  according  to  t7i6  facts),  which  acts  are  the  same 
of  which  the  plaintiff  complains ;  and  the  defendant  denies  each  alid  every 
allegation  of  the  complaint  inconsistent  with  the  foregoing.  Wherefore, 
«fec.  (See  Vol.  I,  772  to  776.) 

Lien  for  servicen. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  said  goods  and  chattels  were  manufactured  by  the  defendant,  as  a 
carpenter  and  joiner  {or  as  the  case  may  bi) ;  and  that  he  detained  them 
by  virtue  of  his  lien  as  a  mechanic,  and  the  manufacturer  thereof,  a» 
security  for  the  payment  of  one  hundred  dollars,  the  money  due  him  from 
the  plaintiff  for  work  and  labor  in  manufacturi'ng  them ;  that  the  said  sum 
is  still  due  from  the  plaintiff  therefor,  and  unpaid.  Wherefore  the 
defendant  detained  (and  still  detains)  said  goods  and  chattels.  Where- 
fore, &c.  (See  Vol.  1,  357  to  367.) 

JReplevin ;  title  in  defendant  or,  in  et  stranger. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  goods  and  chattels  mcntiotted  in  the  complaint  were  the  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant  {or  the  property  of  one  A.  B.)  at  the  time  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  and  not  the  property  of  the  plamtiff  {if  title  is  in  the 
defendant,  demand  judgment  as  follows) :  wherefore,  this  defendant 
demands  judgment  for  a  return  of  said  goods  and  chattels,  with  damages 
for  the  taking  and  detention  thereof,  and  for  the  costs  of  this  action.  (See 
Vol.  I,  862  to  878.  As  to  damages  fe  replevin^see  ante,  679  to  681 ;  see 
forms  of  judgment,  ante,  700,  701.) 

Estoppel. 

[Title  and  commencement  as  arvte,  972.] 

That  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  allege  or  say  that  the 
defendant  is  not  the  owner  of  the  said  horse  in  the  complaint  mentioned, 
because  the  defendant  says  that  on  the  day  of  j  18    ,  at  the 

town  of  ,  in  the  county  of  ,  in  this  state,  he  purchased 

said  horse  of  one  A.  B.,  aitd  paid  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  therefor; 
that  at  the  time  of  making  said  purchase  the  said  plaintiff  was  present  and 
knew  that  this  defendant  was  abont  to  purchase  said  horse ;  that  the  said 
plaintiff  did  not  at  the  said  sale,  nor  at  any  time  prior  thereto,  disclose  to 
*his  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  or  owned  the  S^d  horse,  or  any 
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i^rest  in  him;  that  this  defendant  made  said  purchase  in  good  faith, 
■without  any  notice  or  knowledge  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  interest  in  it, 
or  any  ownerehip  thereof.     Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I,  1011  to  1090.) 

Answer,  puis  darrien  continuance. 
[Title  and  commencement  as  ante,  972.] 

That  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  or  to  maintain  his  aforesaid  action 
further  against  this  defendant,  because  since  the  last  continuance  of  this 
action  on  the  day  of  ,18       ,  to  the  day  of  ,  18       , 

the  said  plaintiff  by  deed,  duly  released  the  defendant  from  all  claims  or 
demands,  actions,  or  causes  of  action,  &c.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  Vol.  I, 
1032,  1033  ;  Ante,  583.) 

If  the  matter  set  up  in  the  answer  arose  or  accrued  during  the 
trial,  and  before  its  close,  the  defense  should  be  interposed  by 
amending  the  answer.  Price  v.  Peters,  15  Abb.,  197. 

SECTION  lY. 

DEMURRER. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

[Titk  of  action.] 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  {or  to  the  first  cause  of  action 
set  forth  in  the  complaint^  in  this  action,  and  for  grounds  of  demurrer 
states,  that  the  complaint  (or  the  first  cattse,  <&o.)  does  not  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  Wherefore,  &c.  (See  ante,  330  to 
334. 

Demurrer  to  answer. 

[Title  of  action.] 

The  plaintiff  demurs  to  the  answer  of  the  defendant  {or  the  first  defense), 
and  states  for  grounds  of  demurrer  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  answer 
aire  not  legally  sufficient  to  constitute  a  defense  to  this  action.  Where- 
fore, &c.  (See  ante,  330  to  334.) 

SECTION  V. 

FORMS   FOR  ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. 

By  grantor  Jcnoion  to  the  officer. 

Crrtr  andCounTT  of  Alb^INt,  ss:  On  this  14th  day  of  November,  1865, 
before  me  personally  came  C.  D.,  to  me  known  to  be  the  person  described 
in,  and  who  executed  the  within  {foregoing  or  above)  instrument,  and 
acknowledged  the  execution  thereof  for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein 

mentioned. 

ALVA  H.  TREMAIN, 

Commissioner  of  Deeds ^  Albany,  N.  Y. 
{or  Justice  of  Peace.) 

By  hushand  and  wife  Jcnown  to  the  officer. 

ALBAirr  OiTT  and  County,  ss  :  On  this  14th  day  of  November,  1865, 
before  me  personally  and  severally  came  the  within  named  E.  F.  and  G. 
H.  Ma  wife  to  me  known  to  be  thie  person  described  in,  and  who  executed 
Wait  H— 124 
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the  within  (or  annexed)  instrument,  and  severally  acknowledged  the  exe- 
cution thereof,  and  the  said  G.  H.,  on  a  private  examination  by  me  made 
apart  from  her  husband,  acknowledged  that  she  executed  such  conveyance 
freelv  and  without  any  fear  or  compulsion  of  her  said  husband. 
''  ALVA  R  TBEMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

By  a  subscribing  witness  Icnown  to  tlie  officer. 

Rensselabk  Count-t,  ss:  On  this  14th  day  of  November,  1865,  before 
me  came  E.  F.,  to  me  known,  the  subscribing  witness  within,  who,  being 
by  me  sworn,  did  depose  and  say,  that  he  resides  in  the  town  of  Nassau, 
county  aforesaid,  that  he  knows  G.  H.,  the  grantor  within  named,  knows 
him  to  be  the  grantor  who  is  described  in,  and  who  executed  the  within 
instrument,  that  he  was  present  and  saw  the  said  G.  H.  execute  the  same, 
and  that  he  thereupon  subscribed  his  name  as  a  witness  thereto. 

ALVA  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

By  a  grantor  identified  by  a  witness. 

Orange  County,  ss:  On  this  fourteenth  day  ctf  November,  1865,  before 
me  came  the  above  named  G.  H.,  the  grantor  named  in  the  foregoing 
instrument,  and  acknowledged  that  he  had  executed  the  foregoing  instru- 
ment for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein  mentioned ;  and  at  the  same  time 
before  me  came  A.  B.,  to  me  known,  who  being  by  me  sworn,  did  say, 
that  he  resides  in  the  town  of  Goshen,  county  aforesaid,  and  that  he  knew 
the  said  G.  H.,  the  person  making  said  acknowledgment,  to  be  the  indi- 
vidual described  in,  and  who  executed  the  said  instrument,  which  to  me 
is  satisfactory  evidence  thereof. 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

By  a  husband  and  wife  identified  by  a  witness. 

County  of  Dutchess,  ss  :  On  this  fourteenth  day  of  November,  1866,  L. 
M.  and  N.  M.,  his  wife,  personally  came  before  me  and  severally  acknow- 
ledged that  they  had  executed  the  within  {or  foregoing)  conveyance  {or 
instrument)  for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein  mentioned ;  and  the  said  N. 
M.,  on  a  private  examination  apart  from  her  husband,  acknowledged  that 
she  executed  the  same  freely  and  without  any  fear  or  compulsion  of  her 
said  husband,  and  at  the  same  time  came  before  me  R.  S.,  to  me  known, 
who  being  by  me  sworn,  did  say,  that  he  resides  in  the  town  of  Rhine- 
beck,  in  said  county,  and  that  he  knew  the  said  L.  M.  and  N.  M.  to  be  the 
same  individuals  described  in,  and  who  executed  the  within  conveyance, 
which  to  me  is  satisfactory  evidence  thereof 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

By  husband  Icnown  and  wife  identified. 

City  and  County  of  Schenectady,  ss:  On  this  fourteenth  day  of 
November,  1865,  before  me  came  the  within  named  A.  B.,  and  C,  his 
wife,  and  severally  acknowledged  that  they  had  executed  the  within 
instrument ;  and  I  certify  that  I  know  the  said  A.  B.  to  be  one  of  the 
persons  described  in  and  who  executed  said  instrument;  and  the  said  C, 
on  a  private  examination  by  me  apart  from  her  husband,  acknowledged 
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that  she  executed  the  same  freely  and  without  any  fear  or  compulsion  of 
her  husband ;  and  at  the  same  time  before  me  came  S.  R.,  to  me  known, 
who,  being  by  me  sworn,  did  say  that  he  resided  in  the  city  and  county 
aforesaid,  and  that  he  knew  the  said  C,  who  made  the  acknowledgment 
as  aforesaid,  to  be  the  same  individual  described  in  and  who  executed  the 
within  conveyance,  which  is  to  me  satisfactory  evidence  thereof. 

ALVA  H.  TREMAIN, 
Commissioner  of  Deeds,  Schenectady,  N".  Y. 

By  two  persons,  one  knoum  and  one  identified. 

County  of  Waeeen,  ss:  On  this  fourteenth  day  of  November,  1865, 
before  me  pei-sonally  came  L.  M.  and  N.  O.,  and  severally  acknowledged 
that  they  had  executed  the  foregoing  instrument ;  and  I  certify  that  l" 
know  the  said  L.  M.  to  be  one  of  the  persons  described  in  and  who 
executed  the  foregoing  instrument ;  and  at  the  same  time  appeared  before 
me  R.  H.,  to  me  known,  who,  being  by  me  sworn,  did  say  that  he  resides 
in  the  city  and  county  of  Albany,  and  that  he  knew  the  said  N.  O.  to  be 
one  of  the  persons  described  in  and  who  executed  the  foregoing  instru- 
ment, which  is  to  me  satisfactory  evidence  thereof. 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

By  a  person  conveying  ly  a  power  of  attorney. 

Onondaga  County,  ss.*  On  the  fourteenth  day  of  November,  1865, 
before  me  came  S.  R.,  to  me  known,  and  acknowledged  that  he  executed 
the  within  conveyance  {or  instrument)  as  the  act  and  deed  of  B.  P.,  therein 
described,  by  virtue  of  a  power  of  attoi-ney  duly  executed  by  the  said 
B.  P.,  bearing  date  the  1st  day  of  July,  1865,  and  recorded  in  the  oiRce 
of  the  clerk  of  the  county  of  Onondaga  on  the  14th  day  of  July,  1865. 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

By  under  sheriff  in  the  name  of  sheriff. 

Essex  County,  ss:  On  this  18th  day  of  July,  1865,  J.  G.,  to  me  known, 
before  me  personally  came  and  acknowledged  that  he,  as  under  sheriff  of 
H.  M.,  Esq.,  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Essex,  had  executed  the  fore- 
coinf  conveyance  in  the  name  and  as  the  act  and  deed  of  the  said  sheriff. 
^     "  ^  A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

By  witness  not  Tcnown,  lut  identified,  &c. 

Cayuga  County,  ss:  On  this  fourteenth  day  of  November,  1865,  before 
me  came  R.  B.,  who,  being  by  me  duly  sworn,  did  depose  and  say  that 
he  resides  in  the  town  of  Stillwater,  in  the  county  of  Saratoga ;  that  he 
knew  L.  M.  within  named ;  knew  him  to  be  tlip  person  described  m  and 
who  executed  the  within  instrument ;  that  he  saw  the  said  L.  M.  execute 
the  same,  and  that  thereupon  he  subscribed  his  name  thereto  as  a  sub- 
scribing witness ;  and  at  the  same  time  before  me  came  L.  S.,  to  me  known, 
who,  being  by  me  sworn,  did  say  that  he  resides  in  Syracuse,  in  the  county 
of  Onondaga,  and  that  he  knows  the  said  R.  B.  to  be  the  same  person 
who  was  a^subscribing  witness  to  the  within  conveyance,  which  is  to  me 

satisfactory  evidence  thereof.  rr,T.T^„  .  t-kt 

•'  A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 
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By  a  subscribing  witness  of  a  deed  executed  hy  a  husband  and  wifd 
residing  out  of  the  state. 

Albany  City  and  County,  ss  :  On  the  fourteenth  day  of  November, 
1865  before  me  came  R.  P.,  the  within  subscribing  witness  to  rae  known, 
who,  being  by  me  duly  sworn,  did  depose  and  say  that  he  resides  in  the, 
city  of  Schenectady ;  that  he  knows  the  within  named  K.  L.,  and  P.,  his 
wife ;  knows  them  to  be  the  persons  described  in  and  who  executed  the 
within  conveyance;  that  he  was  present  and  saw  the  said  K.  L.,  and  P., 
his  wife,  execute  the  same,  and  that  thereupon  he  became  the  subscribing 
witness  thereto;  that  at  the  time  of  such  execution  the  said  K.  L.,  and 
P.,  his  wife,  were  residents  of  the  city  of  Boston,  in  the  State  Of  Massa- 
chusetts, and  the  said  conveyance  was  executed  in  the  said  city  of  Boston. 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the.  Peace. 

By  witness  identified  in  a  case  similar  to  the  last. 

(Leave  out  in  the  second  line  of  the  last  form  the  words  "  to  me  known," 
and  add  at  the  end  of  the  form  the  following :)  At  the  same  time  appeared 
before  me  B.  C.  to  me  known,  who,  being  by  me  sworn,  did  depose  and  say, 
that  he  resided  in  the  said  city  and  county  of  Albany ;  that  he  was  well 
acquainted  with  R.  P.,  and  knows  him  to.  be  the  subscribing  witness  to 
the  within  conveyance,  which  is  to  ine  satisfactory  evidence  thereof. 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Proof  of  a  deed  ip  an  incorporated  company. 

Columbia  County,  ss  :  On  the  fourteenth  day  of  November,  1865,  K. 
ii.,  to  me  known,  came  before  me,  who,  being  by  me  sworn,  did  say,  that 
he  resides  in  the  city  of  Hudson,  and  is  president  of  the  Firemen's  Insur- 
ance Company  of  the  city  of  Hudson ;  that  the  seal  affixed  to  the  foregoing 
instrument  is  the  corporate  seal  of  said  company,  and  was  hereto  affixed 
by  the  order  of  the  board  of  directors  of  said  company,  and  that  he  signed 
the  same  as  president  of  the  board  of  directors  of  said  company,  by  virtue 
of  a  like  order  of  said  board  of  directors. 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Proof  of  the  execution  of  a  deed  when  the  subscribing  witnesses  are 

dead. 

County  op  Albany,  ss  :  I  hereby  certify  that  on  the  fourteenth  day 
of  November,  1865,  before  me  came  B.  B.,  to  me  known,  and  to  whom 
the  foregoing  deed  was  by  me  at  that  time  shown,  and  the  said 
B.  B.,  being  by  me  duly  sworn,  did  depose  and  say,  that  he  resided 
in  the  town  of  Watervliet,  in  said  county,  and  that  he  was  well  acquainted 
with  C.  C,  the  within  gMwitor  named ;  that  he  had  frequently  seen  him 
write  and  knew'  his  handwriting;  that  the  name  of  that  said  grantof 
subscribed  to  the  said  deed  is  in  the  handwriting  of  the  said  C.  C; 
and  the  said  B.  B.  further  deposed  and  said,  that  he  was  also  well 
acquainted  with  E.  D.,  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  the  said  deed, 
has  seen  the  said  E.  D.  write  frequently,  and  is  well  acquainted  with  his 
handwriting ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  date  of  said  deed  the  said  E.  D. 
resided  in  the  village  of  Cohoes,  in  said  county,  and  has  been  dead  for 
about  three  years ;  that  his  name  subscribed  as  a  witness  to  said  deed  is 
in  the  proper  handwriting  of  the  said  E.  D.,  deceased ;  and  the  said  B.  B. 
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forther  deposes,  that  at  the  time  of  the  date  of  said  deed  he  was,  and  for 
several  years  previous  thereto  had  been  acquainted  with  one  A.  P.,  a 
farmer  residing  at  that  time  in  the  town  of  Watery.liet,  and  a  near  neigh- 
bor of  the  said  grantor,  that  the  said  A.  P.  died  about  one  year  since ; 
*hat  he  was  not  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  the  said  A.  P. ;  that 
he  has  never  known  or  heard  of  any  other  person  ©f  the  naijie  of  A-  P.-, 
and  that  he  cannot  say  in  whose  handwriting  the  last  mentioned  name  is 
subscribed  to  the  said  deed.  And  I  further  certify  that  the  fact  proved  as 
aforesaid,  by  the  said  B.  B.,  is  to  me  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  death  of 
all  the  witnesses  to  the  said  deed,  and  of  the  handwriting  of  E.  D.,  one 
of  the  said  witnesses,  and  of  the  handwriting  of  C.  C,  the  said  grantor.  - 

A.  H.  TBEMAIN, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Conveyances  proved  and  certified,  as  in  the  last  form,  may 
be  recorded  in  the  proper  office  if  the  original  deed  be  at  the 
same  time  deposited  in  the  same  office,  there  to  remain  for 
jiie  inspection  of  all  persons  desiring  to  examine  the  same.  3  B. 
S.,  68,  5th  ed. 

By  two  husbands  and  their  wives. 

■  Renssel4BK  Countt,  ss:  On  this  fourteenth  day  of  April,  1865,  befpre 
me  personally  and  severally  came  A,  A-,  and  B.,  his  wife,  and  C  C,  and  t),, 
his  wife,  all  to  me  known  to  be  the  persons  described  in  and  who  executed 
the  within  instrument,  and  severally  acknowledged  the  execution  thereof 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  therein  mentioned ;  and  the  said  B.  and  D.,  sev- 
erally, on  a  private  examination,  by  me  made  separate  and  apart  from  their 
several  husbands,  severally  acknowledged  that  they  severally  execjited 
the  said  instrument  without  any  fear  or  compulsion  of  their  several 
huBha>ads. 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Com.  of  Deeds, 

By  wife  in  separate  certificates. 

County  of  Orleans,  ss  :  I  hereby  certify  that  on  this  fourteenth  day 
of  November,  1865,  before  me  came  B.  B.,  wife  of  G.  B.,  to  me  known  to 
he  the  person  described  in  and  who  executed  the  within  conveyance,  and 
fteknowledged,  on  a  private  examination  by  me,  apart  from  her  husband, 
that  she  executed  the  same  freely,  and  without  any  fear  or  compulsion 
of  her  husband. 

A.  H.  TREMAB«f , 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

By  a  sheriff. 

-OEtjEANS  CouNTT,  SS :  On  the  14th  day  of  November,  1865,  before  me 
came  D.  D.,  to  me  known,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Orleans,  and  known 
to  me  to  be  the  person  described  in  and  also  executed  the  foregoing 
instrument,  and  acknowledged  the  execution  thereirf,  for  the  uses  and 
PTWposes  therein  mentioned.  „„„,,. ^-..^ 

^^^  A.  H.  TREMAIlir, 

Justice  of  the  Peace, 

By  ak  administrator,  executor  or  trustee. 

County  of  Washington,  ss:  I  hereby  certify  that  on  this  14th  day  of 
November,  1865,  before  me  came  E.  C,  to  me  known  to  be  the  person 
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described  in  and  who  executed  the  within  instrument,  and  acknowledged 
the  execution  thereof,  and  acknowledged  that  he  executed  the  same  as 
the  administrator  of  the  goods,  chattels' and  credits  of  C.  O.,  late  of  the 
city  of  Albany,  deceased  {or  as  the  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testSr 
ment  of  B.  A.,  late  of  the  town  of  Watervliet,  deceased ;  or  as  trustee 
of  H.  N.,  of  the  town  of  Knox). 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Com,  of  Deeds, 

Certificate  of  county  cleric,  to  he  annexed  to  the  certificate  of  the 
officer  taking  the  aclcnowledgment,  tvhen  it  is  to  he  used  in  another 
state. 

STATE  OF  NEW  YORK,  | 

CiTT  AND  County  of  Albany,  Clerk's  Office,  ss  :  J 

I,  R.  B.,  clerk  of  said  city  and  county,  and  also  clerk  of  the  supreme, 
county  and  mayor's  courts,  being  courts  of  record  held  therein,  do  hiereby 
certify  that  H.  H.,  whose  name  is  subscribed  to  the  certificate  of  proof  or 
acknowledgment  of  the  annexed  instrument  in  writing,  and  indorsed 
thereon,  was,  at  the  time  of  taking  such  proof  or  acknowledgement,  a 
commissioner  of  deeds  in  and  for  the  city  aforesaid,  dwelling  in  the  said 
city,  and  duly  authorized  to  take  the  same,  and  that  I  am  well  acquainted 
with  the  handwriting  of  the  said  commissioner,  and  verily  believe  that  the 
signature  to  the  said  certificate  of  proof  or  acknowledgment  is  genuine, 
and  that  the  said  instrument  is  executed  and  acknowledged  according  to 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York. 

In  testimony  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed 

[l.  s.]      my  official  seal  as  county  clerk  and  clerk  of  said  courts,  this 
14th  day  of  November,  1865. 

R.  B.,  Clerk, 

Satisfaction  of  a  mortgage. 

A  mortgage  bearing  date  the  14th  day  of  November,  1865,  executed  by 
H.  M.,  and  B.,  his  wife,  and  recorded  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  of 
Monroe,  in  book  No.  35  of  mortgages,  on  pages  205,  &c.,  on  the  Ist  da^ 
of  November,  1865,  and  the  bonds  accompanying  said  mortgage  are 
redeemed  aiid  satisfied,  and  I  hereby  authorize  the  same  to  be  discharged. 

Dated  May  10,  1859.  R.  0. 

« 

County  op  Moneoe,  ss.  :  On  this  10th  day  of  May,  1859,  before  me 
came  R.  O.,  above  named,  to  me  known  to  be  the  person  described  in  and 
who  executed  the  above  instrument,  and  acknowledged  the  execution 
thereof. 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 
Commissioner  of  Deeds,  Albany,  Jf.  Y. 

Certificate  of  satisfaction  written  on  the  mortgage. 

The  within  mortgage,  and  the  bond  accompanying  the  same,  have 
been  fully  paid. 

May  10,  1859.  L.  K 

(Add  acknowledgment  as  above.) 
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•SaUsfaction  of  a  judgment  entered  in  a  court  of  record  acknow- 
ledged hy  the  attorney. 

SUPREME  COURT— Albany  County. 

Bicbard  Roe  ) 

.  agst.  V  Judgment  entered  May  10,  1865. 

John  Doe.  i 


Recovery, $524  38 

Costs, \ 14  22 


$538  60 


A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Plaintiff''s  Attorney. 

The  above  described  judgment  has  been  fully  paid  and  satisfied. 

November  14,  1865. 

A.  H.  TREMAIN, 
Plaintiff^s  Attorney. 

City  and  County  or  Albany,  ss.:  On  this  14th  day  of  November, 
1865,  before  me  came  the  above  A.  H.  Tremain,  attorney  for  the  above  named 
plaintiff,  to  me  known  to  be  the  person  who  executed  the  above  instru- 
ment of  satisfaction  and  acknowledged  the  execution  thereof. 

JOHN  JONES, 
Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Satisfaction  hy  plaintiff  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  record. 
SUPREME  COURT— Albany  County. 


Jobn  Doe  1 

agst.  V  Satisfaction  of  judgment. 

Richard  Roe.  \ 


Satisfaction  is  acknowledged  of  judgment  between  John  Doe,  plaintiff, 
and  Richard  Roe,  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  $516.10. 

Judgment  entered  in  the  judgment  book  of  the  county  of  Albany,  on 
the  3d  day  of  November,  1865. 

Dated  November  14,  1865.  JOHN  DOE. 

City  and  County  of  Albany,  ss.:  On  this  14th  day  of  November, 
1865,  before  me  came  the  above  named  John  Doe,  to  me  known  to  be  the 
person  described  in,  and  who  executed  the  above  instrument  of  satisfac- 
tion, and  acknpwledged  the  execution  thereof. 

■  JOHN  JONES, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Satisfaction  of  a  judgment  of  a  justices^  court,  after  the  same  has 
teen  docketed  in  the  office,  of  the  county  clerk. 

ALBANY  COUNTY  COURT. 

John  Doe  / 

agsi  V 

Richard  Roe.  \ 


Judgment  rendered  before  R.  S.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  said 
county,  on  the  13th  day  of  November,  1865,  for  120.5.60  damages  and  costs. 
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Transcript  filed  and  judgmeat  docketed  the  22d  day  of  November,  1665* 
I  hereby  acknowledge  satisfaetion  of  the  above  mentioned  judgment. 
November  25th,  1865.  '      A.  H.  TREMAIN. 

(Add  acknowledgment  as  in  last  form.) 

Certificate  of  county  alerk  that  judgment  has  been  saUsfied. 

SUPREME  (OR  COUNTY)  COURT  — Albany  County. 

Jo(hn  Doe  I 

agst.  V 

Richard  Roe.  \ 


Recovery, $153  42 

Costs, , 12  29 


$165  71 


Roll  filed  May  13th,  1864,  3  h.  P.  M.  A.  H.  TREMAIN, 

Plaintiff  ^s  Attorney, 

Supreme  (ok  County)  Court  Clerk's  Office,  j 
City  and  County  of  Albany,  May  l3tA,  1865.  J 

.  I  certify  that  the  above  judgment  was  discharged  of  record  the  13^ 
day  of  May,  1865,  R.  B,^  Clerls, 

Petition  for  a  sulpcena  to  compel  a  subscribing  witness  to  prove  the 
execution  of  a  conveyance. 

To  Hon.  B.  B.,  county  j^jdge  of  Orieans  county : 

The  petition  of  C.  C.  respectfully  shows  that  one  E.  P.  executed  and 
delivered  to  your  petitioner  a  deed  of  a  certaiu  piece  of  property,  and 
that  G.  H.,  living  in  said  county,  is  a  witness  to  the  execution  of  the  said 
deed ;  that  said  E.  F.  has  died  since  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
said  deed  ;  that  the  execution  of  the  said  deed  has  not  been  acknowledged 
or  proved,  and  cannot  be  so  proved  without  the  evidence  of  the  said  G. 
H. ;  that  your  petitioner  has  applied  to  the  said  G.  H.,  and  requested  him 
to  testify  touching  the  execution  of  the  said  deed,  and  that  the  said  G.  H. 
has  refused  to  testify  touching  the  execution  thereof,  notwithstanding 
your  petitipner  has  called  on  the  said  G.  H.  in  company  with  an  officer 
empowered  to  take  the  proof  of  the  execution  thereof.  Wherefore,  your 
J)etitioner  asks  your  honor  to  issue  a  subpoena  requiring  the  said  G,  H.  to 
appear  before  you  and  testify  touching  the  execution  of  said  instrument. 

C.  C. 

Orleans  County,  ss  :  C.  C,  being  duly  sworn,  says  he  has  read  the 
foregoing  petition  by  him  subscribed,  and  that  the  contents  thereof  are  true. 

C.  C. 
Subscribed  and  sworn  before  me, ) 
this  15th  d,ay  of  Nov.,  1865,       ) 

B.  B.,  County  Judge  of  Orleans  county. 

Suhpcenafor  a  subscribing  witness  to  appear  and  testify. 

To  S.  H.,  of  the  town  of  Albion,  county  of  Orleans : 

In  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  you  are  hereby 
summoned  to  be  and  appear  before  me  »t  my  office,  in  the  village  of 
Orleans,  in  said  county,  «n  tiie  15th  day  of  November,  1865,  al;  2  o^elock 
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in  the  afternoon,  to  testify  and  give  evidence  in  regard  to  tte  execution  of 
a  certain  paper  in  writing,  purporting  to  be  a  deed  of  conveyance  from  one 
E.  F.  to  C.  C,  to  which  you  are  a  subscribing  witness,  as  appears  by  the 
application  of  the  said  C.  C.  Whereof  fail  not.  Sworn  under  my  hand 
this  November  10th,  1865. 

B.  B.,  Orleans  County  Judge. 

Proof  of  service  of  subpcBna. 

County  of  Orleans,  ss:  H.  K.,  being  duly  sworn,  says,  that  on  the 
10th  day  of  November,  1865,  at  Albion,  in  said  county,  he  served  the  within 
(or  foregoing)  subpoena  on  the  within  (or  foregoing)  original  subpcena,  and 
at  the  same  time  giving  to  and  leaving  with  him  a  copy  of  the  same, 
and  at  the  same  time  paying  him  fifty  cents,  his  fees. 
Sworn  before  me  this  )  H.  K. 

May  10th,  1865.       j 

B.  B.,  Orleans  County  Judge. 

Warrant  to  arrest. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  the  County  of  Adams,  Greeting:  In  the  name  of  the 
people  of  the  State  of  New  York,  you  are  hereby  commanded  forthwith 
to  apprehend  and  take  into  custody  G.  H.,  of  your  county,  and  bring  him 
before  me,  B.  B.,  county  judge  of  said  county,  at  my  office,  in  the  village 
of  Albion,  in  the  county  of  Orleans,  to  testify  and  give  evidence  touching 
the  execution  of  a  certain  conveyance  of  real  estate,  made  by  E.  T.  to  C. 
C,  to  which  deed  of  conveyance  the  said  G.  H.  is  a  subscribing  witness, 
as  it  appears  to  me  of  record,  the  said  G.  H.  having  been  duly  subpoenaed 
to  be  and  appear  before  me,  and  to  testify  and  give  evidence  in  regard  to 
the  execution  of  the  said  conveyance,  and  having  neglected  and  refused 
to  attend  in  pursuance  of  said  subpoena. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  this  16th  day  of  November,  1865. 

B.  B.,     [l.  S.J 
Orleans  County  Judge. 

Commitment  of  witness  refusing  to  testify. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  any  constable  of  the  county 
of  Orleans,  Greeting:  Whereas  G.  H.,  who  resides  in  tlie  town  of 
Albion,  county  aforesaid,  having  been  brought  before  me  on  a  warrant  to 
testify  and  give  evidence  in  regard  to  the  execution  of  a  certain  deed  or 
conveyance  made  by  E.  F.  to  C.  C,  has,  without  cause  or  reasonable 
excuse,  refused  to  answer  upon  oath  touching  the  matters  aforesaid,  you 
are  commanded  forthwith  to  commit  and  imprison  him  in  the  jail  of  the 
said  county,  there  to  remain  without  bail  and  without  the  liberties  of  the 
jail  until  he  shall  submit  to  answer  upon  oath  as  aforesaid. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  this  15th  day  of  November,  1865. 

B.  B.,    [z..  s.] 
Judge  of  the  County  of  Orleans. 

Oath  to  ie  administered  to  the  subscribing  witness. 

You  do  swear,  in  the  presence  of  the  ever  living  God,  that  you  will 
true  answers  -make  to  such  questions  as  shall  be  put  to  you  touching  the 
execution  of  the  deed  of  conveyance  here  shown  to  you. 

( Or^  You  do  solemnly  swear  that  you  will  make  true  answers  to  such 
questions  as  shall  be  put  to  you  in  regard  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  of 
conveyance  here  shown  to  you.     So  help  you  God. 
Wait  11—125 
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Oath  to  le  administered  to  a  person  identifying  the  parties,  or  the 
subscribing  witness,  to  a  cotweyance. 

You  do  swear,  in  the  presence  of  the  ever  living  God,  that  you  will 
true  answers  make  to  such  questions  as  shall  be  put  to  you  touching  the. 
identity  of  the  subscribing  witness  (or  of  the  parties)  to  this  conyeyance. 

(  Or,)  You  do  solemnly  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  such 
questions  as  shall  be  put  to  you  in  regard  to  the  identity  of  the  subscrib- 
ing witness  {or  of  the  parties)  to  this  conveyance.     So  help  you  God. 

Affirmation  to  be  administered  to  an  affiant. 

You  do  solemnly,  sincerely  and  truly  declare  and  affirm  that  the  con- 
tents of  this  affirmation,  by  you  subscribed,  are  true. 

Affidavit  to  a  deponent  sworn  with  the  uplifted  hand. 

You  do  swear  in  the  presence  of  the  ever  living  God  that  the  contents 
of  this  affidavit,  by  you  subscribed,  are  true. 

Affidavit  to  a  deponent  sworn  on  the  gospels. 

You  do  solemnly  swear  that  the  contents  of  this  affidavit,  by  you  sub- 
Bcribed,  are  true.     So  help  you  God. 

SECTION  VI. 

FORMS   IN   ARBITRATIONS. 

General  submission  to  arbitration. 

Whereas,  divers  disputes  and  controversies  have  existed  and  arisen,  and 
are  now  existing  and  pending  between  A.  B.,  of  the  town  of  ,  in 

the  county  of  ,  and  C.  D.  of  the  same  place :  Now,  therefore,  we 

the  undersigned,  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  aforesaid,  do  hereby  mutually  covenant 
and  agree  to  and  with  each  other  that  E.  E".,  G.  H.,  and  K.  L.,  of,  &c.,  or 
any  two  of  them,  shall  arbitrate,  award,  order  and  adjudge  and  determine 
of  and  concerning  all  and  all  manner  of  actions,  cause  and  causes  of  action, 
suits,  bills,  bonds,  judgments,  quarrels,  controversies,  trespasses,  damages, 
claims  and  demands  whatsoever,  now  pending,  existing  or  held  by  and 
between  us,  the  said  parties;  and  we  do  further  mutually  covenant 
and  agree,  to  and  with  each  other,  that  the  award  to  be  made  by  the  said 
arbitrators,  or  any  two  of  them,  shall  in  all  things  by  us,  and  each  of  us, 
be  well  and  faithfully  kept  and  observed ;  provided  that  the  said  award 
be  made  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  said  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  or  any 
two  of  them,  and  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties  in  difference,  or 
such  of  them  as  shall  desire  the  same,  on  or  before  the  -       day  of  , 

next  ensuing  the  date  hereof. 

{If  a  judgment  is  intended  to  he  entered  on  the  award  in  pursuance  of 
the  statute,  add  the  following  clause :)  And  it  is  hereby  further  mutually 
agreed  by  and  between  the  said  parties,  that  judgment  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State  of  New  York  {or  county  court  of  county,  or 

other  court  of  law  and  of  record)  shall  be  rendered  upon  the  award  to. be 
made  pursuant  to  this  submission. 

Witness  our  hands  this  15th  day  of  November,  18^5. 

^  A,  B. 

In  presence  of  A.  H.  Tbbmaus,  C,  D, 
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Bond  of  arMtration. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  A.  B.,  of  the  town  of  ,  in 

the  county  of  ,  am  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  C.  D.,  of  the  same 

place  {or  as  the  case  may  be),  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  doUai-s,  lawful 
money  of  the  United  States,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  C.  D.  or  his  certain  attor- 
ney, executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  for  which  payment  to  be  well  and 
faithfully  made,  I  bind  myself,  my  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  firmly 
by  these  presents,  sealed  with  my  seal,  and  dated  the  15th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1865.  *  ■' 

The  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such  that  if  the  above  bounden  A.  B. 
ehall  well  and  truly  submit  to  the  decision  and  award  of  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and 
K.  L.,  arbitrators  named,  selected  and  chosen,  as  well  by  and  on  the  part 
and  behalf  of  the  said  A.  B.  as  of  the  said  C.  D.,  to  arbitrate,  award, 
order,  adjudge  and  determine  of  and  concerning  all  and  all  manner  of 
actions,  cause  and  causes  of  action,  suits,  controversies,  claims  and  demands 
whatsoever,  now  depending,  existing  or  held  by  and  between  the -said  A. 
B.  and  the  said  C.  D.,  so  as  the  said  award  be  made  in  writing  and 
signed  by  the  said  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L,  or  any  two  of  them,  and  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  desire  the  same, 
on  or  before  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  then  this  obligation  to  be 

void,  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue. 

{If  there  is  no  submission  in  writing  separate  from  tJm  bond,  audit  is 
intended  to  have  a  judgmsnt  on  the  award  in  pursuanc-e  of  the  statute, 
insert  the  following  clause :)  And  the  above  bounden  A.  B.  hereby  agrees 
that  judgment  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York  {or  county 
court  of  county,   or  other  court)  shall  be  rendered  upon  the  award 

to  be  made  pursuant  to  this  submission. 

A.  B.     [l.  s.] 
Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of  j 

A.  H.  Tremain. 

The  parties  should  execute  bonds  to  each  other.  The  obligor 
in  one  will  be  the  obligee  in  the  other. 

Bond  for  an  award  hy  an  umpire. 

{Proceed  as  in  last  form  to  the  *,  and  thien  continue:)  The  con- 
dition of  the  above  obligation  is  such  that  if  the  above  bounden  A.  B. 
shall  well  and  truly  submit  to  the  decision  and  award  of  E.  F.  and  G.  H., 
arbitrators  indifferently  named,  selected  and  chosen  as  well  by  and  on  the 
part  and  behalf  of  the  said  A.  B.  as  of  the  said  C.  D.,  to  arbitrate, 
award,  order,  adjudge  and  determine  of  and  concerning  all  and  all  man- 
ner of  actions,  cause  and  causes  of  action,  suits,  controversies,  claims  and 
demands  whatsoever  now  depending,  existing  or  held  by  and  between  the 
said  A.  B.  and  the  said  C.  D.,  so  as  the  said  award  be  made  in  writing,  signed 
by  the  said  E.  F.  and  G.  H.,  and  ready  to  be  deliTered  to  the  said  parties, 
or  such  of  them  as  shall  desire  the  same  on  or  before  the  day  of 

,18  ,*  but  if  the  said  arbitrators  do  not  make  such  their 
award  of  and  concei-ning  the  premises  by  the  time  aforesaid,  then  if  the 
said  A.  B.  shall;  in  all  things,  well  and  truly  stand  to,  obey,  perform, 
fulfill  and  keep  the  award,  order,  arbitrament,  umpirage  and  final  deter- 
mination of  such  person  as  the  said  arbitrators  shall  appoint  as  an  umpire 
between  the  said  parties,  of  and  concerning  the  premises  aforesaid,  so  as 
the  said  umpire  do  make  his  award  or  umpirage  of  and  concerning  the 
said  premises  in  writing,  signed  by  the  said  umpire  and  ready  to  be 
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delivered  to  the  said  parties,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  desire  the  same  on 
or  before  the  day  of  »  18     i  then  the  above  obligation  to 

be  void,  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue. 

(If  a  judgment  is  intended  to  be  entered  on  the  award  in  pursuance  of 
the  statute,  then  add  the  following  clause:)  and  the  above  bounden  A.  B, 
hereby  agrees  that  judgment  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New 
York  {or  other  court)  shall  be  rendered  upon  the  award  to  be  made 
pursuant  to  this  submission. 

A.  B.    [l.  S.J 
Signed  and  sealed  in  ) 
presence  of         f 

A.  H.  Teemain. 

Condition  providing  for  a  third  arMtrator. 

The  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  &c.  (as  in  the  last  form  to  the 
*,  then  jproceed:)  But  if  the  said  arbitrators  do  not  make  such  their  award 
by  the  time  aforesaid,  then  if  the  said  A.  B.  shall,  in  all  things,  well  and 
truly  stand  to  obey,  perform,  fulfill  and  keep  the  award,  order,  arbitrament 
and  final  determination  of  and  concerning  the  premises  aforesaid,  which 
either  of  said  arbitrators  shall  make  with  such  person  as  they  shall  appoint 
as  an  arbitrator  to  act  with  them,  or  one  of  them,  in  hearing  and  deter- 
mining the  said  matters  in  controversy,  so  as  the  said  award  be  made  in 
writing  and  signed  by  the  said  arbitrators,  or  any  two  of  them,  and  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  desire  the 
s^me  on  or  before  the  day  of  ,  18     ,  then  the  above 

obligation  to  be  void,  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue,  &e.  (as  in 
Jf^stform). 

Ariitrator^s  oath. 

You  a,pd  each  of  you  do  swear  that  you  will  faithfully  and  fairly  hear  and 
examine  liiie  matters  in  controversy  submitted  to  you  as  arbitrators,  by  and 
between  A.  E.  of  the  one  part,  and  C.  D.  of  the  other  part,  and  a  just 
»ward  thereof  »iake,  according  to  the  best  of  your  understanding. 

Notice  of  hearing  tefore  arbitrators. 

In  the  matter  ^of  sin  arbitration  of,  and  concerning  certain  matters  in 
diiference  betwieen  A.  B.  of  the  one  part,  and  C.  D.  of  the  other  part. 
Sir :  Take  notice  ithat  the  above  matter  will  be  brought  to  a  hearing 
before  the  arbitratoi.:s  .-appointed  therein,  at  the  office  of  Alva  H.  Tremain, 
at  No.  55  State  street,  in  the  city  of  Albany,  on  the  10th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1865,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day. 

Yours,  &c.,  A.  B. 

To  C.  D. 

Oath  on  tipplieation  for  a  subpoena. 

You  do  swear  that  you  will  true  answers  make  to  such  questions  as  I 
shall  put  to  you,  touching  the  necessity  and  propriety  of  my  issuing  a 
Bubpcena  upon  your  present  application  for  the  same. 

Subpana  to  appear  before  arbitrators. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  to  O.  P.,  Q.  R.  and  S.  T. :  You 
and  each  of  you  are  commanded  personally  to  appear  and  attend  at  the 
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office  of  Alva  H.  Tremain,  at  No.  55  State  street,  in  the  city  of  Albany, 
in  the  county  of  Albany,  on  the  16th  day  of  November,  1865,  at  ten 
o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day,  before  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  arbi- 
trators, chosen  to  determine  a  controversy  between  A.  B.  on  the  one  part, 
and  C.  D.  on  the  other,  then  and  there  to  testify  as  a  witness  in  relation 
thereto,  before  the  said  arbitrators,  on  the  part  of  the  said  A.  B.  Hereof 
fail  not  at  your  peril.  Given  under  my  hand  this  10th  day  of  November, 
1865,  WILLIAM  C.  SCHUYLER, 

Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Oath  of  witness. 

You  do  swear  that  the  evidence  you  shall  give  to  these  arbitrators  (or 
this  arbitrator  or  this  umpire),  touching  and  concerning  the  matters  in 
difference  submitted  for  their  (or  his)  determination  and  award  by  and 
between  A.  B.  of  the  one  part,  and  C.  D.  of  the  other  part,  shall  be  the 
truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth.  ( Or  the  oath  may  he 
varied  as  follows:)  You  do  solemnly,  sincerely  and  truly  affirm  and 
declare  that,  &c.  (as  above). 

Bevocation, 

To  E.  F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L. :  Take  notice  that  I  do  hereby  revoke  your 
powers  as  arbitrators,  under  the  submission  made  to  you  by  C.  D.  and 
myself  by  our  mutual  bonds  {or  agreement  in  writing)  dated,  &c.  Wit- 
ness my  hand  and  seal  (the  revocation  need  not  be  under  seal  unless  the 
submission  was  under  seal)  this  16th  day  of  November,  1865. 

A.  B. 

Notice  of  revocation. 

To  C.  D. :  Take  notice  that  I  have  this  day  revoked  the  powers  of  E.  F., 
G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  arbitrators  chosen  to  settle  the  matters  in  controversy 
between  us,  by  an  instrument  of  revocation,  of  which  see  a  copv  below. 

Yours,  &c.,  'A.  B. 

(Here  insert  copy  of  revocation.) 

Award. 

To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come  or  may  concern,  E.  F.,  G.  H. 
and  K.  L.  send  Greeting  :  Whereas  divers  suits,  disputes,  controversies 
and  differences  have  happened  and  arisen  and  are  now  depending  be- 
tween A.  B.,  of  ,  and  C.  D.,  of  ,  for  pacifying,  composing 
and  ending  whereof  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  have  entered  into  a  written 
agreement,  dated  the  day  of  ,  last  past,  to  submit  the 
said  matters  to  the  award  and  final  determination  of  the  said  E.  F.,  G. 
H.  and  K.  L.,  arbitrators,  selected  by  the  said  parties,  as  by  reference  to 
which  agreement  will  more  fully  Appear  (or  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  have 
bound  themselves,  each  to  the  other,  in  the  penal  sum  of  $  ,  by  bonds 
bearing  date  the  day  of  ,  last  past,  with  condition 
thereunder  written,  to  stand  to,  obey,  abide,  perform  and  keep  the  award, 
order,  arbitrament,  final  end  and  determination  of  the  said  E.  F.,  G.  H. 
and  K.  L.,  arbitrators,  selected  by  the  said  parties,  as  by  reference  to  the 
said  bonds  of  submission  will  more  fully  and  at  large  appear). 

Now,  therefore,  know  ye  that  the  said  E.  F:,  G,  H.  and  K.  L.,  having 
taken  upon  themselves  the  charge  and  burden  of  the  said  award,  and 
having  deliberately  heard  the  allegations  and  proofs  of  the  said  parties. 
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do  by  these  presents  arbitrate,  award,  order  and  adjiidge  of  and  concern- 
ing the  premises  in  manner  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say : 

First.  They  do  award,  order  and  adjudge  that  the  said  C.  D.,  or  his 
representatives,  shall  and  do,  on  or  before  the  day  of    _  , 

next  ensuing  the  date  hereof,  make  and  execute  a  good  and  sufficient  con- 
veyance of  his  interest  as  lessee  for  years  of  a  certain  farm  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  said  C.  D.,  situate  {describe  the  premises),  pursuant  and 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  certain  articles  of  agreement 
bearing  date  on  or  about  day  of  ,  and  made  between  the 

said  C.  D.,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  A.  B.,  of  the  other  part. 

Second.  The  said  arbitrators  do  further  award,  order  and  adjudge  that 
the  said  C.  D.,  his  executors  or  administrators,  shall  and  do,  on  or  before 
the  day  of  ,  next  ensuing  the  date  hereof,  pay,  or  cause 

to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  A.  B.,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
the  sum  of  dollars  in  full  payment,  discharge  and  satisfaction  of  and 

for  all  moneys,  debts  and  duties  due  or  owing  unto  the  said  A.  B.  by  the 
said  C.  D.,  upon  any  account  whatsoever,  at  any  time  before  their  enter- 
ing into  the  said  agreement  of  submission  [or  bonds  of  arbitration),  as 
aforesaid. 

Third.  The  said  arbitrators  do  hereby  further  award,  order  and  adjudge 
that  all  actions  and  suits  commenced,  brought  or  depending  between  the 
said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  for  any  matter,  cause  or  thing  whatsoever,  arising 
or  existing  at  the  time  of  or  before  their  entering  into  the  said  agree- 
ment of  submission  [or  bonds  of  arbitration),  shall  from  henceforth  cease 
and  determine,  and  be  no  further  prosecuted  or  proceeded  in  by  them,  or 
either  of  them,  or  by  their,  or  either  of  their,  means,  consent  or  procure- 
ment. 

And  lastly.  The  said  arbitrators  do  hereby  further  award,  order  and 
adjudge,  that  the  said  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  shall  and  do,  within  the  space  of 
days  next  ensuing,  the  date  of  this  present  award,  seal  and  exe- 
cute unto  each  other  mutual  and  general  releases  of  all  actions  and 
causes  of  actions,  suits,  controversies,  trespasses,  debts,  duties,  damages, 
accounts  and  demands  whatever,  for  or  by  reason  of  any  matter,  cause  or 
thing  whatsoever,  from  the  beginning  of  the  world  to  the  date  of  the  said 
agreement  of  submission  [or  bonds  of  arbitration),  as  aforesaid. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  said  arbitrators  have  hereunto  set  their  hands 
and  seals,  this  day  of  ,  18        . 

[Signatures  and  seals.) 
Signed  and  sealed  in 


"» 


} 


presence  of 

Alva  H.  Teemain, 

Affidavit  proving  the  award. 

City  and  County  of  Albany,  ss  :  Alva  H.  Tremain,  of  said  city 
and  county,  being  duly  sworn,  deposes  and  says :  That  he  was  present 
and  saw  E.  F.  and  G.  H.  and  K.  L.  sign,  publish  and  declare  their  final 
award  and  determination  in  writing,  between  A.  B.,  of,  &c.,  and  C.  D., 
of,   &c.,  bearing  date  the  day  of  ,  18         ,  and  here- 

unto annexed ;  that  the  names  E.  F.  and  G.  H.  and  K.  L.  subscribed  to 
the  said  award,  are  the  proper  and  genuine  signatures  of  the  said  E.  _F., 
G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  and  that  they  severally  acknowledged  the  execution 
thereof,  and  that  the  said  deponent  set  his  name  as  a  subscribing  witness 
to  the  said  award  at  the  time  of  its  execution  and  publication  as  aforesaid, 
and  further  he  says  not. 

Sworn  to,  &c.  ALVA  H.  TREMAIK. 
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Affidavit  proving  the  lond  of  arhitration. 

CiTT  AND  County  op  Albany,  ss  :  Alva  H.  Tremain,  of  said  city  and 
county,  being  duly  sworn,  says :  That  he  was  present  and  saw  A.  B.  sign, 
seal,  acknowledge  and  deliver,  as  and  for  his  act  and  deed,  the  within 
bond  of  arbitration  ;  that  the  name,  A.  B.,  subscribed  to  the  said  bond  is 
the  proper  and  genuine  signature  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and  that  the  said 
deponent  set  his  name  as  a  subscribing  witness  to  the  same  at  the  time  of 
its  execution  and  delivery  by  the  said  A.  B.  as  aforesaid,  and  further  he 
says  not. 

Sworn  to,  &c.  ALVA  H.  TREMAIN. 

Affidavit  proving  the  agreement  of  submd'ssion. 

City  and  Oounty  of  Albany,  ss:  Alva  H.  Tremain,  being  duly 
sworn,  deposes  and  says:  That  he  kne\y  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  the  individuals 
described  in  and  who  executed  the  within  agreement  of  submission ;  that 
he  was  present  and  saw  them  sign,  acknowledge  and  deliver  the  same,  as 
and  for  their  act  and  deed,  and  that  he  set  Ms  name  as  a  subscrtbitig 
witness  to  the  same,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  said 
agreement  as  aforesaid. 

Sworn  to,  &c.  ALVA  H.  TREMAIN". 

Notice  of  motion  to  confirm  the  award. 
SUPREME  COURT  {or  other  court). 

In  the  matter  of  an  arbitration  of  and  concerning  matters  in  difference 
between  A.  B.,  of  the  one  part,  and  C.  D.,  of  the  other. 

SiE :  Take  notice,  that  I  shall  move  the  supreme  court  at  the  next  special 
term  thereof,  at  the  court  house,  in  ,  in  and  for  the  county  of  , 

on  the  ■  day  of  next,  at  the  opening  of  the  court  on  that 

day,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  counsel  can  be  heard  for  an  order  ;*  that  the 
award  made  by  the  arbitrators  in  the  above  matter  be  confirmed,  and  that 
judgment  be  rendered  thereon  in  favor  of  the  said  A.  B.,  and  for  such 
further  or  other  order  as  the  court  may  think  proper  to  grant ;  which  motions 
will  be  founded  upon  the  agreement  of  submission  {or  bond  of  arbitration) 
and  proof  thereof,  and  the  award  of  said  arbitrators  and  the  proof  there- 
of, dated  the  day  of  ,18 

ALVA  H.  TREMAIN, 
To  C.  D.,  above  mentioned.  Attoriiey  for  A.  B. 

Notice  of  motion  to  vacate  the  award. 

{As  in  the  last  form  to  the  *,  then  as  follows:)  That  the  award  made  by 
the  arbitrators  iii  the  above  matter  be  set  aside  and  vacated,  with  costs, 
and  for  such  further  or  Other  order  as  the  court  may  think  proper  to  grant, 
which  motions  will  be  founded  upon  the  affidavits,  with  copies  of  which, 
you  are  herewith  served,  and  also  upon  the  agreement  {or  bond)  of  sub- 
mission, and  the  award  of  said  arbitrators. 

The  following  are  the  grounds  upon  which  it  is  sought  to  vacate  said 
award:  {Sere  set  forth  the  irregularities  complained  ofi) 

Dated  the  l7th  day  of  November,  1865. 

ALVA  H.  TREMAIN, 

To  A.  B.,  above  mentioned.  Atfyfor  C.  D. 

Notice  of  motion  to  modify  or  correct  the  award. 

{As  in  the  second  before  this  to  the  *,  then  as  follows:)  That  the  award 
made  by  the  arbitrators  in  the  above  matter  be  modified  and  corrected  in 
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the  following  particulars.  {Mere  set  forth  the  particulars  as  to  which  the 
party  desires  the  award  to  be  modified  or  corrected,  and  then  continue :) 
And  for  such  further  and  other  order  as  the  court  may  think  proper  to 
grant,  which  motions  will  be  founded  upon  the  said  award  and  the  agree- 
ment {or  bond)  of  submission  between  the  said  parties,  and  also  upon  an 
affidavit,  with  a  copy  whereof  you  are  herewith  served,  dated  the  17th 
day  of  November,  1865. 
To  C.  D.  above  mentioned.  Yours,  &c., 

ALVA  H.  TREMAIN, 

Atfyfor  A.  B. 

Order  confirming  award  and  for  judgment. 

At  a  special  term  of  the  Supreme  Court  {or  other  court)  held  at.  the 
court  house  in  ,  in  and  for  the  county  of 

on  the  day  of  ,18 

Present — A.  B.  J.,  Justice. 
[Title  as  in  third  before  this.] 

On  reading  and  filing  the  award,  &c.  {recite  the  papers  on  which  the 
motion  is  founded),  and  on  motion  of  Alva  H.  Tremain,  of  counsel  for 
A.  B.,  one  of  the  parties  to  said  arbitration,  no  one  appearing  to  oppose 
{or,  on  hearing  J.  S.  C,  of  counsel  for  C.  D.,  the  other  party  to  said 
arbitration,  in  opposition  thereto),  it  is  ordered  that  the  award  of  the 
arbitrators  in  this  matter  be  and  the  same  hereby  is  confirmed.  It  is 
further  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  said  A.  B.  do  recover  against  the 
said  C.  D.,  the  sum  of  dollars,  awarded  to  the  said  A.  B.  in 

the  said  award,  and  also  dollars  and  cents  for  his 

costs  and  charges  by  the  court  now  here  adjudged  to  the  said  A.  B.,  which 
said  sum  so  awarded  as  aforesaid,  and  said  costs  and  charges  in  the  whole 
amount  to  dollars. 

And  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  said  C.  D.  execute  and  deliver  to  the 

said  A.  B.  a  good  and  sufficient  conveyance  of  this  interest  as  lessee  for 

years,  of  a  certain  farm  in  the  possession  of  the  said  C.  D.,  situated 

in  the  town,  &c.  {describe  the  premises),  in  the  manner  required  in  and 

by  the  said  award. 

Order  vacating  award. 

[Title  as  in  one  preceding,  then  as  follows :] 

On  reading  and  filing  affidavits,  and  on  notice  of  motion  and  the  award 
and  the  agreement  {or  bond)  of  submission  in  the  above  matter,  and  on 
motion  of  Alva  H.  Tremain,  of  counsel  for  C.  D.,  one  of  the  parties  to 
said  arbitration,  no  one  appearing  to  oppose  {or,  on  hearing  L.  P.  C, 
of  counsel  for  A.  B.,  the  other  party  to  said  arbitration,  in  opposition 
thereto),  it  is  ordered  that  the  award  of  the  arbitrators  in  this  matter  be 
and  the  same  hereby  is  vacated,  with  dollars  costs,  to  be  paid 

by  the  said  A.  B.  to  the  said  C.  D. 

Judgment  record. 

.  Pleas  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  the  17th 
day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  sixty-five. 

Witness  C.  L.  A.,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
County  ,  ss .-  Be  it  remembered  that  at  a  special  term  of  thla 

court,  held  at  the  court  house  in  the  village  of  ,  on  the  day 
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of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
fifty-eight,  A.  B.,  by  A.  H.  Tremain,  his  attorney,  being  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  brings,  according  to  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  a  certain  submission  of  matters  in  difference 
between  the  said  A.  B.  of  the  one  part  and  C.  D.  of  the  other  part,  to  E. 
F.,  G.  H.  and  K.  L.,  which  submission  was  made  by  an  agreement  in  writ- 
ing, executed  by  the  said  parties,  and  is  in  the  words  and  figures  follow- 
ing, that,  is  to  say :  {copy  agreement) ;  (or  which  submission  was  made  by 
bonds  of  arbitration,  executed  by  the  said  A.  B.  of  the  one  part,  one  of 
which  said  bonds  executed  by  the  said  C.  D.,  in  the  words  and  figures  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say :  {copy  the  bond).  The  said  agreement  {or  bond)  of 
submission  was  duly  proved  by  the  aflSdavit  of  A.  H.  Tremain,  a  subscrib- 
ing witness  thereto,  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say : 
{copy  affidavit) ;  and  the  said  A.  B.  says,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said 
submission,  to  wit,  on  the  ,  day  of  last  past,  the  said  arbitra- 

tors met  at  the  house  kept  by  ,  in  the  village  of  ,  and  as 

well  the  said  C.  D.  as  the  said  A.  B.,  appeared  before  the  said  arbitrators, 
and  the  said  arbitrators  did  then  and  there  proceed  to  the  hearing  and 
examination  of  the  matters  in  controversy,  and  of  the  proofs  and  allega- 
tions of  the  respective  parties,  and  continued  such  hearing  by  adjourn- 
ment from  time  to  time,  until  the  day  of  February  instant,  on  which 
day  last  aforesaid,  the  said  arbitrators  made  and  signed  their  award  in 
writing,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  in  the  words  and  figures  following, 
that  is  to  say :  {copy  award) ;  which  award  is  duly  proved  by  the  affidavit 
of  Alva  H.  Tremain,  a  subscribing  witness  thereto. 

And  hereupon  the  said  A.  B.  prays  that  the  said  award  may  be  in  all 
things  confirmed,  together  with  his  costs  and  charges  in  and  about  the  con- 
firmation of  said  award,  and  the  said  C.  D.,  by  J.  S.  C,  his  attorney,  comes 
and  says  nothing  in  bar  or  preclusion  thereof;  whereupon  the  matters 
aforesaid  having  been  seen,  and  by  the  court  now  fully  understood,  and 
mature  deliberation  thereupon  had : 

It  is  hereby  ordered,  adjudged  and  determined  that  the  said  award  be 
in  all  things  confirmed,  and  that  the  said  C.  D.  do»execute  and  deliver  to 
said  A.  B.  a  good  and  suflScient  conveyance  of  his  interest  as  lessee  for 
years  of  a  certain  farm  in  the  possession  of  the  said  C.  D.,  situate  in  the 
town  of  {describe  the  premises  and  the  order  the  same  as  it  is  in  the 

award). 

And  it  is  hereby  further  ordered,  adjudged  and  determined  that  the  said 
A.  B.  do  recover  against  the  said  C  D.  the  sum  of  dollars,  so 

awarded,  to  be  paid  by  the  said  C.  D.,  and  also  dollars  and 

cents  for  his  costs  by  him,  about  his  proceedings  in  his  behalf,  expended 
by  the  court  aforesaid,  now  here  adjudged  to  the  said  A.  B.,  which  dam- 
ages and  costs  amount  to  dollars  and  cents. 

Judgment  signed  this  day  of  ,  A.  D.,  18     . 

^  N.  B.  M.,  aerk. 

SECTION  VII. 

CHATTKL     MORTGAGES. 

Form  of  chattel  mortgage. 

To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come.  Greeting  :  Know  ye,  that 
indebted  unto  in  the  sum  of  dollars  and 

cents  being  for  ;  now,  for  secuiing  the  payment  of  the  said  debt 

and  the  interest  from  the  date  hereof,  to  the  said  do  hereby  sell, 

assign  and  transfer  to  the  said  all  the  goods,  chattels  and  property 

described  in  the  following  schedule,  viz. :  ;  said  property  now 

being  and  remaining  in  the  possession  of  ;  provided  always,  and 

Wait  11—126 
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this  mortgage  is  on  the  express  condition,  that  if  the  said  shall 

pay  to  the  said  the  sum  of  ,  with  interest  as  follows^ 

viz.,  ,  which  said  sum  and  interest  the  said  herehy 

covenant  to  pay,  then  this  transfer  to  be  void  and  of  no  effect ;  but  in 
case  of  non-payment  of  the  said  sum  at  the  time  or  times  above  men- 
tioned, together  with  interest,  then  the  said  shall  have  full  power 
and  authority  to  enter  upon  the  premises  of  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part,  or  any  other  place  or  places  where  the  goods  and  chattels  aforesaid 
may  be,  to  take  possession  of  said  property,  to  sell  the  same,  and  the  avails 
{after  deducting  all  expenses  of  the  sale  and  keeping  of  the  said  property) 
to  apply  in  payment  of  the  above  debt,  and  in  case  the  said  shall  at 
any  time  deem  unsafe,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  to  take  pftssession 
of  such  property,  and  to  sell  the  same  at  public  or  private  sale,  previous  to 
the  time  above  mentioned,  for  the  payment  of  said  debt,  applying  the  pro- 
ceeds as  aforesaid,  after  deducting  all  expenses  of  the  sale  and  keeping  of 
the  said  property.  If  from  any  cause  said  property  shall  fail  to  satisfy 
said  debt,  interest,  costs  and  Charges,  the  said  covenant  and 
agree  to  pay  the  deficiency. 
In  witness  whereof,  have  hereunto  set  hand  and  seal  the 
day  of  ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and 

Sealed  and  delivered  )  A.  B.     [l.  s.] 

in  presence  of       j 

Alva  H.  Teemain. 

Chattel  mortgage ;  an  other  form. 

To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come.  Greeting  :  Know  ye,  that 
of  the  first  part,  for  securing  the  payment  of  the 
hereinafter  mentioned  and  in  consideration  of  tlie  sum  of  one  dollar  to 
in  hand  paid,  at  or  before  the  ensealing  and  delivery  of  these 
presents,  by  of  the  second  part,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby 

acknowledged,  ha  granted,  bargained  and  sold,  and  by  these  presents 
do  grant,  bargain  and  sell  unto  the  said  part  of  the  second  part, 
all  and  all  other  goods  and  chattels  whatsoever,  mentioned 

and  expressed  in  the  schedule  hereunto  annexed,  now  remaining  and 
being  ,  to  have  and  to  hold,  all  and  singular,  the  goods  and  chat- 

tels above  bargained  and  sold,  or  intended  so  to  be,  unto  the  said  part 
of  the  second  part,        executors,  administrators  and  assigns  for  ever ;  and 
the  said  part        of  the  first  part,  for  ,  heirs,  executors  and  admin- 

istrators, all  and  singular  the  said  goods  and  chattels  above  bargained  and 
sold  unto  the  said  part         of  the  second  part,  executors,  adminis- 

trators and  assigns,  against  the  said  part  of  the  first  part ;  and  against 
all  and  every  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  shall  and  will  warrant,  and 
by  these  presents  for  ever  defend  upon  condition,  that  if  the 

said  part  of  the  first  part  shall  and  do  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to 
be  paid  unto  the  said  part  of  the  second  part,  executors,  admin- 

istrators or  assigns,  the  sum  of  ,  then  these  presents  and 

everything  herein  contained,  shall  cease  and  be  void.  And  the  said 
part  of  the  first  part  for  ,  executors,  administrators  and 

assigns,  do  covenant  and  agree  with  the  said  part  of  the 

second    part,  executors,   administrators    and    assigns,  to   make 

punctual  payment  of  the  money  hereby  secured ;  and  in  case  default  shall 
be  made  in  payment  of  the  said  sum  above  mentioned,  it  shall 

and  may  be  lawful  for,  and  the  said  part         of  the  first  part  do      hereby 
authorize   and   empower  the   said  part         of  the  second  part, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  with  the  aid  and  assistance  of  any 
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person  or  persons,  to  enter  and  come  into  and  upon  the  dwelling  house 
and  premises  of  the  said  part  of  the  first  part  and  in  such  other  place 

or  places,  as  the  said  goods  and  chattels  are  or  may  be  held  or  placed, 
and  take  and  carry  away  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  and  to  sell  a*d 
dispose  of  the  same  for  the  hest  price  they  can  obtain;  and  out  of  the 
money  to  retain  and  pay  the  said  sum  above  mentioned,  with  the  interest 
and  all  expenses  thereon,  rendering  the  overplus  {if  any)  uuto  the  said 
part        of  the  first  part,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns. 

And  until  default  be  made  in  the  payment  of  the  aforesaid  sum  of 
money,  the  said  part        of  the  first  part,  to 

remain  and  continue  in  quiet  and  peaceable  possession  of  the  said  goods 
and  chattels,  and  the  full  and  free  enjoyment  of  the  same,  unless  the  said 
part        of  the  second  part,  executors,  administrators  or  assign*, 

shall  sooner  choose  to  demand  the  same,  and  until  such  demand  be  made, 
the  possession  of  the  said  part  of  the  first  part,  shall  be  deemed  the 
possession  of  an  agent  or  servant,  for  the  sole  benefit  and  advantage  of 
pi-incipal,  the  said  part  of  the  second  part. 
In  witness  whereof,  the  said  part  of  the  first  part  ha  hereunto 
set  hand  and  seal  this  day  of  ,  one  thousand  eight 

hundred  and 

Sealed  and  delivered  in  )  A.  B.     [l.  s.J 

the  presence  of         \ 

Chattel  mortgafe  sede. 

By  virtue  of  a  chattel  mortgage  executed  by  to  dated 

the  day  of  ,  186     ,  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of 

the  of  on  the  day  of  ,186     ,  and  upon 

which  default  has  been  made,  I  shall  sell  the  property  therein  described 
and  mentioned,  viz. :  ,  at  public  auction,  at  the  in 

the  of  on  the  day  of  ,  186     ,  at 

o'clock  in  the  noon  of  that  day. 

Dated  at  the  day  of  ,  186     . 

Mortgagee's  Agent. 

SECTION  VIIL 

OONTKACTS. 

BiU  of  sale. 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents :  That  of  the  first  part,  for  and 

in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  lawful  money  of  the  United  States, 

to  in  hand  paid,  at  or  before  the  ensealing  and  delivery  of  these  pres- 
ents by  of  the  second  part,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby 
acknowledged,  have  bargained  and  Sold,  and  by  these  presents  do  grant 
and  convey  unto  the  said  part  of  the  second  part,  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  ,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  unto 
the  said  part  of  the  second  part,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns  forever.  And  do  for  heirs,  executors  and  administra- 
tors covenant  and  agree,  to  and  with  the  said  part  of  the  second  part, 
to  warrant  and  defend  the  sale  of  the  said  hereby  sold  unto  the 
said  part  of  the  second  part,  executors,  admmistrators  and 
assigns,  against  all  and  every  person  and  persons  whatsoever. 

In  witness  whereof,         have  hereunto  set        hand    and  seal    the 
day  of  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty- 

Signed,  sealed  and  delivered ) 
in  the  presence  of  f 
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Will 

In  the  name  of  God,  amen :  I,  ,  being  of  sound  mind  and  memory, 

and  considering  the  uncertainty  of  this  frail  and  transitory  life,  do  there- 
fore make,  ordain,  publish,  and  declare  this  to  be  my  last  will  and 
testament :  That  is  to  say,  first,  after  all  my  lawful  debts  are  paid  and 
discharged,  I  give  and  bequeath  .     Likewise,  I  make,  constitute 

and  appoint  to  be  execut        of  this  my  last  will  and  testament, 

hereby  revoking  all  former  wills  by  me  made. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  subscribed  my  name  and  affixed 
my  seal,  the  day  of  ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thou- 

sand eight  hundred  and  .  JAMES  JONES,     [l.  s.] 

The  above  written  instrument  was  subscribed  by  the  said  James  Jones, 
in  our  presence,  and  acknowledged  by  him  to  each  of  us ;  and  he  at  the 
same  time  declared  the  above  instrument  so  subscribed  to  be  his  last 
will  and  testament ;  and  we,  at  his  request,  have  signed  our  names  as 
witnesses  hereto,  and  written  opposite  our  names,  our  respective  places 
■  of  residence. 

Alva  H.  Teemain,  residing  in  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y. 

Amasa  J.  Paekek,  Jr.,  residing  in  the  city  of  Albany,  N.  Y. 

Statute  relating  to  the  execution  of  wills. 

Every  last  will  and  testament  of  real  or  personal  property,  or  both, 
shall  be  executed  and  attested  in  the  following  manner  : 

1.  It  shall  be  subscribed  by  the  testator  at  the  end  of  the  will. 

2.  Such  subscription  shall  be  made  by  the  testator  in  the  presence  of 
each  of  the  attesting  witnesses,  or  shall  be  acknowledged  by  him  to  have 
been  so  made  to  each  of  the  attesting  witnesses. 

3.  The  testator,  at  the  time  of  making  such  subscription,  or  at  the  time 
of  acknowledging  the  same,  shall  declare  the  instrument  so  subscribed  to 
be  his  last  will  and  testament. 

4.  There  shall  be  at  least  two  attesting  witnesses,  each  of  whom  shall 
sign  his  name  as  a  witness  at  the  end  of  the  will  at  the  request  of  the 
testator.  3  R.  S.,  144,  §  35,  5th  ed. 

The  witnesses  to  any  will  shall  write  opposite  their  names  their  respec- 
tive places  of  residence,  and  every  person  who  shall  sign  the  testator's 
name  to  any  will  by  his  direction,  shall  write  his  own  name  as  a  witness 
to  the  will.  Whoever  shall  neglect  to  comply  with  either  of  these  pro- 
visions shall  forfeit  fifty  dollars,  to  be  recovered  by  any  person  interested 
in  the  property  devised  or  bequeathed,  who  will  sue  for  the  same.  Such 
omission  shall  not  affect  the  validity  of  any  will,  nor  shall  any  person 
liable  to  the  penalty  aforesaid,  be  excused  or  incapacitated  on  that 
account  from  testifying  respecting  the  execution  of  such  will.  3  R.  S.,  144, 
§  36,  5th  ed. 

Agreement  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  land. 

Articles  of  agreement  made  and  concluded  this  20th  day  of  November, 
A.  D.  1865,  by  and  between  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  of  Buffalo,  in  the  State  of 
New  York. 

Mrst.  The  said  A.  B.,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  $500  to  him  paid 
by  the  said  C.  D.,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  and  in 
further  consideration  of  the  promise  of  the  said  C.  D.  hereinafter  con- 
tained, doth  hereby  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  C.  D.,  that  he 
will,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  July  next,  make  and  deliver  to  the  said  C. 
D.  a  good  and  sufficient  deed,  with  the  usual  covenants  of  warranty, 
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release  of  dower  &c.,  of  all  that  tract  of  land  situate,  lying  and  being  in 
the  town  of  in  the  county  of  ,  and  State  of  New  York,  known 

as  tlie  &o.  {or  bounded  and  decided  as  follows). 

Second.  In  consideration  whereof,  the  said  C.  D.  doth  hereby  promise 
and  agree  to,  and  with  the  said  A.  B.,  that  he  will,  on  such  deed  being 
tendered  to  him  by  the  said  A.  B.,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  July  next, 
pay  to  the  said  A.  B.  the  iurther  sum  of  dollars  in  addition  to  the 

payment  already  made,  being  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  hereby 
agreed  upon  for  the  said  tract  of  land.  And  to  the  true  and  faithful  per- 
formance of  all  the  agreements  herein  contained  on  the  part  of  the  said  A. 
B.  and  C.  D.,  each  of  them  binds  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and  admin- 
istrators to  the  other,  and  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators. 

In  testimony  whereof,  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands  on  the  day  and 
year  first  above  written.  A.  B. 


Executed  and  delivered  ) 
iu  presence  of  ) 


C.  D. 


Alva  H.  Teemain. 


An  agreement  to  build  a  Jiouse  according  to  apian  and  specifica- 
tions annexed. 

Be  it  remembered,  that  on  this  20th  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1865,  it  is 
agreed  by  and  between  A.  B.  of  Albany,  and  G.  D.  of  Bern,  in  manner 
and  form. following,  viz.:  The  said  C.  D.  for  the  considerations  herein- 
after mentioned,  doth  for  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  promise 
and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  A.  B.,  his  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  that  he,  the  said  C.  D.  or  his  assigns,  shall  and  will,  within  the 
space  of  four  months  next  after  the  date  hereof,  in  good  and  workmanlike 
manner,  and  according  to  the  best  of  his  art  and  skill,  at  Bern,  well  and 
substantially  erect,  build,  set  up,  and  finish  one  house  or  messuage, 
according  to  the  draught  or  scheme  and  specifications  hereunto  annexed, 
of  the  dimensions  following,  viz.,  &c.,  and  to  compose  the  same  with  such 
stone,  brick,  timber  and  other  materials,  as  the  said  A.  B.  or  his  assigns 
shall  find  and  provide  for  the  same.  In  consideration  whereof,  the  said 
A.  B.  doth  for  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  promise  and  agree 
to  and  with  the  said  C.  D.,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  well 
and  truly  to  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  C.  D.,  or  his  assigns, 
the  sum  of  $2,000,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  $1,000, 
part  thereof,  at  the  beginning  of  said  work;  the  sum  of  $1,000  more, 
another  part  thereof,  when  the  same  shall  be  completely  finished ;  and 
also,  that  he,  the  said  A.  B.,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  shall, 
and  will  at  his  and  their  own  proper  expense,  find  and  provide  all  the 
stone,  brick,  tile,  timber  and  other  materials,  necessary  for  making  and 
building  the  said  house,  and  for  the  performance  of  all  and  every  the 
articles  and  agreements  above  mentioned,  the  said  A.  B.  and  CD.  do 
hereby  bind  themselves,  their  executors,  &c.,  each  to  the  other,  in  the 
penal  sum  of  $500,  firmly  by  these  presents. 

In  witness  whereof,  &c.  A.  B. 

C  L). 

Contract  for  maUng  flour  barrels. 

Memorandum  of  agreement  made  this  20th  day  of  November,  1865,  by 
and  between  A.  A.  of  the  first  part,  and  B.  B.  of  the  second  part,  witness- 
eth:  That  the  said  A.  A.,  for  the  sum  of  35  cents  for  each  and  every  bar- 
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rel  hereafter  made  and  delivered,  hereby  agrees  to  make  and  deliver  to 
the  said  B.  B.  2,000  flour  barrels,  the  staves  and  heading  to  be  of  good 
sound  seasoned  white  oak  timber,  and  the  hoops  of  black  ash,  round  or 
square.  The  said  barrels  ai'e  to  be  manufactured  in  a  good-  and  workman- 
like manner,  and  all  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  B.  B.,  at  his  flouring  mill, 
in  the  city  of  TJtica,  within  four  months  from  the  date  of  this  instrument. 
And  the  said  B.  B.  on  his  part,  agrees  to  pay  the  said  A.  A.  in  cash,  the 
sum  of  35  cents  for  each  and  evef'y  barrel  so  delivered,  upon  the  delivery 
of  the  same  at  his  mill  as  aforesaid,,  such  payment  to  be  made  as  often  aa 
the  said  A,  A.  shall  deliver  fifty  barrels,  in  the  proper  proportion  for  the 
same. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  parties  have  hereunto  set  their  hands  the  day 
and  year  first  above  written.  A.  A. 

B.  B. 
Agreement  to  sell  and  deliver  wood.. 

Memorandum  of  agreement  made  this  20th  day  of  November,  1859,  by 
and  between  A.  A.,  of  the  town  of  Half  Moon,  and  B.  B.,  of  the  village  of 
Cohoes,  witnesseth :  That  the  said  A.  A.,  for  the  sum  of  |5  per  cord,  hereby 
agrees  to  sell  and  deliver  to  the  said  B.  B.,  1,000  cords  of  good,  sound 
white  oak  wood,  and  to  securely  and  properly  pile  the  same  on  the  east 
bank  of  the  canal,  just  east  of  said  village  of  Cohoes,  on  the  lot  of  the  said 
B.  B. ;  said  wood  is  to  be  cut  during  the  present  nionth  of  December 
and  the  months  of  January  and  February  next;  to  be  cut  four  feet 
long  and  properly  piled  on  said  lot,  on  or  before  the  1st.  day  of  May 
next ;  said  wood,  when  piled  as  aforesaid,  is  to  be  measured  by  D.  D., 
and  the  said  B.  B.  agrees  to  pay  the  said  A.  A.  the  sum  of  five  dollars 
for  each  and  every  cord  so  delivered,  payment  to  be  made  by  installments 
on  each  fifty  cords  as  they  are  delivered,  whenever,  and  as  soon  as  the 
said  A.  A.  shall  furnish  to  the  said  B.  B.  the  certificate  of  the  said  D.  D. 
that  sucb  fifty  cords,  or  additional,  of  wood  have  been  delivered  or  prop- 
erly piled  in  the  said  lot. 

Witness  our  hands  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

A.  A. 

B.  B. 

Agreement  with  a  workman  or  clerh. 

This  agreement,  made  this  14th  day  of  December,  1859,  between  A.  A., 
of  the  first  part,  and  B.  B.,  of  the  second  part,  witnesseth:  That  the  said 
A.  A.  agrees  faithfully  and  diligently  to  work  for  the  said  B.  B.,  on  his 
farm  {or  as  clerk  or  salesman  in  the  store  of  the  said  B.  B.),  at  Bethlehem, 
in  Albany  county,  for  the  period  of  six  months,  from  and  after  the  1st 
day  of  January  next,  for  the  sum  of  $25  per  month;  in  consideration  of 
•which  service  so  to  be  performed,  the  said  B.  B.  agrees  to  pay  the  said 
A.  A.  the  sum  of  125  per  month,  payable  as  follows:  $10  on  the  1st  day 
of  February,  and  $10  on  the  1st  day  of  each  month  following,  until  the 
whole  labor  shall  be  performed,  and  when  the  whole  labor  shall  have  been 
performed,  then  the  balance  of  such  sum  as  has  not  been  theretofore  paid 
the  said  A.  A. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  said  parties  have  hereunto  set  their  hands- the 
day  and  year  first  above  mentioned.  A.  A. 

^  B.  B. 

Agreement  on  a  sale  of  wheat. 

In  consideration  of  $1  per  bushel,  A.  A.,  of  the  town  of  Coeymans-, 
hereby  sells  and  agrees^  to  deliver  to  B,  B,,  at  his  store,  at  Coeymans 
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Landing,  all  the  wheat  raised  and  harvested  by  the  said  A.  A.  on  his  farm 
the  present  year.  The  said  wheat  is  to  be  delivered  at  the  said  store  in 
good,  clean  and  merchantable  order,  on  or  before  the  15th  day  of  Febru- 
ary, 1860,  and  in  consideration  thereof  the  said  B.  B.  agrees  to  pay  the 
said  sum  of  $1  for  each  and  every  bushel  so  delivered  upon  the  delivery 
of  the  same. 

Witness  the  hands  of  the  said  A.  A.  and  B.  B.,  this  14th  day  of  De- 
cember, 1859. 

A.  A. 

B.  B. 

SECTION  IX. 

HIGHWAYS. 

Notice  to  justice  or  commissioner  regarding  animals. 

To  John  Jones,  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  town  of  {or,  to  James 

Jones,  commissioner  of  highways  for  the  town  of  ) :  Take  notice 

that  I  have  seized  and  taken  into  my  possession  (here  describe  the  ani- 
mals seized),  found  trespassing  on  premises  owned  or  occupied  by  me 
{or  found  running  at  large  in  the  public  highway,  opposite  to  land  owned 
or  occupied  by  me),  in  the  town  of  ,  county  of  ,  and  State  of 

New  York,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  entitled  "  An  act  to 
prevent  animals  from  running  at  large  in  the  public  highways,  passed 
April  23,  1862." 

Yours,  &c.,  ALVA  H.  TREMAIN. 

Notice  to  owners  of  animals — trespassing. 

To  all  whom  it  may  concern :  Whereas,      certain  animal  ,  to  wit : 

lately  seized  and  taken  by  ,  found  trespassing  on 

premises  owned  or  occupied  by  him  in  the  town  of  ,  county  of 

,  and  State  of  New  York,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act 
entitled  "  An  act  to  prevent  animals  from  running  at  large  in  the  public 
highways,"  passed  April,  1862,  and  due  notice  of  such  seizure  and  taking 
having  been  given  by  him  to  me,  the  subscriber,  a  of  said  town, 

according  to  said  act :   Notice  is  therefore  hereby  given  that  said  ani- 
mal   will  be  sold  at  public  auction,  to  the  highest  bidder,  at  ,  in 
said  town,  on  the                    day  of                ,  186  ,  at            o'clock  in  the 
noon,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  aforesaid. 
Dated  the                    day  of                ,  186  . 

ALVA  H.  TREMAIN. 

Notice  to  owners  of  animals  —  at  large. 

To  all  whom  it  may  concern :  Whereas,     certain  animal  ,  to  wit : 

lately  seized  and  taken  by  ,  found  by  him  running  at 

large  in  the  public  highway,  opposite  to  land  owned  or  occupied  by  him 
in  the  town  of  ,  county  of  ,  and  State  of  New  York, 

contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  entitled  "  An  act  to  prevent  animals 
from  running  at  large  in  the  public  highways,"  passed  April,  1862;  and 
due  notice  of  such  seizure  and  taking  having  been  given  by  him,  to  me, 
the  subscriber,  a  of  said  town,  according  to  said 

act:  Notice  is  therefore  given  that  said  animal  will  be  sold  at  public 
auction,  to  the  highest  bidder,  at  ,  in  said  town,  on  the 

day  of  ,  186    ,  at  o'clock  in  the  noon, 

pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  aforesaid. 

Dated  the  day  of  ,186 

ALVA  H.  TREMAIN. 


AU.r.-' 
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[N.  B.  In  long  titles,  the  headings^f  chapters,  sections  and  other  subdivisions  will  be  printed  In  italics.] 


ABATEMENT:  Non-joinder  of  plaintifif, 
276,  284.  Non-joinder  of  defendant,  286, 
282.  Change  of  parties  does  not  abate 
action,  282.  Misjoinder  of  defendants  on 
contracts,  282.  Misjoinder  of  plaintiff  in 
torts,  284. 

ACCOUNT  BOOKS :  Nature  of  the  evidence, 
436,  437.  Facts  to  be  proved  to  render  the 
books  evidence,  438.  Who  is,  and  who  is 
not  a  clerk,  438.  Common  law  proof  of 
sales  does  not  render  books  useless,  439. 
Charge  must  be  a  matter  of  book  account, 
439.  Books  are  evidence  of  goods,  &c., 
sold,  439.  What  items  not  matter  prova- 
ble by  account  books,  439,  440.  Entries 
in  bank  books  evidence  in  favor  of  depos- 
itor, 440.  Such  books  not  evidence  against 
depositor,  440.  Not  evidence  of  a  single 
charge,  440.  Some  of  the  items  charged 
must  be  proved,  440,  441.  Proof  of  part 
of  articles  sufficient,  441.  Two  items  proof 
enough,  441.  Fairness  of  books,  how 
proved,  441.  Manner  of  keeping  books, 
441.  Regularity  of  charges,  441.  Kept 
on  separate  pieces  of  paper,  441.  In- 
formal books,  how  regarded,  442.  Presump- 
tion in  favor  of  books,  442.  Books 
common  to  all  classes,  442.  Right  to 
make  changes  on  implied  contract,  443. 
Items  for  services  rendered,  443.  Entries, 
by  whom  made,  444.  Showing  want  of 
clerk,  444.  Number  of  witnesses  to  prove 
dealings,  444.  Credit  of  books  for  jury  or 
justice,  444  Credit,  how  impeached,  445. 
Existence  of  common  law  proof  does  not 
invalidate  books,  446.  Books  are  evidence 
of  value  of  articles,  charged,  446.  Entries, 
when  to  be  made,  446,  447.  Must  be 
made  in  book  in  daily  use,  447.     Entries 

■  on  separate  slips  not  evidence,  447.  Must 
be  book  of  original  entries,  448.  Keeping 
ledger  and  day  book,  448.  Entries  of  an 
entire  account  on  a  separate  page,  448. 
Entire  set  of  books  must  be  introduced,  if 
any  of  them  are,  449.  Charges  in  gross 
not  allcwed,  449.  Witness  testifying  from 
tlie  books,  449.  Copy  of  books  not  evi- 
dence, 450.    Books  introduced  eanuot  be 

Wait  11—127 


ACCOUNT  BOOKS  — continued. 
withdrawn  without  consent,  450.  Must 
be  received  generally  if  at  all,  450.  Whole 
contents  made  evidence,  450.  Books  may 
be  waived,  and  items  proved  by  other  evi- 
dence, 451.  But  books  should  be  produced 
if  called  for,  45 1.  License  by  person  ren- 
dering service,  452. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS:  Of  deeds,  &c.  See 
For'inSppost  See  Admissions. 

ACTION:  Definition  of  term,  40.  AboUtion 
of  forms  of,  40.  Preliminaries  to  be  con- 
sidered before  bringing  action,  1  to  4. 
Action,  where  to  be  commenced,  52  to  54, 
Issue  in,  without  process,  54.  When 
deemed  commenced,  55  to  59.  See  Sum- 
mons, Warrant,  Attachment,  Replevin.  See 
also  Jurisdiction,  Process.  See  also  Parties 
to  action,  Joinder  of  actions.  Election  of 
actions. 

ADJOURNMENTS:  General  principles  re- 
lating to,  334.  Not  given  for  mere  delay, 
335.  Intended  to  promote  justice,  335. 
When  a  right  even  a  hard  action  or  an 
unconscionable  defense,  335.  When  al- 
lowed on  motion  of  the  justice,  335.  When 
not  allowed  on  his  motion,  335.  When 
justice  has  a  discretion,  336.  Must  not 
abuse  his  discretionary  powers,  336.  Ad- 
journment on  motion  of  plaintiff,  336.  One 
adjournment  a  matter  of  right,  337.  May 
be  required  to  make  oath,  337.  Plaintiff 
cannot  have  more  than  one  adjournment, 

337.  Adjournment  on  motion  of  defendant, 

338.  For  how  long  a  time  granted,  338. 
Justice  to  guard  rights  of  both  parties,  338, 

339.  Second  for  further  adjournment,  339. 
Defendant  may  have,  339,  340.  Not 
granted  as  of  course,  340.  Plaintiff  not 
entitled  to  it  at  all,  340.  Defendant  must 
show  due  diligence,  340.  Excuses  for 
want  of  diligence,  340,  341.  Practice  in 
cases  of  doubt,  341.  Justice  may  some- 
times impose  terms,  341.  Stipulation  to 
allow  plaintiff  an  adjournment,  341,  342. 
Adjournment  when  applied  for,  343.  By 
plaintiff  at  joining  issue,  343.  By  defend- 
ant at  any  time  within  ninety  days  of 
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ADJOURNMENTa—  eonJtnued. 

issue,  343.  Not  allowed  after  jury  sworn, 
343.  Nor  after  trial  began  before  justice, 
343.  Delaying  trial  for  absent  witness, 
343.  How  long  may  liold  open  court,  344. 
Disagreement  of  jury  docs  not  give  a  right 
to  insist  on  adjournment,  344.  May  hold 
open  to  attach  a  material  witness,  345. 
Where  to  apply  for  adjournment,  345. 
How  to  apply  there/or,  345.  Must  appear 
in  person  or  by  attorney,  346.  Cannot 
adjourn  in  absence  of  both  parties,  346, 
347.  Must  show  absence  of  material  wit- 
ness or  testimony,  347.  Stating  what 
witness  will  prove,  347.  Cannot  be  re- 
quired of  defendant  unless  bad  faith  is 
evident,  348.  If  defendant  refuses  to  be 
sworn,  adjournment  may  bo  denied,  348. 
Oath  on  application  for,  349.  Affidavit  for 
form  of,  349.  Proofs  usually  made  orally, 
350.  Statutory  requirements  for  adjourn- 
ment, 350.  Must  be  issue  if  both  parties 
appear,  350.     Must  be  oath,  if  required, 

350.  Defendant  must  give  bond  if  re- 
quired,  350.     Plaintiff  may  waive   bond, 

351.  So  ho  may  insist  upon  having  it, 

351.  Need  not  give  new  bond  on  such 
adjournment,  351.     Forms  of  bonds,  351, 

352.  No  liability  on  bond  unless  adjourn- 
ment granted,    352.     Conditions  of  bond, 

353.  What  is  a  breach  of  condition,  353. 
Objecting  to  surety,  353.  Justification  of 
surety,  353.     Due  diligence  of  defendant, 

354.  Excuses  for  want  of,  354,  355. 
What  is  due  diligence,  354,  355.  What  is 
ground  for  adjournment,  355.  Absence 
of  material  witness,  355.  Sickness  of  de- 
fendant or  family,  355,  356,  Absence  of 
counsel,   356.     AVhen  a  matter   of  right, 

.  356.  Row  long  granted,  306.  In  war- 
rant cases,  357.  Defendant  must  show 
absence  of  witness,  357.  Must  give  se- 
curity, or  remain  in  custody,  357.  How 
long  adjourned  first  time,  358.  When  ad- 
joumpient  may  lie  refused,  358.  When  it 
is  a  discontinuance  of  action,  358  to  360. 

ADMINISTRATOR:  May  sue  but  cannot  be 
sued  in  a  justice's  court,  28.  Parties  plain- 
tiff, 270,  313.  * 

ADMISSIONS:  Made  for  purposes  of  cause, 

371.  Made  by  pleadings,  how  far  conclu- 
sive, 371.  Admissions  made  on  trial  in 
open  court,  372.  Are  evidence  against 
party  making  them,  372.  Statement  of 
party  as  a  witness  is  evidence  against  him, 

372.  So  of  answers  as  a  witness,  372. 
Otherwise  if  answer  compulsory,  372. 
Statements  of  third  persons,  when  evi- 
dence, 372.  Wife's  statements  do  not 
bind  husband,  373.  May  do  so  if  she  is 
agent,  373.  Admissions  of  attorney  dur- 
ing trial,  374.  Of  agent,  within  scope 
of  authority,  373.  Not  within  scope 
of  authority  or  business,  374.  Of  deputy 
sheriff,  374.  Of  master  of  vessel,  374 
Of  one  party  does  not  bind  another,  375. 
Of  one  of  several  parties  to  renew  debt 
barred  by  statute  of  limitations,  375.  By 
one  of    several  partners,  when  evidence, 
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375.  Not  after  dissolution,  376.  By 
principal  as  against  surety,  376.  By 
a  deceased   person  as  against  strangers, 

376.  By  former  owner  of  personal  prop- 
erty, 376.  By  former  ownef  of  negotiable 
paper,  377.  By  former  owner  of  chose  in 
action,  377.  Of  intestate  as  against  his 
administrator,  377.  Of  assignor  as  against 
assignee,  377.  Offers  of  compromise  not 
evidence,  378.  Otherwise  of  admission  of 
particular  fact,  378.  By  letter  written 
•'  without  prejudice,"  378.  Arising  from 
acts  of  party,  379.  By  putting  refusal 
upon  false  grounds,  379.  By  silence  when 
party  bound  to  speak,  379.  By  acquies- 
cence, 380.  By  not  denying  assertions  of 
other  party,  380.  When  not  evidence, 
380.  Declarations  not  evidence  in  party's 
own  favor,  j81.  Value  of  admissions,  381. 
Never  conclusive,  unless  by  estoppel,  381. 
Must  be  taken  together,  381,  382.  Quali- 
fication of  this  rule,  382,  383.  When 
made  in  several  interviews,  383.  Not  evi- 
dence in  party's  own  favor,  383.  Admis- 
sion must  be  clearly  proved,  381.  Must 
be  clear  and  full  as  to  identity,  384.  Not 
binding  if  mistaken  as  to  the  law,  384. 
Kffect  of  judicial  admissions  by  acts,  384. 
Of  one  defendant  does  not  bind  another 
in  actions  of  tort,  385.  Exceptions  in 
case  of  conspiracy,  385.  Are  evidence 
againt  party  making  them,  385.  As  a 
part  of  tlie  res  gestce,  385.  Declarations 
of  agent  while  acting.  385.  In  cases  of 
breach  of  marriage  promfso,  385.  To 
prove  fraud,  386.  When  evidence  iu 
favor  of  party  making  them,  386. 

AFFIDAVITS:  In  attachment  cases,  126,127. 
Must  always  be  affidavit  to  authorize  issuing 
any  attachment,  128.  Must  be  in  writing, 
and  sworn  to,  1 28.  Should  be  filed  with 
justice,  128.  Whoso  duty  it  is  to  draw 
them,  128.  Fees  for  drawing  them,  128. 
Slumld  not  he  entitled,  129.  When  to  be 
made,  129.  How  often  same  affidavit  may 
be  used,  129.  Cannot  be  used  more  than 
once,  129.  WJiere  to  be  made,  130.  Must 
be  made  in  the  county  in  which  the  jus- 
tice resides,  130.  Need  not  be  before 
justice  issuing  the  attachment,  130.  Must 
state  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  demand, 
130.  Should  state  facts  plainly  and  posi- 
tively, 131.  Where  attachment  is  founded 
upon  a  judgment,  131,  J32.  Must  slwui  de- 
mand is  due  from  the  defendant  personally, 
132.  Wlten  liabilities  of  defendants  are 
joint,  133.  Demands  against  corporations, 
134.  Fictitious  name  of  defendant,  134. 
Mmt  show  amount  of  plaintiff's  demand, 
134.  By  wlum  made,  135.  May  be 
by  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  135.  May  be  by 
other  witnesses,  135.  Compelling  attend- 
ance of  witnesses,  135.  Should  show  a 
cause  of  action  on  contract,  I3G.  Should 
show  a  case  affirmatively,  136.  Hearsay 
evidence  not  competent,  136.  Should  show 
amount  of  debt  or  balance,  136.  Must  not 
state  facts  on  mere  belief,  137.    Facts  not  to 
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AFFIDAVITS  —  continued. 
■ ''  be  slated  by  way  of  recital,  138.  Satisfac- 
'  tortj  to  the  justice,  138.  Must  be  legal  and 
sufficient  evidence,  138,  139.  Constable's 
ret«]-n  not  proof  of  concealment  of  de- 
fendant, 139.  Justice's  .right  to  weigh  the 
proofs,  139.  Facts  and  circumstances  must 
be  stated,  139.  Must  state  grounds  for 
affidavit,  140.  Must  state  facts  to  prove 
those  grounds,  140.  General  assertions 
not  sufficient,  140.  Cases  held  defective, 
141,  142.  Cases  held  sufficient,  143,  144. 
Affidavits  when  sufficient  collaterally,  144. 
Proofs  in  case  of  attachment  under  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  145,  146.  Departed  from 
county,  c&c,  145.  Keeps  concealed,  &c.,  145. 
Proofs  in  case  under  non-imprisonment  act, 
146.  About  to  remove  property,  liG.  Has 
disposed  of  property,  146.  Has  assigned 
his  property,  147.  About  to  assign,  147. 
Venue  in  affidavits.  147.  Venue  an  essen- 
tial part  of  affidavit,  148.  Jurat,  and  what 
it  is,  148.  Oath  to  affidavit,  148.  Signing 
affidavit,  148.  Signature  not  indispensa- 
ble, 148.  But  ought  to  be  required  by 
justice,  148.  Joinder  of  classes  of  cases, 
149.  Election  as  to  judgment  taken,  150. 
Original  affidavits  defective,  150.  Cannot 
be  amended,  150.  Defects  cannot  bo  sup- 
plied by  new  proofs,  150.  Quashing  attach- 
ments for  defective  papers,  151.  Duty  of 
justice  as  to  quashing,  151.  Controverting 
affidavits  for  attachments,  151.  General 
POINTS  AS  TO  AFFIDATITS,  1 53.  Manner  of 
drawing  affidavits,  153,  154.  Affidavit 
FOE  SHOKT  SUMMONS,  80.  What  facts  should 
be  stated  in  it,  80,  81.  Need  not  be  made 
by  plaintiff  in  person,  82.  By  non-resident 
plaintiff  against  resident  defendant,  82. 
When  all  parties  non-residents,  84.  Affi- 
davit FOn  warrant,  96.  Must  be 
affidavit  in  all  cases,  96,  97.  What 
affidavit  should  contain,  97,  98.  Belief 
no  proof,  98.  Proof  to  satisfaction  of 
justice,  99.  Stating  amount  of  plaintiff's 
demand,  100.  By  whom  affidavit  is  to  be 
made,  100.  By  anyone  knowing  the  facts, 
100.  Original  affidavits  defective,  101. 
What  the  affidavits  should  show,  102,  103. 
Forms  of  affidavits,  104.  Affidavit  for 
warrant  to  detain  canal  boats,  109.  Affi- 
davits /OR  REPLEVIN  PROOESS,  186. 
Must  be  affidavit  in  all  cases,  186.  Who 
should  draw  it,  186,  187.  Fees  to  jus- 
tice for  drawing  it,  187.  Who  to  draw 
copies  for  service,  187.  Fees  to  constable 
for  drawing,  188.  Who  to  make  affidavits, 
188.  By  plaintiff,  or  some  one  in  his  be- 
half, 188.  Not  to  be  entitled,  189.  Belief 
as  to  facts  stated,  189.  Description  of 
property  claimed,  189.  Must  be  particu- 
larly described,  189,  190.  Ownership,  how 
staied,  190.  Sight  to  immediate  posses- 
sion, how  stated,  190.  Wrongfully  witMield, 
&c.,  191.     Stating  cause  of  detention,  <6c., 

191.  TlMt  it  is  not  taken  for  any  tax  fine, 
&c.,     191.      When    property  is    exempt, 

192.  Actual    value    of    property,    192. 
General  rules  as  to  affidavits,   192.     In- 


AFFIDAVITS-  continued. 

dorsing  direction  upon  affidavit,  1 92.  Con- 
troverting affidavits,  192.  Defective  affixia- 
vits,  193.  Form  of  affidavits,  193,  194.  Not 
necessary  on  appeal's,  771.    Affidavit  that 

JUSTICE  IS  A  JIATBRIAL  WITNESS,  239.      FaCtS 

to  be  stated  in  affidavit,  2:i9,  240.  Must 
state  facts  fully,  240,  241.  Must  show- 
materiality  of  justice  as  a  witness,  242. 
Form  of  affidavit,  243.  In  what  actions, 
242.  Justice  bound  to  swear  party  to  affi- 
davit, 244.  Affidavit  for  adjournment, 
349.     See  title  Appeal. 

AFFINITY;  Disqualifies  justice,  24  to  27. 
Judgment  rendered  will  be  erroneous,  25, 
2G.  It  will  also  be  void,  27.  May  be  as- 
signed as  error  in  fact  on  an  appeal,  21. 
Disqualifies  a  juror,  599.  601. 

ALTERATION  OF  INSTRUMENTS:  Ma- 
terial alteration  avoids  instrument,  434. 
Time  of  making  tliem,  434.  Explanation 
of  apparent  alteration,  434,  435.  Burden 
of  proof,  435.  Different  colored  inks,  435. 
Filed  paper  presumption  as  to  alteration, 
435. 

ALII5N:  Cannot  serve  as  a  juror  unless  by 
consent  of  parties,  600. 

AMENDMENTS:  Statutes  relating  to,  757 
to  759.  Amendment  of  process,  759, 
Justice  possesses  all  necessary  powers, 
759.  Affidavits  for  process  when  not 
amendable,  759.  Summons  amendable. 
759.  Striking  out  and  inserting  names,  759. 
Dates  of  process  amendable,  760.  So  of 
amounts,  760.  May  change  demand  in 
process,  760.  Constable's  return  amend- 
able, 760.  Amendment  of  pleadings,  760. 
Variances  avoided  by,  760.  Cannot  change 
entire  nature  of  action,  760.  Not  from 
contract  to  tort,  760,  761.  Adding  cause 
of  action  after  plaintiff  rests,  761.  After 
decision  on  demurrer,  761.  To  interpose 
unconscionable  defenses,  761.  Allowance 
a  matter  of  discretion,  761.  Amendment 
of  verdict  and  judgment,  761.  When  al- 
lowed on  appeals,  762.  When  error  to 
refuse,  762.  Notice  of  appeal  is  amend- 
able, 782,  783. 

ANIMALS:  What  exempt  from  execution, 
746  to  748.  Cattle  running  in  highways, 
forms  relating  to,  1007. 

AN  OTHER  ACTION  PENDING:  Form 
of  answer  of,  973.     See  Vol.  I,  886. 

ANSWER:  Practice  as  to  answering,  327. 
Preliminary  steps,  328.  Makes  an  issue 
of  fact.  328.  Need  not  be  replied  to,  328, 
Qualities  of,  328,  329.  Facts  alone  to  be 
alleged,  329.  Facts  not  denied,  admitted, 
329.  Recitals,  329.  Matters  in  aggrava 
tion,  329.  Special  damages,  329.  Must  be 
adapted  to  the  nature  of  the  action.  329. 

APPEAL:  Historical  sketch  of  763.  '  What 
an  appeal  is,  765.  Removes  cause  to  ap- 
pellate court,  765.  Relief  from  default  in 
court  below,  765.  Kinds  of  appeal,  766. 
Review  on  face  of  return,  766.  Error  in 
fact,  766.  Relief  from  default  below,  766. 
Review  of  order,  766.  New  trial  desired, 
766.    Summary  or  special  proceedings,  766. 


1012 


GENERAL  INDEX. 


APPEAL  —  contimted. 

Who  may  appeal,  766.  Kither  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  766.  One  of  several  parties 
maj',  766.  Stranger  cannot  bring  it,  767. 
Party  sued  by  fictitious  name,  may,  767. 
Respondent  cannot  reverse  on  appellant's 
appeal,  767.  Plaintiff  may  appeal  because 
damages  too  small,  767.  Same  rule  as  to 
defendant,    767.      i^Vom   wliat  judgments, 

767.  Mnst  be  final  judgment,  768.  Judg- 
ment of  nonsuit,  with  costs,  768.  Not 
from  nonsuit,  if  no  costs  awarded,  768. 
From  nonsuit  in  county  court,  768.  From 
a,  void  judgment,  768.  Not  from  void 
judgment  procured  by  appellant,  768.  Jus- 
tice had  no  jurisdiction  of  subject  matter, 

768.  Need  not  be  from  litigated  ease,  768, 
Judgment  procured  by  false  statement  of 
plaintiff,  769.  In  actions  on  contract  or 
for  tort,  769.  In  summary  proceedings  by 
landlords,  769.  Mechanics'  lien  cases,' 769. 
Appeal  only  mode  of  review,  769.  Old 
practice  abrogated,  769..  Value  of  old  au- 
tliorities,  769.  Appeal  to  what  court,  770. 
To  county  courts,  770.  To  common  pleas 
in  Nevif  Yorlc  city,  770.  To  superior  court 
in  Buffalo,  770.  Appeals  where  more  than 
$50  is  claimed,  770.  When  pleadings  of 
either  party  demand  judgment  for  "more 
than  $60,  770.  If  judgment  on  issue  of 
law,  770.  If  on  issue  of  fact,  770.  Ap- 
pellant may  avoid  new  trial,  770.  No 
new  trial  when  claim  or  recovery  is  less 
than  $50,  770.  Nor  when  no  issue  was 
joined,  770.  Appeals  where  $50  or  Uss  is 
claimed,  770.     Appeal,  when  to  be  brought, 

771.  Where  process  was  not  served  on 
defendant,  771.  If  not  in  time  appeal  is 
lost,  771.  Notice  to  limit  time  for  appeal- 
ing, 771.  Affidavits  not  necessary,  771. 
Are  proper  when  error  in  fact  is  assigned, 

772.  So  of  cases  of  relief  from  default,  772. 
Such  affidavits  no  part  of  the  action,  772. 
Notice  of  appeal,  772.  Notice  talies  place 
of  old  writ  of  certiorari,  111.  Notice 
states  grounds  of  appeal,  772.  Notice 
of  appeal  mvsi  be  in  writing,  111.  Must 
state  grounds  of  appeal,  772.  Must  be 
served    on    justice    and    on    respondent, 

772.  Verbal  notice  a  nullity,  773.  Notice 
must  state  grounds  of  appeal,  773.  Object  of 
this  requirement,  773.  To  give  informa- 
tion, 1.  To  justice ;  2.  To  respondent ;  3. 
To  appellate  court,  773.  What  a  sufficient 
statement  in  affidavits  under  old  practice, 

773,  774.  Justice  not  to  draw  appeal 
papers,  773.  How  to  state  grounds  wiien 
appellant  desires  a  return  of  all  the  evi- 
dence, 774.  How  to  state  grounds  if  new 
trial  desired,  774.  Common  practice  to 
return  all  the  evidence,  774.  Should  ex- 
clude useless  matter,  'J  7  5.  How  grounds 
of  error  ought  to  be  stated,  775.  Cases 
illustrative  of  statements,  776,  777.  Should 
point  out  defect  in  affidavit  or  process  in 
court  below,  777.  So  as  to  other  errors 
in  proceedings  or  on  the  trial,  777.  Gen- 
eral statement  when  sufficient,  777,  778. 
When  restricted  to  grounds  stated,  '178. 


APPEAL — continmd. 
Need  not  state  particular  grounds  when  n 
new  trial  is  desired,  778.     Consequences 
of  defective  statement,  779.     Appeal  dis- 
missed- in   some  cases,   779,  780.     Judg- 
ment affirmed  in  others,   779,   780.     Party 
limited  to  grounds  stated,  779,  780.     De- 
cided upon  wliat  appears  in  the  return,  780. 
Objection  to  defect  to  be  raised  by  motion 
to  dismiss  the  appeal,  781.     Proper  prac- 
tice stated,  781.     Notice  of  appeal  amend- 
able  by  stating  grounds  of  appeal,  782. 
Amendments  allowed  liberally.  782.     Sur- 
prises to  be  guarded  against,  782.   Grounds 
should   be   stated   fully,  783.     Notice    of 
appealmust  be  returned,  783.    Defective  or 
irregular  service  nf  notice,  783.     Objection 
to  be  taken  by   motion   to   dismiss,  783. 
Service  on  justice,  but  not  on  respondent, 
783.     County  court  must  dismiss  in  proper 
case,   783.     When  defect  may  be  cured  by 
amendment,      784.     Forms  of   notice    of 
appeal,    784,    785.      Stamps  upon   notice, 
786.     Time  of  serving  notice  of  appeal,  786. 
Must  be  served  within  twenty  days.  780. 
Exception  to  rule,  786.     If  not  served  in 
time   appeal   lost,  786.     Court  cannot  re- 
lieve party,  786.     Admission  of  due  service 
sufficient,    786.     May    be   brought  before 
judgment  docketed,  786.     Must  be  within 
twenty  days    of  judgment,  not  from  time 
of   docketing,     787.     Manner    of  serving 
notice  of  appeal,  787.     Must, be  in  writing 
and  served  by  copy,  787.     Must  be  served 
in  due  season,  787.     Upon  each   respond- 
ent,  787.      Upon   the  justice   personally, 
&c.,    787.     Wlien   by   filing    in   appellate 
court,    787.      When    upon     respondent's 
family,  787.     How  served  when  respond- 
ent non-resident,  787.     Duo  diligence  must 
be  shown,  787.     Copy  must  be  delivered 
absolutely,  787,  788.     Service  on  clerk  of 
inferior   court,    788.     Service  on  justice's 
family,  788.     Verbal  service  a  nullity,  788. 
Payment  of  costs,  dkc,  788.     Indispensable 
to  valid  appeal,  738.     To  be  paid  on  ser- 
vice  of  notice,  788.     Justice  may  accept 
at  a  subsequent,  time,  788.     Dismissal  the 
remedy  for  non-payment,  788.     Power  of 
court    to    relieve    appellant,    788.      Rule 
under   the  old  practice,  788.     Return,   if 
made,  valid  even  if  no  fee  paid,  789.      New 
York  city,    789.     Staying  execution,    789. 
Mnst   give   security  in  cases  where   new 
trial   is   had   in   couuty   court,    789,  790. 
Omission   to   serve   undertaking   may  bo 
relieved,  790.    Appeal  does  not  extinguish 
judgment   below,    790.    If  new  trial  not 
to  be  had,  appellant  may  give  security  or 
not,  as  he  pleases,  790.    Form  of  under- 
taking,   791.     Undertaking  stays  issuing 
of  execution,  791.    Or  a  levy,  791.    Ser- 
vice  of    certified   undertaking,   792.     No 
stay  until  undertaking  executed  and  de- 
livered,   792.     Levy  not  discharged,   but 
sale  stayed,    792.     Fraudulent  levy  set 
aside,  793.    Defective  undertaking  amend- 
able, 793.    Or  a  new  one  may  be, filed, 
793.    Coiurt  caDmoti  stay  upon  any  but 
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statutory  grounds,  V93.  Offer  to  correct 
judgment.  Appellant  must  state  partic- 
ulars in  his  notice.  793  to  796.  When 
respondent  may  offer,  797.  Offer  must  be 
in  writing,  and  served  on  justice  and  oppo- 
site partj',  797.  Form  of  offer  by  respon- 
dent, 797.  Acceptance  by  appellaut,  797. 
Form  of  acceptance  by  appellant,  798. 
Eetubn  on  appeal,  798.  General  ob- 
ject and  features,  798.  No  case  or  bill  of 
exceptions,  798.  Case  heard  on  the  re- 
turn, 798.  Return  to  grounds  stated,  798. 
Full  return  generally  made,  798.  Until 
return  is  made,  appellate  court  cannot  re- 
view judgment,  798.  Certified  copy  of 
,  return,  798.  Return,  when  to  be  made,  798. 
After  ten  and  within  thirty  days,  798. 
Strict  rule  not  enforced,  799.  Return  valid 
whenever  filed,  799.  Dismissal  of  appeal 
.  for  want  of  return,  799.  Return  after 
justice  goes  out  of  office,  799.  What  re- 
turn to  contain,  799.  Two  kinds  of  return 
under  present  system  of  practice,  799. 
Where  case  is  decided  upon  the  return  the 
evidence,  &c.,  is  returned,  799,  800.  When 
a  new  trial  is  had  in  county  court,  evidence 
not  returned,  799.  In  cases  heard  on  the 
return,  the  evidence  and  proceedings  must 
all  be  returned,  800.  Court  will  intend 
that  all  is  returned,  800.  Particular  facts 
which  should  be  stated  in  all  such  returns, 

800.  801.  Process,  pleadings,  proceedings 
and  judgment  should  be  returned,  801. 
Objections   taken   below  to  be    returned, 

801.  Judgment    to    be    returned,    80], 

802.  So  of  documentary  evidence,  802 
Appeal  not  heard  until  such  evidence  is 
returned,  802.  Papers  annexed  must  be 
referred  to  as  a  part  of  the  return,  802. 
Papers  referred  to,  but  not  annexed,  802. 
Postscripts  no  part  of  return,  802.  If  re- 
turn imperfect  for  want  of  papers,  amended 
return  is  remedy,  802.  Return  must  con- 
tain whole  history  of  case,  and  not  refer 
to  other  papers,  802.  Should  sliow  juris- 
diction of  justice,  802,  803.  Should  show 
regularity,  803.  Need  not  be  seal  to  re- 
turn, 803.  Return  need  not  notice  mat- 
ters not  within  knowledge  of  justice,  803. 
Justice  cannot  move  to  quash  return,  803. 
Not  proof  of  time,  action  was  begun  in 
case  of  statute  of  limitations,  803.  Sefeets 
in  notice  of  appeal  no  ground  for  not 
making  a  return,  803.  Who  to  draw  re- 
turn, 803.  Not  attorney  for  appellant,  804. 
May  be  by  respondent's  attorney,  804. 
Matter  in  discretion  of  appellate  court, 
804.  Evidence  in  place  of  a  return,  804. 
Witnesses,  when  to  be  examined,  805. 
Removal  of  justice  from  county  no  excuse 
for  not  returning,  805.  Conclusiveness  of 
return,  805.  Excludes  all  extrinsic  evi- 
dence, 805.  Cannot  be  contradicted,  805, 
806.  Facts  omitted  must  be  procured  by 
an  amended  return,  806.  So  of  objections 
and  exceptions  taken,  806.,  So  of  questiocs 
and  rulings  thereon,  806.  Forms  of  returns, 
806.    Form  of  return  where  new  trial  is 


APPEAL  —  continued. 
not  had,  807.  Form  of,  where  now  trial 
is  had,  808,  809.  General  facts  to  he  stated 
in  return,  809.  Process,  affidavits,  under- 
takings, &o.,  809.  Objections  thereto,  809. 
What  objections  may  be  taken  in  county 
court  as  to  process  below,  &c.,  810.  If  no 
jurisdiction  below,  appeal  will  be  dismissed, 
810.  May  be  by  answer  or  by  motion, 
810.  Jieturning  a  ministerial  act,  8l\ .  De- 
fective return,  811.  Remedy  is  by  amend- 
ment or  further  return,  811.  Compelling 
return,  811.  Done  by  attachment,  811. 
Order  to  show  cause,  812.  Notice  to  justice 
to  make  return,  812.  Form  of  notice,  812. 
Application  for  attachment,  8 1 3.  No  notice 
thereof  necessary,  813.  Form  of  affidavit, 
813.  Motion  may  be  made  on  notice,  813. 
Form  of  order  for  attachment,  815.  Form 
of  attachment,  816.  Indorsement  by  clerk, 
816.  Order  by  judge  to  take  bail,  816. 
Sheriff's  return  to  attachment,  816. 
Bond  given  by  justice,  form  of,  817.  Fil- 
ing interrogatories,  817.  Order  to  file  in- 
terrogatories. 818.  Form  of  interrogator- 
ies, 818.  Answer  to  interrogatories,  819. 
Order  discharging  attachment,  819.  Order 
convicting  defendant  of  contempt,  819. 
Warrant  of  commitment,  820.  Papers  in 
attachment  proceedings  need  not  be  served 
on  respondent,  820.  His  remedy  is  to  dis- 
miss appeal,  820,  821.  Not  dismissed  un- 
less delay,  821.  Amended  or  further  re- 
turn, 821.  County  court  always  open  for 
this  purpose,  821.  Application  should 
be  promptly  made,  821.  May  be  at  any 
time  before  argument,  821.  Return  must 
be  filed  before  notice  can  be  given,  822. 
Motion  on  face  of  the  return,  822. 
Motion  on  affidavits,  322.  Must  bo 
made  before  argument,  822.  But  court 
may  order  cause  to  stand  over  for  motion, 
822.  How  often  return  may  be  amended, 
822.  Ordered  liberally  for  justice  of  case, 
822.  Amendment  not  ordered  unless 
material,  823.  Not  ordered  if  it  will  not 
change  result,  823.  Affidavit  must  state 
wlierein  the  errors  consist,  823.  Order 
does  not  compel  return  of  a  particular  fact, 
but  whether  it  is  true  or  false,  823.  -  Argu- 
ment not  heard  until  amended  return  is 
filed,  823.  Errors  must  appear  affirm- 
atively, 824.  When  to  tile  amended  return, 
824.  Motion  papers  for  amended  return 
not  served  on  justice,  824.  But  copy  of 
order  must  be,  824.  Justice  may  correct 
return  on  his  own  application,  824.  Appel- 
late court  may  order  amended  return  on 
its  own  motion,  824.  Contradictory  or 
evasive  returns,  825.  Form  of  additional 
return  on  justice's  motion,  825.  Affidavit 
for  amended  return,  820.  Form  of,  826. 
Notice  of  motion,  and  form  of,  827.  Conrt 
always  open  for  this  motion,  827.  Argu- 
ment Of  motion,  827.  Grounds  of  opposing 
it,  827.  Affidavits  to  oppose,  828.  Filing 
affidavits  with  clerk,  828.  Form  of  order 
for  amended  return,  828.  Notice  of  order, 
and  service  of  it,  829.    Form  of  amended 
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return,  829.     Filing  amended  return,  &o., 

830.  Arijument  of  appeal,  830.  Made 
upon  facts  iippeariug  on  face  of  return,  830. 
At  what  term  of  court,  830.  General  term, 
wlien  there  is  one,  830.  In  county  court 
at  any  term,  830,  831.  Mt/ier  party  may 
bring  on  argument,  831.      Upon  what  notice, 

831.  Patting  cause  on  calendar,  &'i\.  Filing 
note  of  issue,  831.  Order  of  disposing  of 
causes,  832.  Forms  of  notes  of  issue,  832. 
Dismissing  appeal  for  not  bringing  it  to 
hearing,  832.  Statute  requii-es  this,  833. 
Continuing  by  special  order,  833.  Notice 
of  argument,  and  form  of,  834.  Hearing  to 
be  on  original  papers,  834.  Return  must  be 
produced  at  argument,  834.  Certified  copy 
may  be  used,  834.  Practice  on  the  argument, 
835.  Argument  of  cause  upon  the  return, 
835.  Order  of  argument,  835.  Furnishing 
points  to  coiu't  and  opposite  party,  836. 
Arg\iment  of  a  cause  involves  all  the  ques- 
tions made  on  the  appeal,  83G.  Relief  from 
default  in  court  below,  837.  Appellate  court 
may  relieve,  837.  No  relief  can  be  granted 
iinless  an  appeal  is  brought,  837,  856.  No- 
tice must  assign  manifest  injustice  as  ground 
of  appeal,  837.  Entitling  affidavits  used, 
838.  Form  of  affidavit  to  excuse  default, 
833.  Service  of  copies  thereof,  839.  No- 
tice of  affidavits,  839.  Service  of  notice 
and  of  affidavits,  840.  Examining  wit- 
nesses orally,  840.  Relief  a  matter  of 
discretion,    840.      Excusing    default,    840. 

•  Must  show  reasonable  excuse,  840.  Relief 
oven  tliougli  appearance  at  joining  issue, 
841.  Sufficient  excuses,  what  are,  842,  843. 
Insufficient  excuses,  844,  845.  Court  gener- 
ally liberal  and  inclined  to  grant  relief,  846. 
2Ianifest  injustice  mustbe  shown,  847.  Facts 
must  be  set  forth,  not  mere  general  allega- 
tions of  injustice,  847.  Taking  judgment 
witliout  allowing  a  just  set-off  is  injustice, 
848.  Conttict  in  affidavits,  849.  Evidence 
balanced,  849.  Burden  of  proof  on  appellant, 
850.     Court  will  decide  as  justice  requires, 

850.  Terms  of  opening  default,  850.  Harsh 
terms  not  imposed,  851.  Payment  of  costs 
sometimes  ordered,  851.  Conditions  must 
bo  complied  with  or  benefit  of  order  lost, 

851.  Order,  when  vacated,  851.  New  trial 
before  the  justice,  851.  Before  what  jus- 
tice, 851.  New  issue  to  be  joined,  851. 
Certified  copy  of  order  granting  new  trial 
sufficient  evidence  for  justice,  851.  Trial 
must  be  on  day  ordered  or  on  adjourned 
day,  852.     Former  judgment  as   security, 

852.  Order  must  name  justice  who  is  to 
try  cause,  852.  Entry  of  order  with  clerk, 
852.  Service  of  order,  how  done,  852. 
Form  of  order  for  new  trial,  853.  Impos- 
ing terms  discretionary,  853.  Error  in 
fact,  853.  What  it  is"  853,  854.  Estab- 
lished by  proofs  outside  of  the  justice's 
return,  854.     Infancy,  coverture,  &c.,  854. 

■  False  return  of  constable  as  to  service  of 

■  process,  854.     Trial  in  wrong  town,   854. 
Relationship    of   justice     to    party,    855. 

.  .Service     of    process    on    wrong    person, 
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855.  Appearance  of  infant  by  attor- 
ney, 855.  Misconduct  of  jury,  855,  856. 
Cannot  contradict  record  below,  856. 
Assigning  error  in  fact.  856.  What  is  suffi- 
cient assignment,  857.  Fo7-7)i  of  affidavits, 
857.  Service  of  copies  of  af/idavita,  857. 
Notice  of  hearing,  857.  Practice  on  hearing, 
857.  Decision  of  the  court.  851 .  Transferof 
cause  to  supreme  court,  858.  Keargumentof 
appeal  cause,  8f>i,  859.  New  tkial,  859: 
General  considerations,  859.  Value  of  the 
new  system,  859,  860.  New  trial,  in  what 
cases,  861.  Recovery  exceeduig  fifty  dollars, 
861.  Pleadings  claiming  more  than  that 
sum,  861.     Must  have  been  an  issue  joined, 

861.  lieturn  must  be  made,  861 .  What  is  to 
bereturned,  861,  862.  Evidence  not  returned, 

862.  Nor  objections  nor  exceptions,  8G2. 
Preliminaries  to  notice  of  trial,  862.  Dismiss- 
ing appeal,  862.  Motion  for  amended 
return,    862.      Amendment   of   pleadings, 

862.  Notice  of  trial,  86X.     On  what  notice, 

863.  Form  of  notice,  863.  Proof  of  ser- 
vice of  notice,  864.  Note  of  issue,  864. 
Offer  of  judgment,  864.  In  what  actions,  864. 
Who  may  offer,  864.  Eitlier  party,  864. 
Not  by  one  of  several  defendants,  864. 
May  be  by  attorney,  864.  At  what  time, 
and  in  u'hat  cases  offer  is  to  be  made,  865  to 

867.  Review  of  the  subject,  867.  Farm 
of  offer,  and  its  service,  867.  Must  be  writ- 
ten, 867.  To  what  effect,  867.  With  or 
without  costs,  867.  May  be  made  by  at- 
torney, 867.     Ten  days  to  accept  or  refuse, 

868.  Notice  of  acceptance,  868.  Affidavit 
of  acceptance,  868.  Entering  judgment  on 
offer,  868.  Form  of  judgment  on  offer,  869. 
Effect  of  refusing  offer  of  judgment,  8G9. 
More  favorable  judgment,  869.  Wliat  is 
such,  869  to  872.  Preparations  for  trial,  872. 
Procuring  evidence,  872.  Subpoena,  form 
of,  and  ticket,  872.  Power  of  subpoena, 
873.  Service  of,  873.  Practice  on  trial  in 
the  county  court,  873.  Amendment  of  plead- 
ings, 874.  Motion  for  a  new  trial  on 
a  case  or  exceptions,  874.  Amount  of 
verdict,  and  its  effect  as  to  costs,  874. 
Judgment  on  appeal,  874.  General  con- 
siderations,   874.       According    to   justice, 

875.  To  disregard  technical  errors,  875. 
To  observe  legal  rules  and  principles,  875. 
Reversal  in  whole  or  in  part,  875.  Power 
clearly  given  by  Code,  875,  876.  Reversal 
as  to  some  items  and  affirmance  as  to  others, 

876.  Ca-ses  illustrative  of  this  rule,  876  to 
880.     Reversal  in  part  in  cases  of  fraud, 

880.  Reversal  as  to  part  of  damages,  880, 

881.  Order  for  reversal,  &c.,  881.  Con- 
sent to  reduce  judgment,  882.  Reversal  a« 
to  any  or  all  the  parties,  882.  Judgment 
by  default,  883.  Power  to  reverse  by 
default,  883.  Not  usually  done  by  court, 
883.  Court  should  examine  tlie  return, 
883.  Opening  default,  if  one  taken,  884. 
Terms  of  opening,  884.  Errors  not  stated 
in  notice  of  appeal,  885.  Case  decided  on 
facts  returned  without  reference  to  notice, 
885.     Review  of  discretionary  decisions,  885^ 
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886.  SeveracU  upon  questions  of  fact,  886. 
DetiDition  of  term,  886.  Cannot  reverse 
if  material  evidence  given  on  botli  sides, 

887.  But  may  in  a  case  of  palpable  injus- 
tice, 887.  Cases  in  which  appellate  court 
wUl  reverse,  888.  1.  Where  plaintiff  fails 
to  prove  a  case  on  the  whole  evidence 
given.  2.  Verdict  against  overwhelming 
and  undisputed  evidence.  3.  Verdict  re- 
sult of  prejudice,  &c.  4.  "Where  jury  have 
disregarded  controlling  evidence.  Cases 
of  total  or  material  defect  of  proofs,  8S8 
to-  892.  Oases  against  overwhelming 
balance  of  evidence,  892  to  898.  Cases  of 
verdict  resulting  from  prejudice,  partiality, 
passion  or  fraud,  899.  Cases  of  total  dis- 
regard of  unimpeached  evidence,  899  to 
902.  Reversal  upon  questions  of  law,  902. 
Reviews  all  legal  questions  in  the  case, 
902.  Objections  first  taken  on  tlie  argu- 
ment, 903.  Objections  must  be  taken  below 
to  be  available,  903.  Every  proceeding 
below  may  be  reversed,  903.  Assuming 
facts  below,  conclusive  above,  90-1.  Objec- 
tions to  evidence  must  be  taken  below, 
904.  May  object  on  appeal  if  objection 
could  not  have  been  obviated  if  taken  below, 

904.  Reversal  for  want  of  evidence,  904. 
Admitting  iUegal  or  incompetent   evidence, 

905.  Judgment  reversed  if  illegal  evidence 
admitted,  905.  No  answer  to  say  there  is 
sufficient  good  evidence  without  the  illegal, 

905.  Illegal  evidence  where  defendant 
does  not  appear  at  trial,  905.  Mere  ruling 
as  to  evidence  no  harm,  905.  Excluding 
legal  and  competent  evidence,  90i.  Exclusion 
of  such  evidence  a  ground  of  reversal,  906. 
Reducing  plaintiff's  judgment  by  exclu- 
sion of  evidence,  906.     Offers  of  evidence, 

906.  Payment  of  judgment  below,  906. 
Intendments  by  appellate  court,  907.  Juris- 
diction not  intended,  907.  Regularity  of 
proceedings  and  practice  is  presumed,  907. 
Restitution,  908.  Order  for,  liow  obtained, 
908.  Where  made  on  notice  and  motion, 
908.  Where  made  on  hearing,  908.  Res- 
titution a  matter  of  right,  909.  Facts  to 
be  shown  to  entitle  to,  909.  Affidavits 
and  service,  909.  Form  of  notice,  &c.,  910. 
Order  for  restitution,  form  of,  910.  Judg- 
ment of  affirmance,  form  of,  911.  Judgment 
of  reversal,  form  of,  911.  Reversal  in 
part  or  conditionally,  911.  Reversal  with 
restitution,  912.  Judgment  of  dismissal 
of  appeal,  912.  Judgment  for  plaintiff  on 
verdict,  912.  Judgment  for  defendant  on 
verdict,  913.     Judgment  in  cases  of  offers, 

913.  Judgment  roll,  913.  Enforcement  of 
the  judgment,  914.  Collecting  judgment 
by  execution  issued  by  court  below,  914. 
By  executions  issued  by  appellate  court, 

914.  Costs  ON  APPE.4L,  915.  Appellant's 
costs  wJien  case  heard  on  return,  915.  Re- 
spondent's costs  when  case  heard  on  return, 

915.  Costs  in  discretion  of  court,  916. 
Costs  on  new  trial  in  county  court.  916. 
Taxation  of  costs,  916,  917.  Execution, 
917.    Execution  on  transcript  of  justice's- 
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jiidgment  docketed  with  county  clerk,  917. 

•  Form  of  execution  on  affirmance,  918. 
Form  .of  execution  in  case  of  a  new  trial 
in  county  court,  919.  Appeal  to  supreme 
COURT,  919.  Appeal,  when  to  be  taken,  920. 
From  what  judgments,  920.  Authority  of 
supreme  court,  920.  Cannot  review  dis- 
cretionary decisions,  921.  Will  not  review 
case  or  exceptions  before  county  court  has 
passed  upon  questions,  921.  Appealsfrom 
orders  of  county  courts,  922.  Forms  of 
notices  of  appeal,  922.  Form  of  under- 
taking, 922,  Appeals  to  court  of  ap- 
peals, 923.  Leave  to  appeal  must  be 
obtained,  923.  Order  must  be  obtained  in 
time,  924.  Leave  when  granted  or  refused, 
924. 

APPE.'i.RANCE:  What  it  is,  211 .  Must  be 
by  some  act  in  the  action,  217.  General 
or  special  appearance,  217.  When  to  ap- 
pear, 217.  Non-appearance  of  the  justice, 
217.  Action  discontinued  if  justice  does 
not  appear,  217.  Defendant  not  bound  to 
wait  more  than  one  hour,  218.  Justice 
engaged  in  an  other  action,  219.  Parties 
may  waive  irregularity  and  try  the  cause, 
219.  Agreement  to  try  on  condition,  Ac, 
219.  Non-appearance  of  plaintiff,  219.  Ac- 
tion discontiiuied  if  plaintiff  fails  to  appear, 
219.  Defendant  need  not  wait  longer  than 
time  required  by  law,  219,  220.  In  war- 
rant cases,  how  long,  220.  Non-appearance 
of  defendant,  220.  Rules  relating  to  ap- 
pearance by  the  defendant,  220  to  222. 
Mow  the  parties  are  to  appear,  222.  By 
attorney  or  in  person,  222.  On  warrant 
must  be  in  person,  222.  Corporations  ap- 
pear by  attorney,  222.  Officers  of  corpora- 
tion may  appear,  223.  Idiots,  lunatics,  &c., 
must  appear  in  person,  223.  Committee 
of  lunatic  may  appear,  223.  Married  wo- 
men, 223.  Cause  dismissed  if  plaiutiff 
fails  to  appear,  223.  So  when  he  fails  to 
appear  at  the  trial,  224.  Appearance  by 
attorney,  224.  Who  may  appear  by  attor- 
ney, ■  224.  Not  attorneys  as  in  courts  of 
record,  224.  Constable  who  served  process 
cannot  appear  on  the  trial  as  advocate, 
224.  Nor  any  other  person  who  served 
the  process  for  commencing  the  action,  224. 
What  is  appearing  as  attorney  in  such  a 
case,  225.  Justice's  clerk  or  partner  can- 
not appear  before  him,  225.  .  One  attorney 
cannot  appear  for  both  parties,  225.  Au- 
thority for  appearing,  225,  226.  May  be 
verbal  or  written,  225,  226.  Proof  of  au- 
thority, 226.  Admitting  authority,  226. 
Must  be  proof  of  authority,  unless  waived, 
227.  Waiver  of  proof  of  authority.  227. 
What  sufficient  proof  of  authority,  227. 
Warrant  of  attorney  for  appearing,  228, 
229.  Stamp  on  power  of  attorney,  229. 
Appearance  by  next  friend  or  guardian, 
229.  Infant  plaintiffs  to  appear  by  next 
friend,  229,  230.  Infant  defendants  by 
guaVdian.  229,  230.  Next  friend  must  be 
a  real  person,  231.  Must  also  be  respon- 
sible, 231.    Infant  plaintiff  obtaining  judg- 
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inent  without  next  friend  is  yalid,  231. 
Must  be  'guardian  for  infant  defendant, 
231.  Several  defendants,  and  one  an  in- 
fant, 231.  Next  friend  or  guardian  may 
employ  attorney,  231.  Revoking  judg- 
ment obtained  by  infant,  232.  Consent  to 
appear  as  next  friend  or  guardian,  232. 
Appointing  guardian  for  infant  defendant 
prudent  in  all  cases,  232.  Application  by 
infant  plaintiff,  232.  Consent  of  next 
friend,  233.  Appointment  by  justice,  233. 
Application  for  guardian,  233.  Consent 
of  guardian,  233.  Appointment  of  guar- 
dian, 233.  General  form  of  application, 
kc,  234. 

ARBITRATION:  Answer  of,  979. 

ARREST:  What  it  is,  111.  Who  mny 
arrest  on  civil  warrants,  111.  Person  may 
be  deputed  for  tlie  purpose.  111.  Consta- 
ble cannot  serve  warrant  in  his  own  favor, 
111.  When  to  arrest,  .111.  Witlain  a  rea- 
sonable time,  111.  Where  to  arrest,  112. 
Who  exempt  from  arrest,  112.  Attorneys, 
Ac,  attending  court,  112.  So  of  clerks, 
constables,  &c.,  112.  Parties  to  suit  ex- 
empt,  113.     Party  attending  a  reference, 

113.  Witnesses  also  exempt,  113.  Canal 
officers,  113.  Persons  engaged  in  military 
duty,  113.  Members  of  legislature,  114. 
Voters  on  election  or  town  meeting  days, 

114.  Fictitious  name  of  defendant,  114. 
Notifying  defendant  of  warrant  and  of  ar- 
rest, 114,  115.  Resisting  officer,  115. 
Showing  process,  115.  Regular  officer  not 
bound  to  do  so,  1 15.  But  specially  deputed 
person  must,  115.     Breaking  open  house?, 

115.  Entering  open  outer  door,  115.  Who 
protected  by  house,  115.  Breaking  inner 
doors,  116.  Privilegeof  arrest  extends  to 
curtilage,  116.  Escaping  and  breaking  to 
rearrest,  116.  Taking  defendant  before 
justice,   116.     Should  be   done  promptly, 

116.  111.  Delay  renders  officer  liable,  117. 
Defendant  must  not  be  detained  too  long 
or  action  lies,  117.  Justice  unable  to  hear 
cause,  or  absent,  to  go  before  next  justice, 

117.  Indorsement  on  wan'ant,  117.  Go- 
ing before  nearest  justice,  118.  Defendant 
cannot  be  detained  longer  than  12  hours, 

118.  Notifying  plaintiff  of  arrest,  118. 
Form  of  notice,  119.  Proceeding  with  case 
on  return  of  warrant,  119.  Defendant 
must  be  taken  personally  before  justice,  119. 
Defendant  may  have  adjournment,  119. 
Constable  cannot  take  bail  of  defendant, 
120.  Constable  liable  for  escape,  120. 
Defendant  moving  for  discharge  because 
exempt  from  arrest,  120.  Constable's  care 
and  custody  of  defendant  while  under  ar- 
rest, 120.  Forms  of  returns  to  warrant,  120. 
Arbest  OJf  EXECUTION,  744,  745.  Arrest 
p/  witness  on  attachment,  558.  Arrest  of 
juror  on  attachment  or  execution,  641. 

ASSAULT  AND  BATTERY:  Justice  has 
no  jurisdiction  of  civil  action  for,  36.  What 
is  such  an  action,  36.     What  is  not,  36. 

ASSIGNEE :  To  be  plaintiff  in  action  on 
assigned  demand,  268.    Sep^ra^e  assignees 
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camiot  each  sue  separately,  268.  Assignee 
for  benefit  of  creditors,  268.  Assignee  of 
claim  for  ijuliquidated  damages,  268.  As- 
signee of  claim  for  torts,  269.  Possession 
of  note  evidence  of  title,  269.  Assigment 
may  be  verbal.  269. 

ASSIGNMENT:  Baw  made  of  choses  in 
action,  269. 

ASSIGNOR:  Declaration  of,  not  evidence 
again.st  assignee,  376,  377. 

ATTACHMENT:  'ffeMrairmeio  of  the  sub- 
ject, 121  to  124.  LONS  ATTACHMENT,  124. 
Has  long  been  in  use,  124.  Statutory  pro- 
visions, 124.  Must  be  for  a  demand  against 
defendant  personally,  125.  Demand  must 
arise  on  contract,  125.  Or  upon  a  judg- 
ment rendered  within  this  stale,  125 
Claim  for  tort  does  not  authorize  attach- 
ment, 125.  Provisions  of  non-imprisonment 
act,  125.  Affidavits  fok  A'rTACHMi;NT. 
See  Affidavits.  Application  fob  attach- 
MENT,  154.  Must  be  in  writing,  154. 
Contents  of  application,  ]  54,  155.  Should 
be  the  same  in  all  cases,  155.  Should  not 
state  the  grounds  for  the  attachment,  155. 
Application  may  be  made  by  agent, 
156.  Form  of  application,  156.  Draw- 
ing affidavits,  156.  Form  of  affidavit, 
156.  Bond  fob  attachment,  157.  Stat- 
utory provisions,  157,  158.  Who  to 
execute  bond,  158.  Form  of  bond,  158. 
Must  be  bond  in  all  cases,  159.  Cove- 
nant iviU  not  do  in  place  of  bond,  159. 
Deposit  of  money  not  mfficient,  160.  £Mid 
rrmst  describe  parties  correctly,  160.  Execu- 
tion of  the  bond,  160.  Bond  means  a  sealed 
instrument,  160.  Scrawl  is  not  a  seal,  160. 
What  a  seal  is,  160.  Bond  mnst  bo  signed, 
160.  Place  of  signing  bond,  161.  Signhig 
by  agent,  161.  Who  to  be  sureties,  161. 
Should  be  responsible  persons,  161.  Duty 
of  justice  as  to  approving  sureties,  161. 
Liabilities  of  sureties,  162.  Extends  to  all 
damages  and  costs,  Ac,  162.  Liable  for 
final  judgment  on  appeal,  162.  Pefnalty  of 
the  ionrf,  163.  Condition  of  the  bond,  163. 
Payable  to  defendant,  163.  To  pay  dam- 
ages and  costs,  163.  Bond,  when  to  be 
executed,  163.     Before  issuing  attachment, 

163.  Amerndmemt  of  bonds,  \6^.  Statutory 
provisions,  163,  164.  Consent  of  obligors  in 
bond,  164.     Containing  useless  conditions, 

164.  Action  upon  attachment  bond,  164. 
What  damages  defendant  may  recover,  164. 
Failure  of  plaintiff  to  appear  in  attachment 
action,  165.  Defenses  by  sureties  in  Uio 
bond,  165.    What  attachment  must  contain, 

165.  Form  of  attachment,  165.  Attach- 
ment need  not  recite  or  refer  to  statute,  166. 
Amending  attachment  on  return  day,  186. 
If  attachment  action  defeated  defendant 
entitled  to  property.    Short  attachment, 

166.  Time  of  return,  166.  Mnst  be  both 
affidavit  and  bond,  167.  Mnst  show  facts 
and  Diroumstances,  167  to  170.  Must  be 
proof  of  non -residence,  170.  Cannot  snp- 
ply  defects  afterwards,  170.  Form  of  affi- 
davit, 170.    Form  oi'  band,  171.     Slwrt 
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ATTACHMENT  —  conUmed. 
attachment,  against  wliom issued,  111.  Only 
attachment  allowed  against  non-resident, 
111.  Absconding  debtor,  171.  Non-resi- 
dent of  state,  ni.  Cannot  issue  against 
resident,  172.  Issuing  short  summons  o« 
return  day,  172.  Service  of  attachment, 
172.'  Executed  by  officer  or  deputed  per- 
son, 172.  When  to  serve  attachment,  172. 
Where  to  attach,  1 7  2.  Must  be  in  the  county 
where  issund,  172.  Cannotpursue  property 
out  of  county,  172.  May  if  he  has  previ- 
ous valid  levy.  172.  Levy  gives  constable 
a  lien,  172.  What  property  exempt,  173. 
Eow  to  attach,  173.  Must  take  goods 
and  chattels,  173.  May  take  enough  but 
no  more,  173.  Cannot  attach  books 
of  account,  promissory  notes,  &c.,  173. 
Must  not  take  property  of  stranger,  173. 
As  to  breaking  into  buildings,  173. 
Making  inventory,  173.  Form  of  inven- 
tory, 173.  Serving  copies  of  it,  173.  Cer- 
tificates on  attachment  and  on  inventory, 
forms  of,  174.  Copies,  where  left,  or  how 
served,  174.  When  to  be  served,  174. 
Officer  hable  for  attached  property,  174. 
Receipting  goods  taken,  174.  Defendant 
Tnay  take  possession  of  goods,  175.  Bond  to 
prevent  removal,  175.  Form  of  bond,  175. 
Penalty  and  condition  of  bond,  175.  Con- 
dition must  conform  to  statute,  175.  As- 
signing bond  after  breach,  175.  Bond  does 
not  destroy  lien  of  attachment,  176.  Lien 
may  be  lost  by  neglect,  176.  Lien  con- 
tinues until  execution  can  be  issued,  176. 
But  not  until  plaintiff  pleases,  176.  Ap- 
proval of  bond  by  constable,  176.  Claim 
of  property  by  third  person,  177.  Claim- 
ant must  give  bond,  177.  Penalty  must 
be  double  the  value  of  the  property  at- 
tached, 177.  Constable  not  to  deliver 
property  until  such  bond  is  given,  177. 
Constable  not  liable  to  action  until  such 
bond  is  given,  and  a  request  to  deliver 
property,  177.  Claimant  must  prove  him- 
self owner,  178.  A  mere  lien  not  enough, 
178.  In  action  on  bond,  jurisdiction  of  jus- 
tice need  not  be  shown,  178.  But  claim- 
ant may  show  want  of  jurisdiction,  178. 
Appeal  does  not  destroy  levy,  178. 
•Should  be  two  sureties,  178.  Approval 
by  constable  or  by  justice,  178.  Form  of 
bond  given  by  claimant,  179.  Must  be 
executed  to  plaintiff,  179.  Claimant  may 
prove  ownership  if  sued  on  bond,  179.  If 
he  fails  to  do  so,  sureties  liable,  179. 
Measure  of  damages,  179.  Return  to  ai- 
tachment,  180.  Should  state  time  of 
attaching,  180.  Should  show  manner,  180. 
-See  particulars  stated,  180.  Forms  of  re- 
turns, 181.  Should  show  property  to  be 
defendant's,  181.  Proceedings  on  return 
day  of  attachment,  182.  When  to  issue 
summons,  182.  When  not  to  issue  it,  182, 
183.  lieturns  to  sum-mmis,  182.  Return  to 
be  upon  original  attachment,  182.  Dehvery 
of  papers,  process,  &c.,  to  justice,  183. 
Return  pi-otects  justice,  183.  Attach- 
ment AGAINST  WITNESS,  555.    Proceedings 
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ATTACHMENT  —  continued. 

thereon,      555     to     562.       Attachment 
•  against  juror,  640,  641.     Attachment 

AGAINST  JUSTICE,  811  to  820.  ATTACH- 
MENT AFFIDAVIT.  See  Affidavit.  Attach- 
ment BOND.  See  Attachment. 

AUCTION :  Sales  on  execution. 

AWARD:  Complaint  on  OrJO.  Forma  of 
proceedings,  994  to  1001. 

BAIL:  See  Attachment  bond,  Warrant,  Re- 
plevin. 

BALANCE  STRUCK:  Complaint  in  actions 
for.  958. 

BKST  EVIDENCE:  See  Evidence. 

BILL  OP  PARTICULARS:  Either  party 
may  require  this,  320.  Demand  for  must 
be  at  joining  issue,  320.  Justice  may  fix 
other  time,  321.  Justice  should  require 
both  parties  to  exhibit  full  particulars,  321. 
Right  to  take  copies  of  items,  321.  When 
items  to  be  furnished,  321.  Penalty  for 
not  furnishing,  321.  Time  to  be  specified 
by  the  justice,  321.  If  items  not  shown 
as  required,  the  justice  may  exclude  evi- 
dence of  them,  322.  Items  should  be  fur- 
nished in  detail,  322.  Price,  dates  and 
amounts  should  be  given,  322.  Necd.not 
give  credits,  322.     Variance,  322. 

BILLS  OF  SALE:  Form  of,  1003.  Sales 
on  execution,  741,  742. 

BLANKS :  Process  to  be  filled  up,  41  to  43. 

BONDS:  See  Attachment,  Warrant,  Short 
summons.  Replevin,  Appeal.  Execution  of 
a  bond,  160.  Amendment  of  bonds,  163. 
Liability  of  sureties  in  attachment  bond, 
162.  Bond  for  short  summons,  83.  Bond 
for  civil  warrant,  105.  Bond  to  detain 
canal  boat,  1 09.  Bond  for  attachment,  158. 
Bond  to  prevent  removal  of  goods,  175. 
Bond  in  replevin,  198.  Bond  for  return  of 
property  to  defendant,  213.  Bond  on  claim 
of  third  person,  215.  Bond  on  answer  of 
title  to  lauds,  2.54.  Bond  for  adjournment, 
351,  352.  Bond  to  indemnify  constable, 
726.  Bond  given  by  justice  who  has  been 
attached  for  contempt  of  court,  817. 

CARRIER:  Measure  of  damages  in  actions 
against.  668  to  670. 

CERTIFICATE  OF  JUSTICE:  On  appeal 
undertaking,  790. 

CERTIORARI:  Superseded  by  appeal,  763, 
764. 

CHALLENGE:  Nature  and  object  of  chal- 
lenge, 598.  Manner  of  making  it,  598. 
Challenge  to  array,  what  is,  598.  Chal- 
lenge to  the  polls,  wliat  is,  599.  Peremp- 
tory challenge,  what  is,  599.  Principal 
challenge,  what  is,  699.  Challenge  to  tho 
favor,  wliat  is,  599.  Challenge  to  the  array, 
599.  May  be  either  a  principal  challenge 
or  one  to  the  favor,  599.  Nominating 
jurors,  599.  Constable  servant,  &c.,  of 
party,  599.  Constable  interested,  599. 
Action  pending  between  party  and  consta- 
ble, 599.  Relationship,  599.  Panel  made 
by  stranger,  599.  Partiality  in  constable 
is  ground  for  setting  aside  panel,  599.  So 
of  bias  or  ill  feeling,  599.  Challenge  to 
the  polls,  nature  of,  600.     Principai  chaX- 
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CHALLENGE  —  continued. 

lenges  to  Hie  polls,  600.  Juror  nol  qualified, 
600.  Person  iuto.^icated,  600.  Exemp- 
tion as  a  ground  of  clialienge,  600.  Juror 
a  tenant  of  party,  601.  Expressed  an 
opinion,  601.  Formed  an  opinion,  601. 
Challenge  to  the  polls  for  favoi;  601.  Jnror 
sliould  be  free  from  all  exceptions,  601. 
Intimate  friends  of  one  party,  601,  602. 
Enmity  with  one  party,  602.  Hypotlieti- 
cal  opinion  formed  by  jnror,  602.  Should 
be  entirnlj"-  indifferent,  602.  Time  of  mak- 
ing challenge,  602.  Not  \uitil  full  jury  ap- 
pears, 602.  Order  of  stating  grounds  of 
challenge,  602.  "What  is  a  waiver  of  some 
of  the  grounds,  602.'  Challenge  by  one 
party  does  not  prevent  challenge  by  the 
other,  602.  Order  of  making  challenges, 
602.  Challenge  to  array,  when  made,  603. 
Challenge  to  polls,  when  made,  603.  Too 
late  after  juror  is  sworn,  603.  "Which 
party  to  challenge  first,  603.  Cliallenges 
first  made  by  one  party  must  be  completed 
before  other  party  bound  to  begin,  603. 
Both  parties  entitled  to  full  challenges  to 
each  juror,  603.  Challenge  first  made  must 
be  first  tried,  603.  Challenge  must  show 
whether  to  be  favor  or  a  principal  chal- 
lenge, 603.  Question  to  be  tried  by  the 
triers,  604.  Errors  corrected  on  appeal, 
604.  Principal  challenge  to  be  tried  by 
the  justice,  604.  For7n  of  oath  to  witness, 
604.  Juror  may  be  called  as  a  witness, 
604.  May  be  examined  fully,  004.  Form 
of  oath  to  juror,  604.  Challenge  to  array 
for  favor  is  triable  by  triers,  604.  Finding 
of  the  triers,  604.  Form  of  oath  to  triers 
on  array  for  favor,  605.  Form  of  oatji  to 
triers  to  polls  for  favor,  605.  Mode  of 
forming  issue  for  trial  by  triers,  605.  Ap- 
pointment of  triers,  005.  Substitution  of 
jurors  for  triers  as  sworn,  605.  Overruling 
principal  challenge  ground  of  appeal,  605. 
Peremptory  challenges,  •  605,  606.  This 
clialienge  reserved  as  last  resort,  606. 
Effect  of  challenge  on  juror's  feelings,  606. 

CHARGE  TO  JURT:  Justice  not  bound 
to  charge  jury,  612.  May  do  so  if  he 
pleases,  612.  Erroneous  charge  ground 
of  appeal,  612.  Must  charge  fully  if  he 
charges  at  all,  612.  Importance  of  this 
duty,  and  benefits  to  parties  if  properly 
done,  612. 

CHARACTER:    See    Evidence,    Impeaching 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGE:  Complaint  on,  921. 

CLAIM  AND  DELIVERY:  See  Replevin. 

CLERK:  Certificate  of,  401,  404.  Search 
for  lost  papers,  405.  To  issue  executions, 
715,  111,  917.  To  enter  judgment  on 
offers,  869.  To  tax  costs,  916,  917.  Mak- 
ing up  calendar,  832. 

COMMENCEMENT  OP  ACTIONS:  Statu- 
tory provisions,  55.  Delivery  of  pro- 
cess to  constable  not  a  part  of  justice's 
duty.  55.  Time  of  such  delivery  a  matter 
of  proof,  56.  Entry  in  docket  of  time  of 
delivery,  56.  In  absence  of  proof,  action 
deemed  commenced  on  service  of  process, 


COMMEXCEMBNT-  OF  ACTIONS  —  coirfii. 
56.  Indorsement  of  sheriff  or  constable 
not  proof  of  time  of  receiving  process,  66. 
"When  important  to  know  when  process 
was  actually  delivered,  57.     In  justice's 

a  courts  action  is  commenced  at  time  of 
delivering  process  to  constable,  57,  53. 
Otherwise  in  courts  of  record,  57,  58. 
Action,  where  to  Be  commenced.  52  to 
64.  Of  actions  and  pbocess.  See  Pro- 
cess. 

COMMISSION  TO  TAKE  EVIDENCE: 
Intended  to  secure  evidence,  not  witliin 
power  of  subpoena,  563.  Must  show  wit- 
ness material  and  not  within  reach  of 
subpoena,  563.  To  whom  commission 
directed,  563.    Application  for,  when  made, 

563.  May  be  by  either  party,  503.  Notice 
must  be  given,  563.  Proof  of  service  of 
notice  must  be  made,  363.  How  long  ad- 
journment allowed,  563.  Names  of  wit- 
nesses inserted  in  commission,  563.  "When 
this  is  excused,  563,  564.  How  long  notice 
of  application  must  be  given,  564.  "When 
plaintiff  should  give  notice,  564.  Form  of 
notice  of  application,  564.  Appearance  at 
time  and  place  specified,  564.  Proof  of 
service  of  notice,  564,  565.     Form  of  proof, 

564.  Oath  of  service,  form  of,  565.  No- 
tice of  application  may  be  served  by  any 
one,  565.  Effect  of  not  proving  service  of 
notice,  565.     Objection,  when  to  be  taken, 

565.  Proof  of  materiality  of  evidence, 
and  of  absence  of  witness  beyond  reach 
of  subpoena,  565.     Proof,  by  wliom  made, 

565.  Need  not  swear  to  advice  of  coun- 
sel, 566.  Must  prove  witness  beyond 
subpoena,  566.  Need  not  state  what  wit- 
ness will  prove.  566.  Admitting  what 
witness  will  prove,  566.  If  suspicion  must 
state  what  witness  will  prove,  566.  Offer 
to  admit  wliat  witness  is  expected  to  prove, 

566.  Admission  must  be  that  such  facts 
are  true,  566.  Form  of  commission,  567. 
Form  of  interrogatwies  and  cross-interroga- 
tories 567,  568.  Assent  of  parties  to  inter- 
rogatories, 568.  Settlement  of  them  by  jus- 
tice, 568.  Commissioner's  summons  to 
witness,  568.  Commissioner's  suhpcena  to 
witness,  568.  Oath  to  be  administered  to  wit- 
ness, 568.  Caption  of  deposition,  569.  In- 
dorsement of  exhibit,  569.  Return  to 
commission.  569.  Presumption  as  to 
mailing  commission,  569.  Certificate  of 
mailing,  569.  Return  of  commission  by 
an  agent,   569.     Return  of  it  by  express, 

569.  Affidavit  of  agent,  form  of,  570. 
Nature  of  interrogatories  and  cross-inter- 
rogatories, 570.     Manner  of  framing  them, 

570.  Either  party  may  insert  any  ques- 
tion, 570.  May  put  general  interrogiitories, 
570.  Agreement  to  waive  objections  to 
questions,  570.  Presumed  waiver  of  objec- 
tions, 570.  Interrogatories  annexed  to 
commission,  571.  How  sent  to  commis- 
sioner, 571.  Provisions  of  statute  to  be  an- 
nexed, 571.  Oathto  witness  examined,  572 
Oath  presumed  regular,  572.  Commission- 
er may  employ  clerk  to  do  his  writing,  572. 
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COMMISSION  TO  TAKE  EVIDENCE  — 
continued. 
Examination  must  bo  reduced  to  writing, 
572.  Witness  must  subscribe  deposition, 
572.  Exliibits  must  be  annexed,  572. 
Certificate  as  to  exliibits,  572.  Mode  of 
returning  commission  must  be  directed  by 
justice,  572.  Direction,  liow  indorsed,  572". 
If  not  done  evidence  not  admissible,  572. 
Direction  may  be  in  body  of  commission, 
673.  But  must  be  signed  by  justice,  573. 
Neglect  of  commissioners  to  deposit  papers 
immediately,  573.  Omission  to  send  copy 
of  statute,  573.  Presumption  as  to  proper 
mailing,  573.  Mistake  in  caption  as  to 
commissioner's  name  no  harm,  573.  All 
interrogatories  must  be  answered,  573.  To 
whom  commission  is  to  be  returned,  573. 
Examining  a  party  on  commission,  574. 
Presumption  as  to  form  of  oath,  574.  If 
form  of  oath  returned,  and  irregular,  evi- 
dence inadmissible,  574.  Copy  of  original 
paper  may  be  made  and  annexed  to  com- 
mission, 574.  Return  upon  commission, 
574.     But  valid  upon  any  of  the  papers, 

574.  Commissioner  must  comply  strictly 
with  statute,  574.  Returning  commission 
for   purpose  of  correcting  mistakes,   574, 

575.  Leading  questions  in  commission, 
575.  Depositions  not  evidence  nutil  read, 
575.  Objections  tocompetencyof  witnesses 
must  be  made  when  deposition  offered  in  evi- 
dence, 575.  If  question  or  answer  improper, 
the  rule  is  the  same,  575.  Appearing  by 
counsel  at  examination,  575.  Witness 
must  answer  fully,  and  not  refer  to  former 
answers,  575.  Interpreter  may  be  em- 
ployed, 576.  Judicial  notice  taken  of 
commissioner's  signature,  576.  May  be  in 
full  or  abbreviated,  576.  Fastening  papers 
together,  576.  Deposition  not  suppressed 
because  some  of  the  answers  are  objection- 
able, 576.  Objection  must  be  confined  to 
objectionable  parts,  576.  Witness  must 
answer  orally,  and  is  not  allowed  to  read 
answers  drawn  by  counsel,  576.  Party 
not  bound  to  introduce  commission,  576. 
May  waive  commission  by  going  to  trial 
before  its  return,  576.  Party  need  not 
read  all  the  evidence  returned,  576.  Op- 
posite party  may  read  balance,  576.  Evi- 
dence of  a  party  taken  on  commission,  576. 
Answer  not  responsive  struck  out,  577. 

COMMITMENT  FOR  CONTEMPT:  See 
Contempt. 

COMMON  COUNTS:  Are  as  valuable  as 
under  old  system,  319.  Drawn  more  fully 
than  formerly-,  319.  When  special  contract 
is  a  ground  of  action,  and  common  counts 
sufficient,  320. 

COMPETENCY  OP  WITNESSES  :  Changes 
in  the  law  on  this  subject,  367.  It  is 
more  a  question  of  credit  than  of  com- 
petency, 367.  Idiots  and  lunatics  not 
sworn.  368.  Nor  intoxicated  persons,  368. 
Deaf  and  dumb  persons  presumed  incom- 
petent, but  may  be  shown  to  be  competent, 
368.  How  such  persons  are  examined,  368, 
Children  of  tender  age,  368.     Instructing 


COMPETENCY  OF  WITNESSES  —  conM. 
child,  369.  Persons  convicted  of  felony 
incompetent  until  pardoned,  369.  Petit 
larceny  not  a  felony,  369.  Pardon  restores 
competency  exempt  as  to  perjury,  369. 
Incompetency  must  be  proved  by  objecting 

•  party,  369.  A  witness  may  be  competent 
and  yet  not  credible,  which  is  left  to 
jury,  369.  Husband  and  wife  not  witnes- 
ses for  each  other,  3B9.  A  kept  witness  is 
competent,  370.  When  husband  and  wife 
competent,  370.  Attorney  competent  for 
his  cUent,  370.  Impropriety  of  being  fre- 
quent witness,  370.  Juror  competent  for 
either  party,  370.  Religious  belief  no 
ground  of  rejection,  370.  But  goes  to  credit, 
370.  Objections  to  competency  must  bo 
taken  before  witness  is  sworn,  370,  470. 
Statutes  relating  to  competency,  371.  Ob- 
'  jections  because  of  youth  ormsanity  should 
be  made  before  swearing  witness,  471.  So 
when  question  relates  to  competency,  471. 
Objection  as  to  interest  may  be  taken  when- 
ever that  fact  appears,  471.  Interest  goes 
to  credit  of  witness,  472.  Swearing  wit- 
ness on  voir  dire,  471.  Competency  a 
question  for  the  court,  not  for  tlie  jury,  471. 

COMPARISON  OF  HANDS:  Generally  not 
competent  evidence,  433,  434.  See  Hand- 
writing. 

COMPROMISE:  Offer  to  compromise  not 
legal  evidence  of  admission.  378.  Admit- 
ting particular  items  may  be  evidence  in 
some  oases,  378.  Letters  written  "with- 
out prejudice,"  378. 

COMPLAINT: -Formal  parts  of,  312.  Num- 
ier  of  parties,  312.  Complaint  must  agree 
with  process  as  to  number  of  parties,  312. 
Names  of  parties,  312.  Mu.st  all  be  stated 
in  complaint,  312.  Names  must  be  stated 
in    full,    313.     Fietiiious   names   changed, 

313.  Character  or  right  in  which  action  is 
brought,  313.  Actions  in  j'epresentative 
capacity,  313.  Assignee  for  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, 313.  Complaint  should  show  him  as- 
signee, 313.  Action  by  administrator  or 
executor,   313.     By  infant  and  next  friend, 

314.  By  receivers, 'Hi.  By  public  officers, 
314.  General  rules  op  pleading,  314. 
Complaint  must  show  cause  of  action,  314. 
That  plaintiff  is  tlie  proper  party  to  sue, 

314.  Ccraplaint  must  agree  with  character 
in  which  plaintiff  sues,  314.  Cause  of  ac- 
tion stated  in  the  process,  314.  Complaint 
need  not  agree  with  cause  of  action  stated 
in  process,  314.  Within  jurisdiction,  314. 
Must  show  cause  within  jurisdiction,  314. 
Complaint  on  contract,  315.  Cause  of  ac- 
tion local,  315.     Cause  of  action  transitory, 

315.  Complaint  need  not  be  dated,  315. 
Nor  show  action  complete  when  com- 
menced, 315.  Complaint,  when  to  be  special, 
315.  Action  for  breach  of  executory  agree- 
ment, 315.  Damages  for  breacli  of  agree- 
ment, 315.  Inducement,  316.  Plaintiff's 
interest  in  subject  matter  of  the  adion,  316. 
Consideration,  316.  Must  show  considera- 
tion for  promise  sued  on,  316.  Consider; 
ation  of  written  instruments,  316.    Fromise 
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COMPLAKIT  —  continued. 
by  defendant,  317.  Express  promise  to  be 
alleged  as  made,  317.  Implied  promise 
arises  on  tlie  facts  alleged,  and  promise 
need  not  be  alleged,  317.  Contract  or  pro- 
mise to  be  stated  truly,  317.  Profert,  317. 
Need  not  make  profert  of  papers,  Ac,  317. 
Averments  of  performance  by  plaintiff,  317. 
Plaintiff  must  show  performance  of  condi- 
tions precedent,  317.  Must  state  facts 
showing  performance,  318.  Not  sufficient 
merely  to  allege  performance,  318.  Request, 
notice,  demand,  die.,  318.  These  must  be 
alleged  when  necessary,  318.  Breach  of 
the  agreement,  Ssc,  318.  Must  show  breach 
by  defendant,  318.  Action  on  special 
agreement  facts  of  breach  must  be  stated 
fully,  318.  When  general  allegation  suffi- 
cient, 318.  Damages,  318.  Complaint 
must  allege  damages,  319.  Conclusion  of 
complaint,  319.  Should  show  what  judg- 
ment is  demanded,  319.  Must  be  within 
jurisdiction,  319.  Several  counts, 'i\9.  Not 
allowed  unless  there  are  separate  causes 
of  action,  319.  Must  be  stated  separately, 
319.  Form  of  commencing  each  count, 
319.  Common  counts,  319.  Are  in  com- 
mon use,  319.  What  may  be  recov- 
ered under,  319,  320.  Bill  of  particu- 
lars, 320.  See  Bill  of  particulars.  Com- 
plaints IN  ACTIONS  FOR  TORTS,  322. 
General  rules  applicable,  322.  Plaintiff's 
interest  is  the  thing  injured,  323.  Com- 
plaint must  show  plaintiff's  interest,  323. 
Special  interest  in  property,  323.  Motives, 
intent  or  negligence  of  defendant,  323.  Ac- 
tion lies  for  trespass,  although  no  bad 
motive  on  part  of  defendant,  323.  Bad 
intent  sometimes  the  gist  of  action,  324. 
Bad  motives  may  increase  damages,  324. 
Infants  liable  for  torts,  324.  Statement  of 
wrongful  acts  of  defendant,  324.  Complaint 
must  set  forth  the  facts,  324.  For  negli- 
gence, must  state  the  facts,  324.  For 
fraud,  tlio  facts  must  be  alleged,  325.  So 
for  false  and  fraudulent  representations, 
325.  Injuries  to  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty, 325.  Trespass  by  agents  of  corpo- 
rations, 325.  Time  and  place,  325.  Scien- 
ter, 325.  Knowledge,  when  essential  to 
cause  of  action,  325.  Injuries  by  animals, 
knowledge  important,  326.  Sheep,  killed 
by  dogs,  knowledge  not  essential,  326. 
Nor  when  animals  do  injuries  when  tres- 
passing, 326.  Knov/ledge  essential  in 
actions  for  frauds,  32G.  Demand,  326. 
Not  necessary  if  taking  or  conversion 
wrongful,  326.  Otherwise  if  possession 
lawful,  326.  Demand  sometimes  indis- 
pensable, 326.  Penalties,  327.  Complaint 
in  actions  for,  327.  Statutory  form  of 
pleading  sufficient,  327.  Need  not  refer 
to  statute,  327.  Public  statutes  need  not 
be  recited,  327.  Assignment  of  demand  or 
right  of  action,  321 .  Damages,  321.  Conclu- 
sion, 327.    See  Pleadings,  Parties  to  actions. 

CONFESSIONS:  See  Admissions. 

CONFESSION  OF  JUDGMENT:  See  Judg-. 
ment. 


CONFIDENTIAL  COMinJNICATIOirt!- 
How  far  protected  by  the  courts,  511,  512. 
May  relate  to  actions  or  to  other  matters, 

512.  Privilege  is  that  ot  the  client,  513. 
Client  may  waive  privilege,  513.  One  of 
several  cannot  waive  rights  of  other  par- 
ties, 513,  514.     Extends  to  all  future  time, 

513.  Does  not  protect  criminal  matters, 
513.  Made  in  presence  of  third  person 
is  not  protected  as  to  him,  513.  Ministers 
or  priests  cannot  disclose,  514.  Physicians 
and  surgeons,  same  rule,  514.  But  may 
disclose  abortion  cases,  514.  Where  re- 
lation of  counsel  ceases,  514. 

CONSANGUINITY:  What  it  is,  24.  Dis- 
qualifies  justice  from  acting,  25  to  27. 
Disqualifies  juror,  599.  See  Jurisdiction, 
Affinity,  Juror. 

CONSENT:  How  far  it  confers  jurisdiction, 
16  to  19.     See  Waiver. 

CONSTABLE:  Execution  of  process,  48. 
When  protected  in  executing  process,  49. 
Bound  to  execute  it,  49,  50.  Cannot  take 
reward,  50.  Serviceof  summons,  65  to  75. 
See  Summons,  Service.  Service  of  warrant, 
111  to  120.  See  Warrant.  Service  of 
attachment,  172  to  182.  See  Attachment. 
Service  of  replevin  process,  202  to  216. 
See  Replevin.  Service  of  attachment  for 
contempt,  558.  Service  of  attachment  on 
juror,  643.  Service  of  warrant  for  a  con- 
tempt, 645.  Service  of  execution,  719  to 
756. 

CONSTRUCTION:  Of  pleadings,  311.  Of 
justice's  return,  800.  Intendments  of  ap- 
pellate court,  907. 

CONTEMPT :  Power  of  punishing  contempts 
of  court,  642,  643.  Party  entitled  to  be 
Iieard,  643.  Warrant  of  arrest,  643. 
Executed  by  constable,  643.  Proceedings 
on  hearing,  643.  Conviction  of  ofi'ender, 
644.  Record  of  conviction,  644.  Manner 
of  drawing  record,  644.  Warrant  of  com- 
mitment, 645.  Justice  not  liable  to  civil 
action,  645.  Proceedings  must  be  regular 
on  their  face,  645.  If  jurisdiction,  record 
conclusive,  645.  Conviction  may  be  re- 
versed if  erroneous,  645.  Refusal  to  pro- 
duce paper,  when  not  a  contempt,  645. 

CONTRACT:  Complaints  on.  315,  925  to  960. 

CONYICTION;  Of  a  defaulting  juror,  640  to 
642.  For  a  contempt  of  court,  644.  Of  a 
witness  for  not  testifying,  646. 

COPIES:  Service  of  summons  by,  68,  69,  71. 
Of  attachments,  174.  Of  replevin  process, 
205,  206.  Of  notice  to  produce  papers, 
406.    Of  notice  of  appeal,  787.    See  Ap- 


CORPORATION:  Service  of  process  on,  69 
to  74.  Suing  by  short  summons,  79,  80. 
Attachments  against,  134.  Appearance  by, 
in  actions,  223.  Actions  by,  272,  283. 
Actions  against,  279,  285. 

COSTS:  Right  to,  given  by  statute,  707. 
When  plaintiff  entitled  to,  707.  When  de- 
fendant entitled  to,  707.  Amount  of  costs, 
707.  When  no  costs  taxable,  707,  708. 
Costs  not  affected  by  amount  of  recovery, 
•108.    But  must  be  verdict  for  some  amount, 
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COSTS  — continued. 

708.  What  costs  taxable  in  the  judgment, 
108.  Costs  taxable  for  the  prevailing 
party,  708.  Judgment  not  reversed  for 
error  in  taxing  costs,  708.  When  costs 
may  exceed  $5.00,  709.  Taxing  costs  where 
decision  in  favor  of,  or  against  one  of  sev- 
eral parties,  709.  Costs  not  taxed  on  de- 
murrer,   709.     For   allowing  amendment, 

709.  Proof  of  right  to  tax  costs  claimed, 
709,  710.  Taxing  costs  a  judicial  act,  710. 
Double  and  treble  costs,  710.  Action  against. 
overseer  of  highways,  711.  Not  allowed 
to  plaintiffs,  but  defendants,  711.  What 
are  double  or  treble  costs,  711.  Party  may 
waive  them,  7 1 2.  Proof  that  party  is  pub- 
lic officer,  712.,  Prospective  costs,  when 
taxable,  712.  Bill  of  costs  and  fees, 
712  to  714.     Notice  of  taxation,  916,  917. 

COUNTERCLAIM:  See  Set-of. 

COUNTY  COURTS :  May  grant  leave  to  issue 
executions,  718.     See  Appeal. 

COUNTY  JUDGUS:  See  Appeal. 

COURTS:  See  Jurisdiction,  Process,  Trial, 
Eeidence,  Judgment,  Execution,  Appeal,  &c. 

COVENANT :  WUl  not  answer  in  place  of 
bond,  159. 

CREDIT :  See  Evidence,  Impeaehing  witnesses. 

CRIMINATING  ANSWERS:  See  Evidence. 

CHOPS:  Sale  of,  on  execution,  729.  When 
not  liable  on,  729. 

CROSS-EXiiMINATION:  See  Evidence. 

CUSTOM :  Cannot  control  written  contracts, 
464.  If  known  may  affect  some  contracts, 
462.  May  be  resorted  to  to  explain  the 
meaning  of  commercial  instrument,  459. 
Parties  contracting  are  presumed  to  know, 
389. 

DAMAGES:  Definition  of  the  term,  648. 
Ought  to  be  commensurate  with  the 
injury,  648.  Must  be  result  of  injury  com- 
plained of,  648.  W^hat  are  general  dam- 
ages, 648.  Presumed  to  follow  violation  of 
right  or  duty  implied  by  law,  648.  Special 
damages,  what  are,  648.  Law  generally 
gives  remedy  to  injured  party  by  way  of 
damages,  648,  649.  Measure  of  damages 
a  matter  of  law,  649.  Compensation  not 
always  equal  to  injury,  649.  Nominal 
damages,  649,  650.  What  such  damages 
are,  650.  Given  in  nearly  every  case 
where  larger  damages  not  recoverable,  650. 
Value  in  establishing  a  right,  650.  Plain- 
tiff entitled  to  nominal  damages  cannot  be 
nonsuited,  650.  Eemole  and  consequential 
damages,  651.     What  such  damages  are, 

651.  Selling  poisonous  medicines,  651. 
Damages  resulting  from  defective  engines, 
or  machinery,  651.  Must  be  such  as  parties 
contemplated,  652,  656.  Landlord  and 
tenant,  652.  Breach  of  implied  warranty 
of  title,  652.    Damages  resulting  from  torts, 

652.  From  negligent  acts,  662.  Actions 
for  breach  of  contracts,  653.  Substantial 
damages,  653.  Plaintiff  must  show  dam- 
ages, 653.  Contract  furnishes  the  measure 
of  damages,  653.  Damages  limited  to 
consequences  of.  breach  of  contract,  653. 
"WJiou   full,  damages,  not    aJlosired,,  653. 


DAMAGES  —  continued.. 
Limited,  to  actual   loss,.   654.      Extreme 
cases,    654.      Actions   by  assignees,    654. 
By  party  having  special  or  limited  interest, 

654.  Damages  for  things  prior  to  contract 
not  recoverable,  654.  Leaving  lodgings 
and  board  before  time  expires,  actual 
damages  the  rule,  655.  Dissolving  part- 
nership wrongfully,  655.  Breach  of  con- 
tinuing covenants,  655.  To  keep  gate  in 
repau-,  655.     To  furnish  food,  clotiiing,  &c., 

655.  Assigning  pretended  judgment,  656. 
Telegraph,  delayin.a;  message,  656.  Pay- 
ment to  be  made  as  work  progresses,  and 
employer  refuses  to  go  on  witli  work,  656. 
Estimated  prices  under  special  contract,  656. 
Work  to  be  done  according  to  specified 
plan,  and  variations  by  consent,  657.  Dis- 
charging employee,  657.  Employee  leav- 
ing service,  657.  Bxoise  for  non-perform- 
ance, 657.  Contract  void  by  statute  of 
frauds,  657.  Sei'vices  to  be  paid  for  in 
land,  658.  Actions  on  bills  and  notes,  658. 
Interest  the  measure  of  damages,  658. 
Notes  payable  in  chattels,  658.  Neglect  to 
pay  in  chattels  makes  it  a  cash  debt  with 
interest  from  default,  658.  Market  price 
of  goods  immaterial,  659.  Interest  as  dam- 
ages in  actions  on  contract,  659.  Interest 
given  by  law,  not  discretionary,  659.  In- 
terest upon  judgments,  659.  Sales  of  per- 
sonal property/,  659.  Refusal  to  deliver  or 
to  receive,  659.  Vendor  fails  to  deliver 
goods,  660.  Damages  the  difference  be- 
tween market  value  and  the  agreed  price, 
660.  Rule  when  price  is  paid  in  advance, 
660.  Where  price  not  paid  in  advance,  660. 
In  executory  contracts  to  sell  goods,  and 
refusal  to  deliver,  660.  Interest  as  dam- 
ages, 661.  Market  value  the  test,  661. 
Price  at  place  of  delivery  controls,  661. 
Delivery  of  part  of  the  articles,  661.  Dam-' 
age  to  goods  before  delivery,  661.  Refusal 
to  accept  goods,  662.  Measure  of  damages 
in  such  case,  662.  Article  manufactured 
to  order,  662.  Delivery  of  part,  and  refusal 
to  accept  balance,  662.  Market  price  for 
what  is  delivered,  if  residue  not  accepted 
by  purchaser,  662.  Difference  between 
contract  and  market  pfice,  662.  Refusal 
to  give  bill  or  note  for  goods  purchased  on 
credit,  price  due  at  once,  662.  Notice  that 
goods  ordered  to  be  made  will  not  be 
accepted,  662.  Notice  by  either  party  of 
recusal  to  perform,  dispenses  with  allega- 
tion of  performance,  663.  Damages  where 
a  part  of  goods  delivered,  but  balance  sold 
to  another  person,  663.  Warranties  as  to 
qualiiy  or  quantity,  663.  No  imphed  war- 
ranty of  quality,  663.  Vendee  may  recover 
damages  for  breach,  and  still  retain  goods, 

663.  Warranty  of  soundness,  the  damages 
are  the  difference  between  article  as  repre- 
sented and  as  it  is,  663,  664.  Damages  on 
sales  by  sample,  664.     Warranty  of  tiUe, 

664.  Breach  of  implied  warranty  of  title 
to  horse,  665.  Sale  of  forfeited  pledge,  665. 
Expenses  of  litigation  on  warranty  on 
resale  665.    Not  recoverable,  if  plaintiff 
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DAMAGES  —  continued. 
negligent  on  resale,  666.  Pay  for  keeping 
horse  by  vendee,  C66.  Principal  and  surety, 
666.  Principal  and  agent.  666.  Landlord 
and  tenant,  666.  Landlord's  refusal  to  give 
tenant  possession,  667.  Tenant  cannot 
recover  profits,  667.  Nor  injury  from  pack- 
ing goods,  667.  Nor  interest  on  value  of 
stock  of  goods,  667.  Damages  on  the  differ- 
ence between  price  agreed  and  the  yearly 
value  of  the  premises,  667.  Trespass  by 
landlord,  667.  Carrier  not  delivering  goods, 
668.  Carrier  not  delivering  goods  in  time, 
668.  Special  agreement  to  deliver  on  a  par- 
ticular day,  669.  Ordinary  damages  for  non- 
delivery, 669.  Agent  not  presenting  bill  of 
exchange,  669.  Against  factor  for  not  re- 
mitting price,  670.  Factor  selling  contrary 
to  instructions,  670.  Articles  not  having 
any  marked  value,  670.  Innkeeper  for  loss 
of  goods,  670.  Liquidated  damages,  670. 
General  rules  relating  to,  670,671.     Cove- 

,  nants  as  to  secrets  of  trade,  671.  Dissolu- 
tion of  partnership,  671.  Not  to  practice 
a  profession,  671.  Difficulty  in  ascertain- 
ing actual  damages  generally  considered 
liquidated,  672.  Damages  uncertain  in 
nature,  672.    Damages  for  any  single  act, 

672.  If  agreement  clear,  damages  liqui- 
dated, 672.    Sales  of  land  or  other  property, 

673.  674.  Sale  of  personal  property,  674. 
Extension  of  time  of  performance,  674. 
Limiting  right  as  to  amount  of  recovery, 

674.  Cases  considered  as  a  penalty,  674. 
Using  word  "forfeit,"  &c.,  674,. 665.  Pay- 
ment of  a   larger  sum  to  secure  smaller, 

675.  Damages  in  actions  for  torts,  675. 
General  principles  relating  to,  676.  Mea- 
sure ,  of  damages  a  matter  of  law,  675. 
Motives  do  not  affect  right  of  action,  675. 
ZVonw,  676.  Value  of  property  generally 
the  rule,  676.  When  greater  sum  may  be 
given,  676.  Time  when  value  is  to  be 
fixed,  676.  When  the  highest  price  before 
trial,  676.  Property  enhanced  in  value  by 
wrongdoer,  676.  Logs  made  into  lumber, 
&e.,  676.  Changing  article  into  different 
species,  677.  Willful  trespass  cannot 
change  title,  677.      Interest  as   damages, 

677.  Interest  a  matter  of  right,  677. 
Market  value,  not  purchase  price,  the  rule, 

678.  Wrongful  sale  of  pledge,  678.  Re- 
taoving  property  levied  on,  678.  Party 
having  a  lien  or  special  interest,  678. 
Mortgagee  against  mortgagor  of  chattels, 
678.  Conversion  of  a  promissory  note, 
678,  679.  Return  of  property  in  mitiga- 
tion. 679.  Conversion  of  stock,  679.  Con- 
version by  vender  of  goods  sold,  679. 
Replevin,  679.  Both  parties  may  claim 
damages,  679.  Amount  of  plaintift''s 
damages,  679,  680.  Amount  of  defend- 
ant's damages,  680.  E.templary  and  vin- 
dictive damages,  680.  Indemnity  the  rule, 
680.  When  more  than  this  is  recoverable, 
680,  681.  Highest  market  price  not  always 
the  rule,  681 .  Market  value  sometimes  not 
the  rule,  681.  Mitigation  in  replevin,  681. 
Trespass  upon  real  estate,    681.     Nominal 


DAMAGES  —  continued. 
damages  always  to  be  given,  681.    Exem- 
plary damages  for  malicious  trespass,  6S2. 
For  insiflting  conduct,  682,  683.     Aggra- 
vated assault  and  battery,  683.     Poisoning 
poultry,  683.     Vindictive  damages  limited 
to  willful  injuries,   683.    Trespass  under 
honest  mistake  limited  to  compensation, 
683.  Smart  money,  when  allowed,  683,  684. 
Nuisance,  684.     Negligence,  684.     Limited 
to  reasonable  compensation,  684.    Collision 
of  vessels  and  loss  of  trips,  684.    Burning 
trees,  grass,  &c.,  684.     Trespass  to  personal 
property,  684.     Willful  killing  of  a  horse, 
68S.     Willful  breaking  of  a  wagon,   &o., 
685.     Abuse  of  legal  process,  685.     Sale 
under  illegal  process,  685.    Tresjiass  by 
taking  promissory  note,  685.   Market  value, 
when  the  rule,  686.    Auction  price  as  evi- 
dence of  value,  686.     Actions  against  sher- 
iffs or  constables,  686.     For  an  escape,  686. 
For  neglecting  to  levy,  686.     Assessment 
OF  DAMAGES,  687.     Time  of  assessing  dam- 
ages,  687.     Damages  must  accrue  before 
action,  687.     Exceptions  to  this  rule;  687. 
Trespass  and  nuisance,  rule  in  actions,  687. 
Amount  of  damages,  687.     Must  be  such 
as  law  allows,  687.     Must  not  be  less  than 
that  sum,   687.     When  judgment  not  re- 
versed, if  no  damages  allowed,   687.     In- 
terest as  damages,  687.     Double  and  treble 
damages,  688.     Jury  mny  double  and  treble 
damages,   688.     Or  may  give  single  dam- 
ages and   court  will   increase  them,   688. 
Several  defendants,    688.      Cannot    assess 
different    amounts,    688.      Several    cattle 
doing  damage,  688.     Damage  done  at  dif- 
ferent times,  688.     Remitting  damages,  688. 
DATE:    Paper  presumed  executed  at,   388. 

Time  of  execution  question  of  fact,  629. 
DEATH:    When   presumed,    388.     Of  wit- 
ness, 485.     Entries  by  deceased  persons, 
393.     Evidence  of  deceased  witness,  395. 
Of  subscribing  witness,  430.     Of  plaintiff 
or  defendant  in  execution,  718. 
DECEIT :  In  service  of  process,  51. 
DECLARATIONS:  See  Admissions. 
DEEDS :  May  be  given  in  evidence  in  some 

cases,  34,  35. 
DEFAULT:  In  not  appearing,  217  to  222. 
Judgment  by,  cannot  be  taken  in  justice's 
courts,   690.     Rehef  from,   by  taking  ap- 
peal, 837  to  852.     On  appeal,  arguments, 
883. 
DEFENSES:   Must  be  pleaded  to  be  avail- 
able, 309.     Mode  of  setting  them  np  in  the 
answer,  327  to  329. 
DEL  AY :  When  officer  liable  for,  117.    Tele- 
graph message  of,  656.     See  Vigilance-. 
DELIVERY    OF    PROCESS,    &c.:    Action 
commenced  by,  55.     No  part  of  justice's 
duty,  55.      Indorsement  of,  by  officer  not 
evidence,  56.     Effect  of  delivery,  57,   58. 
DEMAND :  Before  bringing  action,  2.    Before 
commencing  replevin  action,    186.      Of  a 
trial  bv  jury,  589,  596. 
DEMURRER:  TVte* ii is,  262,  330.    Raises 
an  issue  of  law,  262.    Objections  to  plead- 
ings must  be  by  demurrer,  330.    Defects 
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DEMURUKR  —  continued. 

waived  if  not  objected  to  by,  330.  Admits 
material  allegations,  263,  330.  Judg- 
ment given  on  the  vifhole  record,  330. 
Each  pleading  stands  by  itself,  331.  In 
what  cases  interposed,  331.  When  not  suffi- 
ciently explicit,  331.  By  one  of  several 
defendants,  331.  For  misjoinder  of  defend- 
ants, 332.  Or  misjoinder  or  non-joinder  of 
parties,  293.  To  answer,  332.  To  part 
of  a  single  defense,  332.  To  answer, 
amended  on  the  trial,  332.  When  to  be 
interposed,  332.  To  separate  cause  of 
action  or  ground  of  defense,  332.  Judg- 
ment on  demurrer,  311,  332.  Must  be 
according  to  law,  311.  Should  be  reason- 
able, 311.  Given  at  joining  of  issiie,  332. 
Issues  of  law  to  be  first  tried,  333. 
Amendment  must  be  ordered  instead  of 
final  judgment,  333.  Justice  cannot  decide 
what  amendment  shall  be  made,  333. 
General  demurrer  reaches  every  defect, 
333.  Waived  by  joining  issue  of  fact,  333. 
Appeal  from  judgment  on,  334. 

DENIAL :  See  Answer.  A¥hat  may  be 
proved  under,  see  Vol.  I.  879  to  884.  Of 
charges  or  assertions  made  by  others,  379, 
380.  General  denial,  what  may  be  proved 
under,  309.  What  cannot  be  proved 
under  it,  309. 

■DEPARTING :  Prom  county  or  residence, 
aground  for  an  attachment,  124,  145. 

DEPUTY:  Constable  cannot  make,  48. 
Justice  may  depute  person,  48.  Summons 
served  by  deputed  person,  65.  So  war- 
rant may  be.  111.  So  of  an  attachment, 
172. 

DISCHARGING  DEFENDANTS:  Maybe 
done  in  actions  for  torts,  696,  697. 

DISCHARGE  OP  JURY:  See  Jury.  In 
case  of  disagreement,  623. 

DISCONTINUANCE:  By  failure  of  jns- 
tice  to  appear,  217.  By  failure  of  plain- 
tiff to  appear,  219.  By  irregular  adjourn- 
ment of  cause,  358.  By  withdrawing 
action,  578,  692.  By  failing  to  appear  and 
hear  verdict,  624.  Judgment  of,  when 
rendered,  694. 

DISCRETION : 

DOCKET:  How  proved  in  evidence,  401. 
Statute  must  be  complied  with,  401.  Pro- 
ducing and  proving  docket,  402.  Death 
or  absence  of  justice,  402.  Conclusive 
evidence,  402.  What  facts  to  be  entered 
in,  402.  Parol  evidence  to  contradict,  403. 
Transcript  of,  403.  Certificate  of  justice 
to  transcript,  403.  Certificate  of  county 
clerk,  404.  Form  of  justice^ s  docket,  699. 
Justice  no  power  to  alter  judgment  in,  702. 

DOCKETING  JUDGMENT:  Transcript 
docketed  in  county  clerk's  office,  706. 
Transcript  need  not  show  jurisdiction  of 
justice,  706.  Becomes  judgment  of  county 
court,  706.  Setting  aside  docketed  judg- 
ments, 707. 

DOMICIL :     Every  person  has  one,  62. 

PEUNKENNKSS:  Answer  of,  974.  Drunk- 
en witness  will  not  be  sworn,  368.  Drunken 
juror  set  aside,  600. 


DURESS :     Answer  of,  982,  983. 

ELECTION  OF  ACTIONS :  When  tort  pre- 
ferable to  contract,  291.  When  replevin 
preferable  to  trover,  291.  Replevin  to  st- 
cnre  exempt  property,  291. 

ENTITLING  PAPERS:  Not  to  entitio 
attachment  affidavits,  128.  What  the  title 
of  an  action  is,  129.  Replevin  affidavits 
not  to  be  entitled,  189.  Entitling  com- 
plaint, 312,  925. 

ENTRY:  Of  judgment,  694. 

ERROR.   See  Appeal. 

ERASURES:     See  Alteration  of  instruments. 

ESCAPE:  Complaint  for,,  967.  Rearrest  on 
warrant,  120. 

ESTOPPEL:     Answer  of,  984. 

EVIDENCE :  General  preliminary  view,  361 
to  364.  Definition  of  terms,  365,  366. 
What  evidence  is,  301.  Not  permitted 
to  prove  everything  desired,  361.  Ad- 
missibility decided  by  justice,  361.  Trial 
of  cases  by  jury,  361,  362.  General 
principles  of  evidence,  362.  Paith  in 
human  veracity,  363,  365.  Excluding 
principles  or  rules,  364.  Direct  and  indi- 
rect evidence,  365.  Competent  and  incom- 
petent, 365.  Credible,  relevant,  cumula- 
tive, conclusive  and  satisfactory  evidence, 

366.  Matters  judicially  noticed,  303, 
304,  366,  367.  Of  general  statutes,  366. 
Common  law  rules,  366.  Territorial  extent 
of  jurisdiction,  366.  Divisions  into  states, 
counties,  towns,  &c.,  366.     Public  officers, 

367.  Navigable  rivers,  367.  Not  of 
foreign  laws,  307.  Nor  those  of  other 
states,  367.  Meaning  of  English  words, 
367.  Competency  OF  WITNESSES.  See  Com- 
petency of  vjitnesses.  Admissions.  See  Ad- 
missions.   Estoppel,  386.    Pkesumptioxs, 

386.  Definition  of  term,  386.  Of  fact  for 
jury,  386.  Of  law  for  court,  386.  Test 
whether  presumption  of  law  or  of  fact,  387. 
Sanity  presumed,  387.  Motives  presumed 
good,  387.     Consequences  of  acts  intended, 

387.  Not  presumed  a  wrongdoer,  387. 
Officer  presumed  to  have  discharged  his 
duties,  387.  Giving  note,  presumed  that 
nothing  was  due  to  the  debtor  from  payee, 

387.  Presumption  may  be  rebutted,  387. 
Money  received  presumed  to  be  due,  387. 
Answers  to  letters  presumed  to  be  from 
person  addressed,  387,  Paper  presumed 
executed  at  date  of  it,  388,  As  to  hand- 
writing of  indorser,  388,  Possession  of 
unmutllated  railroad  ticket,  388.  Receipt 
evidence  of  payment  of  previous  rent,  388. 
Laws  of  other  states  presumed  to  be  like 
our  common  law,  388.  What  conclusive  as 
presumptions,  388.     What  not  conclusive, 

388.  When  death  presumed  rather  than 
that  a  crime  has  been  committed,  388. 
When  no  such  presnmption  arises,  389. 
Continuance  of  partnership  presumed,  389. 
Presumed  to  contract  with  reference  to 
known  customs,  389.  Hearsay,  389. 
What  it  is,  389.     Hearsay  is  not  evidence, 

389.  Reasons  for  its  rejection,  390.  Ex- 
ceptions to  the  general  rule,  390.  Acts 
or  declarations,  as   evidence  of   feelings 
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at  a  particular  time,  390.  Action  for 
enticing  wife,  wife's  declarations,  390. 
Person  afflicted  with  bodily  pain,  390. 
Declarations  as  res  gestce,  390,  391.  Rule 
relating  to  such  acts  or  declarations,  391. 
Officer's  return  conclusive  against  himself, 

391.  Also  evidence  iu  his  own  favor,  391. 
Hearsay  excluded  even  though  stated  on 
oath,  391.  Hearsay  admissible  in  some 
cases,  391.  In  matters  of  public  or  gen- 
eral interest,  391.  Reputation  that  one 
holds  a  particular  office,  391,  392.  Such 
as  sheriff,  constable,  collector,  trustee  of 
school  district,  &e.,  392.  When  not  re- 
ceivable as  to  private  officer,  392.  Hear- 
say is  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree, 

392.  Entries  in  family  bible  or  register, 

393.  Declarations  of  deceased  parents, 
393.  Entries  in  physician's  books  as  to 
birth,  393.  Ancient  possession,  393. 
Dying  declarations  not, admissible  in  civil 
actions,  393.  Declarations  against  inter- 
est by  persons  since  deceased  admissible, 

393.  Not  so  as  to  living  persons,  394. 
Enines  in  the  course  of  office  or  business, 

394.  Protest  of  a  notary,  394.  Memo- 
randum of  cashier,  394.  But  such  third 
person  must  be  dead,  or  entries  not  evi- 
dence, 394.  Entry  must  have  been  in  the 
usual  course  of  business  to  be  evidence, 

395.  Must-  have  been  cotemporaneous 
with  the  event .  recorded,  395.  Indorse- 
ments to  save  statute  of  limitations, .  395. 
Evidence  of  a  deceased  witness,  395.  Evi- 
dence given,  how  proved,  395.  By  any 
one  who  heard  it,  395.  Minutes,  when 
evidence,  396.  Need  not  prove  precise 
words  used,  396.  Must  show  that  former 
witness .  is  dead,  396.  Best  evidence, 
397.  Rule  requiring  the  best  evidence. 
397.  Presumption  of  fraud  if  best  evi 
dence  is  withheld,  397.  Rule  relates  to 
quality  not  quantity  of  evidence,  397. 
Cases  in  which  secondary  evidence  is  ex- 
cluded, 398.  Oral  evidence  cannot  be 
substituted  for  instrument  required  by  law 
to  be  in  writing,  398.  May  prove  contents 
of  lost  instrument,  398.  Admissions  of 
party  will  not  supply  the  place  of  ai-ecord, 
or  of  an  instrument  required  by  law  to  be 
in  writing,  398.  Oral  evidence  to  prove 
direction  on  warrant,  398.  Oral  evidence 
cannot  be  substituted  for  written  evidence 
of  a  contract  put  in  writing  by  the  par- 
ties, 398.  Bill  of  sale  cannot  be  proved 
by  parol,  399.  So  of  a  lease,  399.  A 
copy  of  a  copy  not  evidence,  399.  Writ- 
ten part  of  a  printed  contract  prevails 
over  printed  part,  399.  Sufficiency  of 
proof  may  be  objected  to  even  if  parol 
proof  is  received,  399.  So  the  evidence 
may  be  struck  out.  400.  Oral  evidence 
cannot  be  substituted  for  any  writing 
whose  existence  is  disputed,  400.  Can- 
not call  for  contents  of  a  letter  without 
first  producingthe  letter,  400.  Exceptions 
to  rule  requiring  best  evidenGe,  400.  May 
grove  records  by  examined  copy,  400.    Ap- 


EVIDENCE  —  continued: 
pointment  of  public  officers  may  be  proved 
by  reputation  and  their  acts,  400.    A  mere 
collateral  agreement  does  not  need  to  be 
produced,   401.    Proceedings  before  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  may  be  proved  as  the 
statute  provides,  401.    Docket  cannot  bo 
proved  by  parol  evidence,    401.      Statute 
must  be  complied  with  to  make  transcript 
evidence,    401.      Producing  and    proving 
docket,  401.    Death  or  absence  of  the  jns- 
tioe,  402.     Pleadings  and  proceedings,  how 
proved,  402.    Docket  conclusive  evidence, 
402,    Not  evidence  in   some  cases,  402, 
What  is  to  be  entered  in  docket,  402,  403. 
Parol  evidence  not  admissible  to  contradict 
docket,  403.     Minutes  of  justice  no  better 
evidence  than  those  of  counsel,  403.  Form 
of  certificate  of  transcript,  403.      To  be 
certified  by  county  clerk,  403.    Perm  of 
clerk's  certificate,  404.     Clerk's  seal/  404. 
Producing  paper,  &c.,  on  notice,  404.     No- 
tice should  be  given  to  produce  it,  404. 
Cannot  give  parol  evidence'  of  contents 
unless  notice  has  been  given.  404;     Notice 
not  necessary  if  pleadings  give  notice  to 
be  prepared  to  produce  paperj  404.     So  of 
a  case  where  the  original  is  a  ddplicate, 
404.      Or    is   itself   a   mere   notice,    404. 
Notice  to  produce  need  not  be  given  to  a 
party   who   has    wrongfully   destroyed^  a 
paper,  404.     So  of  a  paper  lost  by  a  party 
without  his  fault,  404.    Need  not  allege 
loss  of  paper  in  pleading,  404.     Paper  filed 
but  clerk  unable  to  find  it,  parol  evidence 
is  admissible,  405.     Paper  in  possession  of 
party  out  of  the  state,   405.      Refusal  to 
produce  paper  authorizes  parol  evidence  of 
contents.  405.     But  service  of  notice  to 
produce  must  be  shown,  405.     What  notice 
necessary,  405.    Paper  in  court  does  not 
require  any  notice  to  be  given,  405,  4fl6. 
Form  of   notice   to  produce  paper,   406. 
Notice,  how  served,  406.    Describing  paper 
desired,  406,  407.      Proof  of  service  of 
notice  to  produce,  407.    Notice  not-  like  a 
subpoena,  duces  tecum,  407.    Notiee  does 
not    compel    production,    407.       But    al- 
lows   parol    evidence    of    contents,    407. 
Notice  served  on  a  party  not  in  possession- 
of  paper  does  not  authorize  piarol -evidence 
of  contents,  407.     Duplicate  papers-  do  not 
require  any  notice  to  be  given  to  produce, 

407.  Original  must  be  shown  to  exist 
before  a  certified  copy  is  evidence,  407. 
Loss  of  a  paper,  how  proved,  407,  408. 
Form  of  oath  to  party,  407.  Paper  pro- 
duced on  notice  must  be  proved  by  him 
who  offers  it,  408.  Notice  to  produce  need 
not  be  given  more  than  once,  408.  Pfiov- 
ma  SOBSTAKOE  OP  THE  ISSUE,  408.  Only 
the  substance  of  the  issue  need  be  proved, 

408.  Immaterial  averments  need  not  be 
proved,  408.  Variance  of  UttlecoBseqUence, 
408  to  413.  Strictness  of  earlier  cases 
not  followed,  409.  Sale  of  goads,  what 
proof  sufficient,  409;  Proof  of  trespass, 
time  of  trespassing,  409.  Taking  of  goods, 
ownership    not   materia^  409;      Services 
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rendered,  410.  Work  performed  under 
special  contract;,  410.  False  warranty,  need 
not  prove  fraud  for  false  warranty  sufficient, 
410.  Waiving  tort  and  suing  on  contract, 
410.  But  if  complaint  is  on  contract,  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover  for  fraud,  410,  411. 
Such  a  case  is  more  tlian  a  variance,  411. 
When  cannot  nonsuit  for  variance,  41:1. 
Disregarding  variance  when  no  one  was 
misled,  411.  But  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
Wlien  all  the  material  allegations  of  the 
complaint  are  disproved,  411.  Variance 
must  be  objected  to  below,  411.  Variance 
between  answer  and  evidence,  411,  412. 
Defective  pleading  may  be  proved,  412. 
Disregarding  variances,  412.  Borden  of 
PROOF,  413.  Party  asserting  affirmative 
has  burden  of  proof,  413.  Test  as  to  who 
has  burden  of  proof,  413.  Where  both 
parties  hold  affirmative  issues,  413.  Legal 
presumptions  standing  for  proof,  413.  Rule 
when  law  presumes  the  affirmative,  413. 
Criminal  omission  not  presumed,  414. 
Affirmative  has  opening  and  closing  of  tlie 
case,  414.  Kule  when  usury  is  pleaded, 
414.  Rule  when  unliquidated  damages 
claimed,  414.  Answer  of  payment,  414. 
Matter  especially  within  knowledge  of  the 
defendant,  414.  Penaltj' for  selling  liquor 
without  license,  414.  Pleading  bankrupt's 
discharge,  415.  Plaintiff  holding  affirmative 
on  one  issue  entitled  to  open  and  close,  41 5. 
Changing  of  burden  of  proof  during  trial, 
■415.  Relevancy  OF  EVIDENCE,  415.  What 
is  relevant  evidence,  415.  Must  tend  to 
prove  or  disprove  issues,  415.  Impeaching 
evidence  relevant,  415.  Offer  to  prove  con- 
nected facts,  416.  Relevancy  must  be 
shown  if  required,  416.  Two  facts,  one 
relevant,  and  the  other  not,  416.  Offer  to 
prove  several  propositions  or  facts,  some 
relevant  and  some  not,  416.  Proper  mode 
of  making  the  offer,  416.  Must  be  rele- 
vant at  time  of  offering  the  proof,  416. 
How  shown  to  be  relevant,  416.  Court 
may  require  this  to  be  done,  416.  Im- 
peaching evidence  relevant,  416,  417. 
Evidence  against  one  party  but  not  against 
the  other.  417.  Frauds  in  procuring  sales 
of  goods,  and  statements  to  other  persons, 

417.  Ratifying  such  a  sale,  evidence  rele- 
vant, 417.  Fraud  in  procuring  acceptance 
of  bill,  417.  Action  for  injury  from  negli- 
gence, proof  of  valne  of  plaintiff's  services 
is  well,  417.  Inevitable  accident  to  excuse 
breach  of  contract,  417.  Proving  how 
long  time  required  ta  stop  railroad  train, 

418.  Court  may,  of  its  own  motion,  ex- 
clude irrelevant  evidence,  418.  Omitting 
to  state  evidence  in  opening  does  not  ex- 
clude it,  418.  Exclusion  of  evidence,  rele- 
vancy must  appear  affirmatively  on  appeal, 
418.  Written  evidence,  418.  Nature 
of  written  evidence,  418.  Record  how 
proved,  418.  Exemplification  of  records, 
418,  419.  Proved  by  sworn  copies,  419. 
Copies,  how  made,  4 1 9.  Copy,  when  admis- 
sible, 419.     Proof  of  accuracy  ef  eopy, 
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419.  Proof  of  chattel  mortgage  by  copy, 
419,  420.  Existence  of  corporations,  how 
proved,  420.  Will,  how  proved,  420.  Re- 
cord of,  must  include  the  proofs,  420. 
Proof  or  acknowledgment  of  other  instru- 
ments, 420.  Clerks  authorized  to  make 
certified  copies  of  papers,  42 1 .  Seal,  when 
not  required,  421.  Seal,  how  impressed, 
421.     Form  of  certificate  by  county  clerk, 

421.  Form  of  certificate  by  town  clerk, 

422.  Should  show  official  character  of 
clerk,  422.  Statute  must  be  strictly  com- 
plied with,  422.  Justice's  certificate  evi- 
dence in  his  own  favor,  422.  JUDICIAI, 
DOCUMENTS,  422.  Nature  of,  and  rules  re- 
lating to,  422.  Judgment  when  conclusive 
evidence,  423.  When  not  conclusive,  423. 
Effect  of  a  record  as  evidence,  423,  424. 
Strangers  not  bound  by,  424.  Judgment 
protects  court  rendering  it,  424.  Judg- 
ment is  evidence  in  favor  of  officer 
executing  it,  425.  Conclusiveness  of 
judgment,  425.  Must  be  same  parties,  425. 
Facts  must  be  'identical,  426.  Judgment 
must  be  upon  same  point,  427.  Private 
DOCUMENTS  OR  WRiTiNss,  427!  Admissible 
against  party  making  them,  427.  Differ- 
ence between  sealed  and  unsealed  writings, 
427.     Sealed  writing  generally  conclusive, 

427.  SuBSORiBiNa  Witnesses,  428.  Sub- 
scribing witness  must  be  produced,  428. 
Exception  as  to  bills  or  notes,  428.  Bond 
must  be  proved   by  subscribing  witness, 

428.  Admissions  of  party  does  not  dis- 
pense with  subscribing  witness,  'iSS.  Who 
is  such  a  witness,  428,  429.  Paper  pro- 
duced on  notice  must  be  proved  in  same 
manner,  429.  Exception  to  this  rule,  429. 
Pooof  of  handwriting  of  subscribing  wit- 
ness, 429.  Dispensing  with  witness,  when 
he  is  dead,  iusane,  or  out  of  jurisdiction, 

430.  So  if  he  becomes  infamous,  430. 
Handwriting  may  be  proved  when  witness 
cannot  be  found,  430.  What  diligence  in 
search  required,  430.  Keeping  witness 
out  of  the  way,  431.  Fictitious  names  of 
subscribing  witnesses,  431.  Proof  of  exe- 
cution in  presence  of  witness,  431.  Wit- 
nesses must  be  accounted  for  if  absent, 

431.  Need  not  all  be  called  to  prove 
paper,  431.     Proof  of  signature  of  party, 

432.  Proof  Of  identity  of  party,  432. 
Impeaching  subscribing  witness,  432. 
Handwriting,  432.  Best  proof  of,  432. 
Proof  of,  by  character  of  handwriting,  432. 
Such  evidence  is  by  nature  mere  compar- 
ison, 432.  Degrees  of  evidence  as  to  its 
value,  433.  Degree  of  familiarity  with 
writing,  433.  Weight  of  evidence  for  the 
jury,  433.  Seeing  a  party  write,  4.S3. 
Receiving  letters,  433.  Identity  of  paper 
and  of  writer,  433.  Comparison  of  hands 
not  admissible,  433,  434.  What  is  not 
comparison,  434.  Alteration  op  writ- 
ten irrsTRUMENTS,  434.  See  Alteration  of 
written  instruments.  Account  books,  436. 
See  Accoujit  iooks.  Parol  evidencb  to 
eoNTRADicT,  &G.,  462.    Papers  construed 
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by  the  court,  452.  So  of  lost  instruments 
provod  by  parol  evidence,  452.  Jury  de- 
cides in  justice's  courts,  452.  Words  con- 
strued in  tlieir  ordinary  sense,  452.  Sec- 
ondary son.se  when  allowed,  452.  Words 
of  legal  import  taken  in  technical  sense, 
452.  Effect  given  to  intention  of  parties 
if  possible,  453.  No  substitute  for 
writings.  453.  Cannot  contradict  or  vary 
by  parol  evidence,  453.  May  defeat  and 
show  useless,  453.  May  apply  to  subject 
matter,  453.  Explaining  meaning  of 
foreign  words,  453.  Parol  cannot  super- 
sede written  evidence,  454.  Nor  give 
effect  to  void  written  instrument,  454. 
Patent  ambiguity,  wliat  is,  455.  Lat- 
ent ambiguity,  what  is,  455.  Parol 
evidence  as  to  ambiguities,  455,  456.  Parol 
evidence  to  add  to,  or  contradict,  or  vary 
written  instruments,  456.  May  disprove 
legal  existence  of  writing,  457.  May  show 
paper  procured  by  fraud,  457,  May  reform 
written  instruments,  457.  Aiding  written 
evidence  by  parol  evidence,  457.  May  give 
effect  or  apply  it,  457,  458.  Usage  and 
custom,  459,  462,  463.  Meaning  of  com- 
mercial terms,  459.  Writing  presumed  to 
contain  entire  contract,  459,  460.  Cannot 
change  terras  of  instrument  by  parol  evi- 
dence, 460.  Signing  by  agent,  461.  Prior 
negotiations  merged  in  writing,  461.  Modi- 
fication of  writing  by  parol,  461.  Meaning 
of  characters,  Ac,  may  be  shown,  462. 
Terms  of  art,  462.  Meaning  of  writing  in 
doubt,  463.  Applj'ing  writing  to  subject 
matter,  463.  Warrant  signed  without  offi- 
cial character,  463.  Cause  of  action  on 
which  judgment  was  rendered,  464.  Con- 
sideration clause  explainable,  464.  Custom 
cannot  control  law,  465!  If  no  ambiguity, 
no  parol  evidence,  465.  Written  and 
verbal  authority,  verbal  sufBcient,  465.  So 
of  written  and  verbal  notice,  465.  Give 
effect  to  intention  of  parties,  465.  Intro- 
ducing conditions  by  parol,  465.  May  show 
paper  not  to  take  effect  until  condition  per- 
formed, 465.  Paper  without  date,  time  of 
execution  may  be  shown,  466.  May  show 
when  instrument  was  to  take  effect,  466. 
Parol  proof  as  original  evidence,  466. 
General  principles,  466.  Contract  reduced 
to  writing  by  stranger  does  not  exclude 
parol  evidence  of  contract,  466.  So  by  a 
memorandum,  466.  What  papers  Jiave  an 
exclusive  operation,  467.  Agreement  re- 
duced to  writing  by  parties,  467.  Matters 
of  record,  467.  Proceedings  in  justices' 
courts,  467.  Release  conclusive,  467.  Bill 
of  sale  explainable  by  parol,  467.  Writ- 
ings in  duplicate,  errors  in  may  be  cor- 
rected by  parol  evidence,  468.  Signing 
upon  a  condition  not  performed,  468.  Re- 
ceipts may  be  explained,  468.  Receipt 
ooneln^ve  if  not  explained,  469.  Receipt 
constitutiug  contract  not  varied  by  parol 
evidence,  469.  Bills  of  lading  how  far 
varied,  469.  Sights  of  sureties,  469.  Re- 
oeiptfor  purchase  price,  469. .  Modification 
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of  writing  by  subsequent  parol  agntement, 
470.  Competency  of  witnesses.  See 
Competency  of  witnesses.  Oath  to  witnes- 
ses, 472.  All  evidence  of  witnesses  given 
under  oath,  472.  What  an  oath  is,  472. 
Manner  of  administering  oath,  472,  473. 
Object  of  oath  to  bind  conscience  of  wit- 
ness, 473.  Statute  relating  to  swearing 
witnesses,  473.  Religious  belief  does  not 
render  witness  incompetent,  473.  Inter- 
preters, 474.  Form  of  interpreter's  oath, 
474.  Deaf  and  dumb  witnesses,  474. 
Obligation  to  tell  whole  truth,  474.  Duty 
of  witness  in  answering  questions,  475. 
Not  to  vohuiteer  statements,  475.  Man- 
neb  of  testifying,  475.  Its  effect  upon 
his  evidence.  475.  Advantages  of  public 
examination,  476.  Demeanor  of  wilness, 
476.  His  fairness,  bias  or  interest,  476. 
His  means  of  knowledge.  476,  His  expe- 
rience or  inexperience  as  a  witness.  476. 
His  motives,  470.  Chances  for  mistakes 
by  repetitions.  476.  Bxaminaiion  op 
witnesses,  477.  Manner  of  examining 
witnesses,  477.  Regular  mode  not  always 
pursued,  477.  Object  of  examination, 
crossrexamination  and  re-examination,  477. 
Affirmative  to  introduce  all  liis  evidence  in 
first  instance,  477.  Departure  from  this 
rule,  477,  478.  Questions  to  be  relevant 
to  matters  in  issue,  478,  Court  cannot  call 
witnesses,  478,  Hffeet  of  examination  by 
court,  478,  479.  Cross-examixation,  479. 
When  this  right  exists,  and  when  not,  479. 
Value  of  cro.ss-examination,  479.  Object 
of  it,  480.  What  may  be  asked  of  wit- 
ness, 480.  Credibility  of  witnesses,  liow 
tested,  480.  What  goes  to  make  credibili- 
ty, 480.  Knowledge,  disinterestedness, 
integrity  and  veracity  are  elements,  480. 
Test  of  knowledge,  480.  Danger  of  un- 
skillful cross-examination,  481.  Relevancy 
of  questions  on  cross-examination,  481. 
Cannot  inquire  into  collateral  matters,  481. 
Answers  on  such  questions  conclusive, 
481.  Cross-examination  as  to  contents  of 
writings,  481.  Cannot  establish  paper  by 
asking  for  its  contents,  481.  Paper^  must 
be  shown  to  witness,  and  asked  whetlier 
he  wrote  it,  482.  If  he  did,  letter  must  be 
put  in,  482.  At  what  time  paper  is  to  be 
put  in  evidence,  482.  Asking  as  to  repre- 
sentations made  by  witness,  482.  May 
ask  if  he  said  certain  thing,  482,  Cannot 
ask  witness  if  he  wrote  certain  specified 
thing  without  producing  the  paper,  even 
for  impeaching  purposes,  483,  Paper 
proved  on  cross-examination  need  not  be 
used  until  party  comes  to  his  own  side  of 
the  case,  483.  Right  to  see  paper  cross- 
examined  upon,  483.  Cross-examination 
does  not  waive  previous  valid  objection,  484. 
Correcting  abuse  of  cross-examination,  484. 
Cross-examination  liberally  allowed,  484. 
Discretion  of  the  court  in  the  matter,  484. 
Time  of  cross-examination,  485.  Recall- 
ing witnesses  who  have  left  stand,  486. 
Death  of  witness  befoVe  cross-exatnlnatipn,- 
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485.  Ss-EXAMINATION,  485.  Rights  and 
objects  of,  435.  Cross-examiaatioii  as  to 
inadmissible  matter  entitles  to  re-examina- 

_,  tioB  about  it,  436.    Further  EXAMrN.iTioK, 

486.  Intended  to  supply  omissions,  de- 
fects, &o.,  486.  Or  because  new  faots 
have  come  to  light,  486.  Liberally  allowed 
by  courts,  486,  Order  of  calling  wit- 
nesses, 486.     How  often  further  examined, 

487.  Evidence  taken  without  objection 
cannot  be  struclc  out,  487,  In  what  cases 
jt  may  be  done,  487.  Party  must  abide 
by  evidence  introduced  by  himself,  al- 
though unfavorable  to  him,  487.  Moving 
to  strilce  out  evidence,  487,  4S8.  Parol 
evidence  of  a  writing  given  by  both  par- 
ties estops  them  from  questioning  the  com- 
petency of  the  evidence,  488.  So  of 
allowing  opposite  party  to  introduce  inad- 
missible evidence,  488.  Questions  as  to 
what    witness   testified,    488.      Opinions 

AND     BELIEF,     SKILL     AND     SCIENCE,     488. 

Witnesses  to  speak  of  facts,  488,  Not  ordi- 
narily examined  as   to  belief  or  opinions, 

488.  Belief  not  evidence,  489.  May  be 
on  questions  of  identitj'-,  &c.,  490.  Opin- 
ions are  evidence  on  questions  of  skill  or 
science,  490.  But  it  must  be,  1.  A  matter 
of  skill  and  science ;  and.  2.  The  witness 
must  be  competent,  490.  Farmer  cannot 
prove  value  of  clerk's  services,  491. 
Damages  for  breach  of  contract  not  a 
matter  of  opinion,  491.  Tenant  against 
landlord,  492.  Damages  for  not  properly 
feeding  cattle  not  proved  by  opinion,  492. 
But  maj"-  prove  whether  bricks  or  tiles 
were  well  burned,  492,  493.  Not  compe- 
tent to  prove  payment  necessary  for  an 
infant  493.  Nor  whether  one  party  was 
negligent,  493.  Witness  must  have  skill 
or  cannot  give  his  opinion  as  evidence, 
494.  Medical  books  not  competent,  494. 
Damages  for  torts  not  a  matter  of  opinion, 

494,  495.     For  a  trespass  by  a  landlord, 

495.  Preventing  Uie  use  of  a  mill,  495. 
Value  of  a  dog  killed,  495.  Damage  from 
nuisance,  495.  Value  of  property  is  a 
matter  of  opinion,  495,  496.  So  of  value 
of  services,  495,  496.  But  not  so  as  to 
property  not  seen  by  the  witness,  496. 
Price  brought  at  auction  competent,  496. 
Po.ssession  of  real  estate  may  be  shown  by 
opmion,  496.  Party  may  testify  as  to 
his  intent  where  fraud  is  charged,  497. 
Terms  of  a  contract  may  be  proved  in  gen- 
eral terms,  497.  Party  may  be  asked 
whether  lie  is  liable  for  a  chiim  made 
against  liim,  498.  Witness  not  allowed  to 
give  his  understanding  of  an  agreement, 
498.  But  he  need  not  give  the  precise 
words,  498.  Opinion  as  to  menial  condi- 
tion, 498.  As  to  intoxication.  498.  Sanity 
of  testator  or  grantor,  499.  Subscribing 
Witnes.ses  competent,  499.  But  not  so  of 
others,  unless  skilled,  &c.,  499.  Opinions 
ot  medical  men,  499.  Age  of  signature 
from  appearance  of  ink,  499.  Skilled  wit- 
ness now  out  of  the  business,  499.    Show- 
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ing  machine  defective,  499.  As  to  car  brakes. 
500.  Value  of  opinions  for  jury,  500. 
Examining  witnesses  separately,  500.  Lead- 
INO  QUESTIONS,  500.  Not  allowed  on  direct 
examination,  500.  Reason  of  rule  and 
departure  from  it,  501.  Wiiat  is  a  leading 
question,  501.  Evils  resulting  from  sucii 
questions,  501.  What  is  not  a  leading 
question.  501.  Must  not  assume  fact 
proved,  which  is  not  proved,  501.  Leading 
allowable  if  witness  adverse,  502.  Party 
as  a  witness,  502.  Leading  questions  as 
to  details  of  a  conversation,  cfcc,  502. 
Want  of  memory  may  be  assisted,  502. 
Omitting  to  cross-examine,  and  afterwards 
calling  witness  by  other  side,  502.  Leading 
questions  as  to  previous  contradictory  state- 
ments, 503.  Examination  of  witness  called 
for  for  contradiction  of  previous  witness, 
503.  Not  allowed  to  lead  him,  503,  504. 
Putting  leading  questions  discretionary 
with  the  court,  504.  Are  allowed  on  cross- 
examinations,  504.  Adverse  witness  varies 
the  rule,  504.  Refreshing  memory,  505. 
Witness  may  refresh  memory  by  reading 
or  hearing  paper  read,  505.  If  no  want  of 
recollection,  then  paper  not  to  be  pnt  in 
hands  of  witness,  595,  500.  Cases  in 
which  refreshing  memory  of  witness  is 
allowed,  506.  When  writing  examined  by 
witness  need  not  be  produced,  507.  Whoa 
such  writing  must  be  produced,  507. 
Memorandum  or  writing,  when  evidence 
where  the  facts  are  forgotten  by  wit- 
ness, 507.  Kinds  of  memoranda  admis- 
sible, 508.  Testimony  after  refreshmu 
memory,  508.  Criiiinatins  answeeu, 
508.  Witness  need  not  criminate  himself, 
508.  Nor  answer  questions  tending  to  do 
so,  508,  509.  Court  to  decide  whether 
question  tends  to  criminate,  509.  Pri- 
vilege belongs  to  witness  alone,  509. 
Counsel  not  allowed  to  argue  objection  for 
party,  509.  Counsel  no  right  to  instruct 
witness,  509.  Duty  of  court  to  apprise 
witness  of  his  rights,  509.  If  piuiisliraent 
barred  answer  may  be  required,  509.  But 
must  be  very  clear  case,  510.  Defense  of 
usury,  510.  Witness  cannot  be  asked  if  he 
has  been  convicted  of  larceny,  510.  When 
party  may  raise  objection,  510.  Privilege 
must  be  allowed  whenever  claimed,  even 
after  first  answers,  510.  Witness  not  to 
answer  what  will  subject  him  to  a  penalty, 

510.  Otherwise  as  to  liability  to  civil 
action,  510.  Witness  may  waive  his  privi- 
lege, 510.  Degrading  answers,  5U. 
Must  answer  as  to  points  in  issue,  511. 
Not  so  as  to  collateral  matters,  or  for  im- 
peachment. 511.  Refusal  to  answer  no 
discredit,  511.  Dissuading  witnesses  from 
attending  court,  511.     Or  suborning  them, 

511.  Confidential  communications,  511. 
See  Confidential  communications,  511.  Im- 
peaching CREDIT  OF  witnesses,  515.  Wit- 
ness may  be  impeached  by  cross-examina- 
tion, 515.  Or  by  general  evidence  affecting 
his  credit,  kc,  515.    Limits  of  cioss-exami- 
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nation  for  this  purpose,  515.  Courts  liberal 
to  cross-examining  counsel,  515.  As  to 
mere  collateral  matters  discretionary,  515. 
Court  may  protect  witness,  515.  Cannot 
cross-examine  as  to  collateral  matter  for 
pnrpose  of  contradicting  witness,  515. 
Impeaching  evidence  must  relate  to 
general  character  alone,  515.  Impeaching 
witness  must  know  character  of  wit- 
ness attacked,  516.  What  sufficient 
knowlege,  516.  What  not  sufficient,  516. 
Question  is  as  to  general  reputation,  517. 
Cannot  use  manufactured  evidence,  517. 
Petit  larceny  does  not  destroy  competency, 
617.  But  it  goes  to  credit,  517.  Particu- 
lar acts  of  immorality  not  admissible,  517. 
Interest  does  not  affect  competency,  517. 
But  it  goes  to  credit,  517.  Party  may  be 
impeached  like  other  witnesses,  517.  Prov- 
ing general  bad  moral  character  not  enough, 
517,  518.  Must  show  he  is  not  to  be  be- 
lieved on  oath,  517,  518.  Contrary  state- 
ments out  of  court  by  witness,  5 1 8.  Proved 
by  any  one  who  heard  them,  5 1 8.  Witness 
need  not  state  what  he  swore  on  a  former 
trial,  519.  Sworn  statement  for  impeach- 
ing purposes  may  be  put  in  evidence  before 
asking  witness  about  statement,  519.  Wit- 
ness lias  a  right  to  explain,  519.  Paper 
must  be  read  to  be  evidence,  519.  Must 
be  facts,  not  mere  opinions,-  to  be  contra- 
dicted,, 519.  Kulo  not  invariable,  519,  520. 
Party  calling  witness  cannot  show  his 
former  contradictory  statements,  520.  Wit- 
ness not  to  be  impeached  by  contrary 
statements  until  interrogated  as  to  the 
alleged  former  statements,  520.  Must 
point  out  words,  time,  place,  persons,  &c., 
520.  If  witness  says  he  does  not  recol- 
lect, the  facts  may  be  shown,  521.  So  if 
he  declines  to  answer  because  of  tendency 
to  criminate,  521.  Witness  examined  con- 
ditionally must  still  be  interrogated  as  to 
former  contradictory  statements,  521.  Con- 
tradiction not  allowable  until  witness  first 
interrogated,  521.  May  show  witness  hos- 
tile, 521.  Witness  not  to  be  sustained 
mitil  irapeaolied,  521,  522.  What  does 
not  amount  to  impeacliment  so  as  to  allow 
proof  of  good  character  of  witness,  522. 
When  it  may  be  proved,  522.  Evidence 
sustaining  must  relate  to  truth  and  veraci- 
ty, 522.  If  impeached  by  record,  the 
record  cannot  be  shown  to  be  erroneous  and 
false,  522.  Attempt  to  show  witness  biased 
in  favor  of  party  calling  him,  may  be  met 
by  proof  that  lie  and  witness  are  on  bad 
terras,  522.  Corroboration  by  proof  of 
former  statements,  523.  Impeaching  wit- 
ness may  be  impeached,  52.S.  Impeaching 
A  party's  own  witness,  523.  Party  can- 
not impeach  a  witness  called  and  sworn 
for  him,  523,  524.  Not  by  proof  of  con- 
tradictory statements,  524.  Rule  the  same 
where  parties  call  each  other,  524.  Cross- 
examination  does  not  make  one  the  wit- 
ness of  the  cross-examiner,  524.  May  be 
otUerwiae  if  new  matter  is  inquired  about, 
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524.  Witness  of  necessity,  sndi  an  sub- 
scribing witness,  may  be  impeached,  524. 
So  party  may  prove  facts  to  be  different 
from  statement  of  witness  called  by  hiiB, 

525,  526.  Party  not  bound  by  all  the 
statements  of  his  witness,  525.  Duty  of 
A  JURY  IN  WBIOIIINO  EVIDENCE.  525.  Gen- 
eral principles,  525  to  529.  No  scales  to 
weigh  evidence,  526.  llules  for  govern- 
ment of  jury,  527.  Juries  bound  by  pre- 
sumptions and  rules  of  law.  527.  To  give 
effect  to  proved  instruments,  527.  To 
render  verdict  on  the  evidence,  527.  Evi- 
dence competent  as  to  one  defend.nnt,  but 
not  as  to  an  other,  528.  Confessions  or 
admissions  by  one  party,  528.  Evidence 
need  not  reduce  matter  to  a  mathematical 
certainty,    528.     Uule   in   criminal    cases, 

528.  Rule  in  civil  actions,  528,  529. 
Affirmative  must  have  balance  of  proof, 

529.  Presumptions  to  be  disproved,  529. 
Pn'md/ade  evidence,  what  it  is,  529.  Con- 
dusive  evidence,  what  it  is,  529.  Testimony 
is  direct  or  circumstantial,  529.  Rules  as 
to  credit  due  to  witnes-'ses,  529.  These 
relate  to,  1,  integrity;  2,  ability;  3,  number 
and  consistency ;  4,  conformity  to  experi- 
ence; 5.  coincidence  with  circumstances, 
529.  Witness  must  be  able  and  willing  to 
tell  the  triitli,  529.  Sanction  of  an  oath, 
529.  Fear  of  temporal  punishment,  530. 
Motives  cannot  be  detected,  530.  Influences 
to  be  weighed  by  jury,  530.  Demeanor  of 
witness  on  the  stand,  530.  Evidences  of 
insincerity,  530.  Evidences  of  sincerity, 
630.  Ability  of  witnesses,  531.  His 
knowledge  of  facts  and  circumstances.  53 1 . 
Facts  stated  which  are  result  of  reasoning 
of  witness,  maybe  unreliable,  531.  Casual 
declarations  the  weakest  of  all  evidence, 

531.  532.  Number  and  consistency  of 
witnesses,  532.     Single  witness  sutlicient, 

532.  Number  important  when  direct  tes- 
timony is  opposed  by  conflicting  evidence, 
by  experience,  or  by  probabilities,  532. 
Consistency  also  a  test  of  credilMlity,  532. 
Nature  of  coincidences  important,  533. 
Human  cunning  cannot  foresee  all  cases, 

533.  Substantial  trutli  under  circumstan- 
tial variety,  533.  Witnesses  are  weighed, 
not  counted,  534.  Conformity  of  tlio 
testimony  with  experience,  534.  Doubts, 
when  statement  is  contrary  to  ordinary 
experience,  534.  Yet  witness  may  tell  the 
truth,  535.  Conformity  with  collateral 
circumstances,  535.  Circumstantial  evi- 
dence, what  is  such,  535.  Nature  and 
vrlue  of  such  evidence,  535,  536.  Proba- 
bility of  a  hypothesis,  536.  Motives  and 
feelings  a  test  of  action,  537.  Dependent 
and  independent  facts,  537.  Rules  relating 
to  circumstantial  evidence,  S37.  Circum- 
stances must  be  established,  538.  Facts 
should  consist  with  the  hypothesis,  538. 
Circumstances  should  be  of  a  condusiva 
nature  and  tendency,  538.  They  should 
exclude  every  hypothesis  but  the  one  pro- 
posed, 539.    Cirourastantial  evidence  never 
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to  be  relied  on  when  direct  evidence  can 
be  had,  ^39.      Weigking  conflicting  evidence, 

539.  Reconcile  all,  iC  possible,  539,  If 
not,  wliat  rules  applied,  539.  Partial  dis- 
crepancies, 539.  Natural  talents  of  wit- 
ness, 540.     Degree  of  cultivation  or  skill, 

540.  Differences  of  advantages  for  ob- 
servation, 040.  Positive  against  negative 
evidence,  540.  Negative  may  equal  affirma- 
tive, 541.  Deciding  upon  credit  of  witness 
who  are  in  conflict  in  their  statements,  541. 
What  circumsbuices  are  to  be  taken  into 
account,  541,  542.  Consistency  of  the  evi- 
dence of  the  witnesses,  542.  Remoteness 
of  time  of  transaction  spoken  of,  542.  Value 
of  depositions,  542.  False  in  one  instance, 
false  in  all,  543.  Not  the  rule  as  to  honest 
mistake,  543.  Nor  when  party  is  sworn. 
543.  Presumption  is  iu  favor  of  veracity, 
543.  Test  of  perjury  in  a  witness,  543, 
Rule  where  jury  is  m  doubt,  in  cases  of 
conflicting  evidence.  544.  Juror's  excuses 
for  verdicts  against  law  and  evidence  and 
justice,  544.  In  doubtful  cases  the  affirma- 
tive must  fail.  545.  Exajiination  of  wit- 
nesses, 477.  See  Evidence,  title  Examina- 
tion, Gross-examination,  Jh-examination,&c. 

EXECUTION;    What  it  is.  714.     Kinds  of 
execution,    714.      Forms   of  execution,   714. 
Forms   of  execution  against  property,  714. 
Form    of  same  against  iody,  715.     Forms 
of  execution  for  plaintiff  in  replevin,    715. 
Form,  of  execution  issued  by   county  clerk, 
716.     Indorsements  on  executions,  716,  717. 
Execution    by,    when    issued,    717.      Time 
of  issuing    it.    in.      At  any  time   within 
five    years,    7>7.     After   justice   out  of 
office,     717.      If    transcript    docketed    in 
county    clerk's    office,    717.      Told  if  is- 
sued   after    five  years,    in.      Leave    to 
issue  when  granted  by  county  court,  717. 
Permission  of  surrogate,  718.     After  plaiu- 
tifTs  dealh   execution  cannot  issue,   718. 
Remedy  is  to  sue  over,  7 1 8.    After  death  of 
defendants  or  one  of  them,  718.     May  issue 
against  surviving  defendant,  718.     Execu- 
tion, when  returnable,  718.     General  requi- 
sites of  an  execution,  719.   Must  describe  tl  le 
right  party  defendant,  719.     Trespass  lies 
for  a  mistake  in  this  respect,  719.  To  whom 
directed,  719.     Signatures,  blanks,  die,  719. 
Delivery  of  execution  to  officers,  719.      Who 
to  execute  it,  719.     Duty  of  constable  to  do 
60,  719.     Must  levy  and  sell  within  life  of 
execution,  719.     He  cannot  act  by  depnty, 
719.     But  justice  may  depute  person,  720. 
Sheriff  executes  execution  issued  by  county 
clerk,  720.     Neither  sheriff  nor  constable 
can  levy  or  sell  on  execution  in  his  own 
favor,  720.     Mode  of  executing, 1W.    Arrest 
or  breaking  house  of  defendant,  720.    When 
house  may  be  broken,  720.     Resisting  offi- 
cer if  his  acts  unlawful,  720.     Breaking 
inner   doors,    720.      Breaking  cupboards, 
diests,  trunks,   Ac,    720,   721.     Breaking 
Store,   shop,   barn,    &a.,    721.       Breaking 
to  seize  goods  of  a  stranger,  721.    From^ 
what  time  property  is  bound,  721.    Stat- 
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ute  relating  to  this  subject,   721.     After 
levy  purchaser  gets  no  title  from  defendant 
in  execution,  721.     Otherwise  when  levy  is 
kept  secret,  721.   Priority  of  executions,  721. 
Statute  on  the  subject,  722,  724.     Priority 
from  time   of  delivery,  722.     Priority  in 
order  of  levy,  722.     Sale  on  execution  last 
delivered,  722.     Executions  delivered   at 
the  same  time,  722.     Against  member  of 
partnership,  722.     G-iving  notice  of  sale 
and  selling,  723.     Delay  by  officer  does  not 
injure   plaintiff,    723.     But   if   he   directs 
delay,  he  may  lose  his   preference,    723. 
W/iat  kind  of  property  may  be  levied  on,  724. 
Nothing  but  goods  and  chattels,  724.    Does 
not  reach  choses  in  action,  724.     Claim,  of 
property  by  third  person,  724.     Officer  must 
not   levy   upon    goods    of    stranger,    724. 
Calling  jury  to  try  title  to  property,  724. 
Bond  of  Indemnity,  724,  725.     Number  of 
jurors  to  be  called,  725.     Form  of  notice  of 
trial  of  claim   to  property,    725.     Service 
of   notice,   725.     Form  of  oath  to  jurors, 
725.    Attendance  of  witnesses,  726.    Form 
of  oath  to  witnesses,  726.     Trial  before  the 
jury,  726.     Form  of  inquisition  of  jury,  12G. 
Form  of  bond  of  indemnity  to  constitute,  726. 
Fraudulent  sales  or  mortgages,  727.     Levy, 
when  to  be  made,  728.     Must  be  within  life 
of  execution,.  728.     Levy  after  return  day, 
void,   728.     May  not  always  have   sixty 
days,  728.     Levy,  where  made,  728.     Levy, 
Jtow  made,   728.     What  property  may   be 
seized,    728,    729.      Upon   all  goods  and 
chattels  not  exempt,  729.     Growing  crops, 
729.     Hops   and   grass  growing,  &c.,  not 
leviable.  729.     Money  may  be  levied  upon, 
729.     Bank  bills  must  be  sold,  729.     Coin 
may  be  applied  on  execution.  729.    Levy- 
ing upon  money  made  on  an  execution  by 
virtue  of  another  execution  against  plain- 
tiff,. 730.     Levy  upon  pledged  goods,  730. 
Upon  mortgaged  goods,  730.     Upon  goods 
of  tenants  in  common,  730.    Upon  partner- 
ship goods,  731.     Rights  of  purchaser  of 
partnership  property,  731.     Against  goods 
of  husband  and  wife,  731.     Against  joint 
debtor,"^,  731.     Title  of  unpaid  vendor,  731. 
WhcU  acts  constitute  a  levy,  732.     What  acts 
do  not,  732.      Need  not  be  manual  taking, 
733.     E.xecution  iu  attachment  cases,  733. 
Duty  of  officer   in   making   a    levy.    733. 
Shoidd  levy  upon  enough,  but  no  more,  733. 
May  levy  second  time  if  first  not  sufficient, 
733.     Officer  liable  for  excessive  levy,  734. 
Forms  of  indorsement  of  levy,  734.    Form 
of  inventory  of  goods  seized.  734.      Dispo- 
sition of  goods  after  levy,  734.    'Form  of  re- 
ceipt for  goods  levied  on,  734.     Demand  of 
reoeiptor  before  action,  735.     Sights  and 
liabilities    of   constables    after    levy,     735. 
Liable  for  safe  keeping,  735.     But  not  an 
infsurer,  735.     Levy  covers  subsequently 
acquired  goods,  or  goods  that  have  been 
changed,  735.      Relinquish Ing  levy,   735. 
Levy  upon  growing  crops,  735.     Effect  ef  a 
-  levy,.  736.     Mere  \eyy  does  not  extlngniBh 
jjidgment,'.  736.    Nor  where  officer  has  to 
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pay  for  tlie  goods,  TiQ.  Nor  where  )evy 
abandoned  at  request  of  defendant,  l:-ifi. 
But  levy  and  loss  or  destrnction  of  goods 
will  extinguish  judgment,  736,  737.  First 
levy  inures  for  benefit  of  later  executions, 
737.  Sale  of  property,  737.  Sale  pre- 
vented by  payment  of  execution,  737. 
Constable  cannot  pay  with  his  own  money 
and  retain  levy  for  his  own  security,  737. 
Nor  can  he  take  a  bond  for  that  purpose, 
737.  Cannot  deliver  the  goods  to  the 
plaintiff  in  satisfaction  of  liis  judgment, 
737.     But  plaintiff  may  purchase  at  sale, 

737.  May  apply  amount  of,  paid  on  exe- 
entioD,  737.  Otherwise  if  other  creditors 
have  preference,  737.  Sale  of  pledgor's 
interest  in  goods,  737.  Sals,  when  to  he 
made,  738.     Must  be  before  return  day, 

738.  May  levy  at  once,  738.  Postpone- 
ment for  convenience  of  defendant,  738. 
Notice  of  sale,  738.  Form  of  constable's 
notice  of  sale,  738,     Time  and  place  of  sale, 

739.  Postponement  of  sale,  739.  When  it 
may  be  done,  739.  To  prevent  sacritice  of 
property,  739.  Sale  must  be  in  town,  739, 
Sale,  how  conducted,  739.  Must  be  at  time 
and  place  fixed,  739.  Sale  by  vendue  to 
highest  bidder,  739.  Property  to  be  pres- 
ent, 739.     To  be  pointed  out  specifically, 

739.  Must  separate  from  others,  740. 
Sale  subject  to  chattel  mortgage,  740. 
Sale  of  stereotype  plates  from  impressions, 

740.  Properly  part  present  and  part 
absent,  740.  Postponement  for  want  of  bid- 
ders, 740.  Sale  at  great  sacrifice,  officer 
liable,  741.  What  title  passes  on  execu- 
tion sale,  741.  Nothing  but  the  interest 
of  the  defendant.  741.  Selling  too  much 
property,  trover  lies,  741.  Retracting  bid 
before  striking  oft',  741.  Bid  is  a  mere 
proposition,  741.  Refusal  to  accept,  and 
resale  of  goods,  741.  Statute  of  frauds, 
goods  over  $50,  741,  742.  Form  of  mem- 
orandam  of  sale  of  goods,  &c.,  742.  Con- 
stable's right  to  fees,  &c.,  742.  Not 
entitled  to  fees  until  levy,  742.  En- 
titled to  poundage  after  levy,  742.  Or 
after  arrest  of  defendant,  742.  Fees  no 
part  of  judgment,  742.  Caimot  sell  for 
fees  after  judgment  paid,  742.  Replevin 
actions,  742.  Property  in  possession  of 
successful  party.  742.  Demand  of  prop- 
erty by  constable,  742.  Breaking  build- 
ings to  get  it,  743.  Levying  upon  other 
property  of  defendant,  743.  Arrest  of  de- 
fendant, if  no  property,  743.  Clause  of 
arrest  in  first  execution,  743.  Execution 
against  the  person,  744.  First  to  take 
goods,  &o.,  if  any  found,  744.  Defendant's 
denial  of  having  property,  744.  Reason- 
able time  to  search  for  property  before 
arrest  of  defendant,  744.  Rules  as  to 
arrest,  744.  Taking  defendant  to  jail,  744. 
Execution  against  plaintiff  in  rieplevm,  745. 
Effect  of  taking  body  of  defendant.  745. 
When  plaintiff  remitted  to  his  former 
rights,   '745.     Discharge  of  defendant  from 

jail,  745.     Form  of  affidavit  for  discharge, 
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745.  Escape,  745.  Property  exempt  front 
execution,  745.  General  rule  all  goods  and 
chattels  liable,  745.  Statutes  of  exemp- 
tion liberally  construed,  746,  Articles 
exempt  by  statute,  746.  Medical  books 
of  physician,  746.  Cloth  and  wool,  746. 
Household  furniture  under  Revised  Stat- 
utes, 746.  Cow  and  ten  sheep,  746.  Po- 
tatoes for  family  use,  74C.  Milch  cow  of 
widow,  747.  Wearing  apparel,  747.  Ex- 
empt even  though  off  the  person,  747. 
Must  be  necessary  wearing  apparel,  747. 
Tools  and  implements,  747.  Surgical 
instruments  exempt,  747.  But  not  so  aa 
to  threshing  machine,  printing  press,  types 
or  machine,  747.  Team  is  exempt,  747. 
One  horse  a  team,  747,  748.  Part  owner 
of  a  horse,  748.  Buggy  wagon,  tow  line, 
748.  Clock,  if  necessary,  748.  What  are 
necessaries,  748.  Execution  on  demand 
for  purchase-money,  749.  What  property 
liable  to,  749.  Claim  must  be  enforced 
separately,  749.  Surety's  property  ex- 
empt, 749,750.  Necessity  of  articles  must 
be  shown  affirmatively,  750.  Not  enough 
to  show  it  convenient,  750.  Must  show 
that  articles  do  not  exceed  the  statute 
value,  750.  Must  show  that  the  exempted 
amount  was  not  left  after  sale,  750. 
Plaintiff  must  prove  himself  a  house- 
holder, 750.  Rule  as  to  deciding  what  is 
necessary,  and  therefore  exempt,  751. 
Jury  should  be  hberal,  751.  Elec- 
tion of  articles  by  defendant,  751.  Ex- 
emption a  mere  personal  privilege,  752. 
No  other  person  can  set  up  the  claim,  752. 
Turning  out  property  by  defendant,  752. 
Who  is  a  householder,  752,  753.  Goods 
exempt  during  removal,  753.  Omission  to 
return  execution,  753.  Return  within  five 
days  of  retiirn  day,  753.  Delivery  to  an 
other  officer  no  defense,  653.  Mere  neg- 
lect to  return  renders  constable  and  sure- 
ties liable,  753.  Recovery  is  amonnt  of 
execution  and  interest,  753.  Must  show 
that  judgment  was  valid,  753.  Consent  of 
plaintiff  to  delay  paying  money  does  not 
discharge  sureties,  753.  Defense  for  not 
paying  over, ,  because  officer  sued  and 
beatfn,  753.  Surplus  money  to  be  returned 
to  defendant  by  constable,  754.  Must  be 
demand  before  action  lies,  754.  Sureties 
of    constable,   754.      Statute    relating  to, 

754.  What  a  sufficient  instrument,  754. 
Who  may  sue  on  it,  754.  Action  m\ist  be 
within  two  years,  755.  In  six  years  as  to 
constable,  755.  Form  of  instrument  given 
by  constable,  755.     Return  of  an  execution, 

755.  Constable  may  take  whole  sixty 
days,  755.  Forms  of  returns  to  executions, 
755,  766.  Renewal  of  executions,  756.  Re- 
turn unsatisfied  before  renewal,  756.  Man- 
ner of  renewing,  756.  Renewal  retains  lien 
of  previous  levy,  756.  Renewal  to  give 
time  to  sell,  756.  Renewal  by  j\istice  out 
of  office,    756.      Forms  of  renewals,  757. 

EXECUTORS:  May  sue,  but  cannot  be  sued 
in  justices'  courts,  28,  270.     Summons  in 


GENERAL  INDEX. 


1031 


EXECUTORS  —  continued. 

favor  of,  64.  Aclions  by,  2':0.  Sole  act- 
ing executor  may  sue,  270.  Next  of  kin 
cannot  sue  for  share  of  estate,  270. 

EXEMPLIFIED  PAPERS:  How  made, 
418.  Tlie  whole  must  be  exemplified,  41 9. 
Exemplification  of  record  of  will  includes 
proofs,  420. 

EXEMPT  PROPERTY:  See  Execution. 

EXPERTS:  May  give  opinions  as  evidence, 
490.  What  mas,  be  proved  by  them,  499. 
Vahie  of  such  evidence,  500.    See  Evidence. 

EXTENDING  TIME:  For  furnishing  bill 
of  particulars,  321.  For  trial  of  cause. 
See  Adjournment.  334.  Holding  open 
cause,  577.  For  entering  judgment,  694, 
695.  May  be  done  by  consent,  695,  696. 
By  renewing  execution,  756.  For  bringing 
an  appeal,  771.  For  argument  of  appeal, 
833. 

EXTINGUISHMENT:  Judgment  not  ex- 
tingnislied  by  mere  leT^y,  736.  Sometimes 
otlierwise,  736. 

PACT,  ISSUES  OF:  Answer  raises  issue 
of  fact,  327  to  329.  Must  be  issue  before 
adjourmnent,  350.  May  be  tried  by  justice 
alone,  584.  May  be  tried  by  a  jury,  589. 
Must  be  such  issues  before  a  jury  can  be 
called,  589. 

FACT,  QUESTIONS  OF:  What  are  such, 
627.  Evidence  on  both  sides  of  question, 
627.  Verdict  contrary  to  evidence,,  628. 
Assessing  damages  in  actioiis  for  tort,  628. 
Credit  of  witnesses  a  question  of  fact,  628. 
So  of  fraud,  628.  So  whether  goods  were 
delivered  or  accepted,  628.  Whether  note 
taken  before  or  after  due,  628.  Whether 
bill  or  note  taken  as  payment,  628.  Or 
sale  to  hinder  or  delay  creditors,  629.  Or 
/  license  given,  629.  Or  goods  delivered  in 
reasonable  time,  629.  Or  whether  money 
paid  or  lent,  629.  Or  if  payment  usurious, 
629.  Whether  services  were  gratuitous, 
C29.  Or  delivery  of  contract  absolute  or 
conditional,  629.  Or  for  whose  benefit 
accommodation  note,  629.  Or  authority 
of  agent,  629.  Whether  paper  executed  at 
date,  629.  Or  when  alterations  made,  629. 
Or  when  undated  instrument  was  made, 
629.  Whether  negligence  existed,  629. 
Whether  acts  are  a  nuisance,  630.  Facts 
undisputed  it  is  question  of  law,  630.  See 
also.  Pleadings,  title  Questions  of  fact. 

FALSE  RETURN:  iVIay  be  alleged  as 
error  in  fact,  74     Justice  liable  for,  811. 

FICTITIOUS  NAMES :  May  be  inserted  in 
summons  or  warrant,  44.  But  not  in  at- 
tachment, 45.  Appeal  from  judgment  in 
such  name,  767. 

TICTIONS  IN  PLEADINGS:  Abolished  by 

Code,  299. 
FILING   PAPERS:    Justice   ought  to   file 
•affidavits,  128.     So  of  replevin  bonds.  197. 
In  offers  of  judgment,  257,  258.     Filing 
'      pleadings,  293.     Filing  transcript  of  judg- 
ment,  706.     Filing  notice  of  appeal,  801. 
'      Of  the  return,  798.     Of  amended  return, 
823,  824.     Interrogatories,  818.     On  offer 
<if  ■  judgment,    8G8.    Affidavits    used    on 
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motion,  828.  Papers  filed  not  presumed 
to  have  been  altered  after  filing,  435. 
Papers  on  confession  of  judgment,  703. 

FINE:  Cannot  replevy  property  taken  for, 
191.  Upon  witness  for  disobeying  sub- 
poena, 559.  For  contempt  of  court,  645. 
No  action  lies  for  imposing,  645.  Upon 
justice  for  not  making  return,  820.  For 
not  making  amended  return,  821. 

FOLIO  :  What  it  is,  1 28.  187. 

FOREIGN  JUDGMEiSTTS: 

FOREIGN  LAWS :  Not  judicially  noticed, 
367.  Presumed  to  be  like  our  common 
law,  388.     Must  be  proved,  388. 

FORGERY : 

FORMS :  See  Index  to  Forms. 

FORMER  RECOVERY:  Answer  of,  977. 

FRAUD:  Answer  of,  983.  Setting  aside 
process  for,  51.  A  ground  for  a  warrant, 
90.  Ground  for  attachment,  124,*125, 145, 
416.  Not  presumed,  387.  Not  presumed 
as  to  papers  filed,  435.  A  question  of  fact 
for  jury,  628. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF:  Answers  of,  981, 
982.     Sales  on  execution,  741,  742. 

FREEHOLDERS:  Warrants  against  them, 
96.  Who  is  a  freeholder,  95.  What  is  not 
a  freehold  estate,  95. 

GENERAL  DENIAL:  Answer  of,  973. 

GOODS  BARGAINED  AND  SOLD:  Com- 
plaint for,  955.    ' 

GOODS  SOLD  AND  DELIVERED :  Com- 
plaint for,  955. 

GUARDIAN:  Appearance  by,  222,  229. 
Distinction  between  next  friend  and 
guardian,  229.  Next  friend  for  plaintiff, 
230.  Guardian  for  defendant,  230.  On 
whose  motion  appointed,  230.  Object  of 
appointing,  231.  Infant  must  have,  231. 
Consent  to  act,  232.  Mode  of  appointing, 
232,  233. 

HANDWRITING :  See  Evidence,  title  Hand- 
writing. 

HEARSAY :  See  Evidence,  title  Hearsay. 

HIGHWAY :  Encroachments  on,  34.  Right 
in,  raises  questions  of  title  to  land,  34. 

HOLDING  OPEN :  Justice  may  hold  open 
court,  577.  For  how  loug  a  time,  577. 
For  what  reasons,  577.  Over  Sunday,  617, 
618. 

HOUSEHOLDER:  Who  is  such,  752.  Prop- 
erty of,  exempt  from  execution.  752,  753. 

HYPOTHETICAL:  Pleadings  must  not  be, 
299,  300.     Answer  must  not  be,  328. 

HYPOTHESIS:  Rules  relating  to  proof  of, 
537  to  539. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE:  Action  by  mar- 
ried women,  273,  274.  Actions  against 
married  women,  280.  Liability  of  1ms- 
band,  280.  Married  women  liable  for 
torts,  285.  Not  witnesses  for  each  other, 
367.  370. 

IDENTITY:  Provable  by  opinion,  490. 

IDIOTS :  Must  sue  in  their  own  names,  223. 
Not  competent  as  witnesses,  368. 

IGNORANCE  OF  LAW :  Parties  presumed 
to  know  the  law,  263.  Parties  accountable 
for,  340. 
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IGNOKANCB  OF  PACT:  Answer  alleging, 
982. 

ILLKGALITT :  Never  presumed,  387,  389. 

IMPEACHMKNT:  Seo  Evidence,  title  Im- 
peaching credit  of  witnesses. 

IMPRISONMENT:  Action  for  false  imprig- 
onraent,  97,  98.  On  exeoution,  715,  744, 
745.     Imprisoned  debtor,  20. 

INDEMNITY:  Bond  of,  to  .constable,  724  to 
727. 

INDORSEMENT :  On  process  for  penalties, 
47.  Upon  replevin  papers,  192.  On  an- 
swer of  title  to  land,  253.  Upon  execu- 
tions, 711.  Of  levy  by  constable,  734. 
When  evidence  to  renew  bar  of  statute  of 
limitations,  395.  Of  return  evidence  of 
officer's  levy,  391. 

INFANCY,    INFANT:     Answer  of,  974. 
Appearance  by  guardian,  229.     Actions  by 
infants,  273,  283.  Actions  against  them,  279. 
Compcrtenoy  as  witnesses,  368,  3G9.  Infancy 
may  be  assigned  as  error  in  fact,  855. 

INNOCENCE :   Always  presumed,  387,  389. 

INTEREST :  Goes  to  credibility  of  witness, 
369.  As  damages  in  actions  on  contract, 
659.  As  a  part  of  damages,  -687,  688. 
As  damages  for  torts,  677  to  680.  Dis- 
qualifies justice,  22  to  24.  So  of  a  juror. 
601.  Disqualifies  constable  from  serving 
venire,  694. 

INTERROGATORIES :  Annexed  to  a  com- 
mission, 567.  On  proceedings  for  con- 
tempts. 818.     Answer  to,  819. 

INTOXICATION:  Answer  of,  974.  Dis- 
<iualifles  witness,  368.     So  of  a  juror,  600. 

INyENTORY:  Of  articles  attached,  173. 
Certifying  by  constable,  174.  Service  of 
copy  of,  174.  Of  goods  levied  on  by  exe- 
cution, 73.3,  734. 

IRREGULARITY:  As  a  matter  of  juris- 
diction, 4.  Wlion  waived  by  pleading,  17. 
Not  waived  if  proper  objection  made,  20. 
Not  presumed,  if  jurisdiction  is  shown,  21. 
In  adjournment  of  a  caiise,  358  to  360.  In 
summoning  a  jury,  693,  694,  599.  In  con- 
duct of  jury,  620,  621.  Setting  aside  dock- 
eted judgment  for,  707. 

ISSUE:  Must  ,be  found  on  first  appearance 
of  parties,  294.  By  putting  in  answer, 
327.  By  interposing  demurrer,  330.  Of 
fact,  627.  Of  law,  630;  Judgment  on 
issues  of  law  or  fact,  691.  Issue  without 
process,  64,  56. 

ISSUING  PROCESS:  See  Process.  See 
alsOj  Summons,  Warrant,  Attachment  and 
Beplevin. 

JOINDER  OF  CAUSES  OF  ACTION: 
General  remarks  on  the  subject,  287. 
Splitting  causes  of  action,  268,  287.  Items 
.of  contract  must  all  be  joined,  287.  But 
must  all  arise  out  of  same  contract,  287. 
Items  at  different  times  need  not  be  joined, 
288.  Torts  cannot  be  divided,  288.  Re- 
covery against  one  bars  action  against  the 
.other,  288.  Several  causes  of  aetion  on  con- 
tract, 288.  Several  causes  may  be  joined 
in  one  action,  288.  So  of  promissory  notes, 
288.  Trespasses  may  be  joined,  289.  So 
of  penalties,  289.      Cannot  Join  contracts 


JOINDER  OP  CAUSES  OF  AGTim  — con- 
tinued, 
and    torts,  289.    Trover  and  contract  not 
joined,  289.    Nor  warranty  and  fraud,  289. 
Causes  of  action  must  be  in  the  sarne  right, 

289.  Must  all  belong  to  same  plaintiff,  289. 
Must  be  interested  in  entire  cause  of  action, 

290.  Must  affect  all  the  defendants  in  same 
right,  290.  Constable  and  his  sureties,  290. 
Demand  against  part,  but  not  all  the  de- 
fendants, 290.  As  trustee  andindlvidrially, 
290.  Principal  and  lii^surety,  290.  Must 
affect  all  the  defendants,  290.  Misjoinder, 
how  corrected,  290.  Appeal  does  liot  lie, 
290.  Remedy  is  by  demurrer,  290.  Eke- 
Hon  as  to  kind  of  action,  291.  Waiving  tort 
and  suing  on  contract,  291.  Replevin, 
when  preferable,  291.  Recovering  exempt 
property,  291. 

JOINDER  OF  PARTIES,  259  to  286.  See 
Forties  to  action. 

JOINT  DEBTORS:  May  be  sued  by  long 
summons,  60.  Where  one  is  an  infant, 
61.  May.  be  sued  by  short  summons,  78. 
Attachment  against  property  of,  133,  134. 
Indorsement  on  execution  against,  717. 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANIES:  Actions 
against,  279.     In  whose  name  to  sue,  283. 

JOINT  TENANTS:  Actions  by  tenants  in 
common,  275.  Action,  by  whom  brought. 
284. 

JUDGE:  Disqualified  by  relationship,  22, 
24  to  28.  And  by  interest,  22.  Merely 
declares  the  law,  689.  Not  liable  to  civil 
action,  424,  562. 

JUDICIAL  ACTS:  Not  a  ground  of  action, 
424,  562.  645. 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE:  Matters  judicially 
noticed,  303,  304,  :i66. 

JUDGMENT:  What  a  judgment  is,  689. 
Kinds  of  judgment,  689.  Four  classes  of, 
689,  690.  interlocutory  and  final,  690. 
Judgment  by  default,  690.  Not  allowed  in 
justices'  courts,  690.  Must  prove  case  if 
defendant  fails  to  appear,  690.  Must  be 
by  legal  evidence,  690.  Relief  from  de- 
fault, 691.  Judgment  on  issues  of  law,  691. 
Judgment  on  issues  of  fact,  691  Judgment 
where  there  are  several  issues,  691.  In 
actions  for  trespasses,  691.  Actions  for 
separate  demands  on  contract,  691.  When 
in  favor  of  plaintiff,  691.  When  for  de- 
fendant, 691.  Costs  of  the  action,  691, 
692.  In  actions  of  replevin,  692  Judg- 
ment on  issues  of  law  and  fact,  692.  Judg- 
ment of  nonsuit,  692.  On  failure  of  proof 
by  plaintiff,  692.  By  withdrawing  action, 
692.  No  bar  to  a  new  action,  693.  Can- 
not nonsuit  after  cause  given  to  jury,  693. 
Nor  after  submission  to  justice,  693.  May 
reserve  right  to  withdraw,  693.  May  re- 
serve decision  as  to  nonsuit,  693.  Mere 
submission  no  bar  to  new  action,  693. 
Cannot  contradict  docket  if  it  .shows  non- 
suit, 693.  Error  in  granting  nonsuit,  how 
corrected,  693.  Judgment  of  discontinu- 
ance, 694.  Judgment,  when  to  he  rendered, 
694.  When  to  be  forthwith,  694.  When 
witliin  four  days,  694.    When  iu  cases  of 
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offer  of  jiidgmoat,  694.  Tried  by  justico, 
must  be  within  four  days  lifter  submission 
to  liim,  634.  May  talce  four  days  from 
final  submission,  694.  Wlien  Sunday  is 
the  foiu-th  day,  694.  Must  be  entered 
somewliere,  694,  695.  Parties  may  extend 
time  for  rendering,  695.  Trial  by  jury, 
judgment  must  be  rendered  forthwith.  695. 
Taxing  costs  part  of  rendering  judgment, 
695.  Entry  in  minutes  of  justice  sufficient, 
695.  Error  in  time  of  entering  must  appear 
affii-inatively  to  reverse  judgment,  695. 
Extended  by  parties,  estops  tliem,  695. 
Defendant  arrested  on  warrant,  judgment 
must  be  rendered  forthwith,  696.  Cannot 
be  rendered  on  Sunday,  696.  May  be  on 
Saturday  against  persons  liolding  that  as 
Sabbath,  696,  On  election  day,  69G. 
Judgment,  how  rendered,  696.  To  be  enter- 
ed in  docliet,  696.  Maybe  in  minutes  at 
first,  696.  Transcribing  into  docket,  696. 
Entry  must  bo  in  EngUsli,  696.  If  intelli- 
gible, bad  English  no  harm,  696.  Separate 
judgments,  696.  In  actions  for  torts,  696, 
697.  Discharging  one  defendant,  696,  697. 
Separate  judgment  in  actions  on  contract, 
697.  Form  of  entering  judgment,  697. 
Should  show  regularity,  698.  Remitting 
part  of  verdict,  698.  Remitting  entire 
damages  found,  698.  Judgment  in  favor 
of  defendant  for  set-off,  altliough  plaintiff 
proved  no  claim,  698.  Docket  cannot  be 
contradicted,  C98.  Not  the  rule  as  to 
strangers,  693.  Omission  of  justice  to 
•  make  entries,  698.  Form- of  justice's  docket. 
699.     Forms  of  judgments  inrepleoin,  700, 

701.  Form,  when  one  defendant  acquitted 
and  one  convicted.  701.  Mode  of  entering 
separate  judgments.  701.  Opening  or  al- 
tering judgment,  701.  Justice  no  power  to 
open  judgment,  702.  Cannot  increase  or 
reduce  amount,  702.  Cannot  change 
amount  of  costs,  702.  May  open  by  con- 
sent of  parties,  702. 

JUDGMENT  BT  CONFESSION  :  For  what 
amount,  702.  Who  may  confess  it,  702. 
One  partner  cannot,  702.     How  confessed, 

702.  Confession  must  be  written,  signed 
and  filed  with  justice,  703._  Must  also  be 
on  affidavit,  703.  Must  be  personal  ap- 
pearance by  defendant  before  justice,  703. 
Confession  need  not  be  signed  at  the  jus- 
tice's ot6oe,*03.  May  be  at  a  distance  in 
same  town,  703.  Or  may  be  taken  out  of 
the  town,  703.  If  no  process  is  issued, 
confession  must  be  in  writing,  704.  May 
be  oral  if  process  served,  704.  Judgment 
should  show  in  whoso  favor  it  is  entered, 

704.  Form  of  confession  of  judgment  704. 
Form  of  affidavit,  if  aver  $50,  705.  Eltect 
of  omitting  afBdavit,  705.  Valid  as  to  par- 
ties, though  otherwise  as  to  creditors,  705. 
Plaintiff's  presence  at  confession,  705. 
Nature  of  cause  of  action  to  be  stated  in 
the  confession,  705.  Affidavits  not  required, 
if  judgment  less  than  $50,  705.     Stamps, 

705.  Ifjudgraentover  |100,  705.  4,ct,ions 
on  judgments,  706.      Transcripts^   of  jvdg- 

Wait  11—130 


JUDGMENT  BT  CONFESSION  —  coniU 
ments,  706.  Justice  bound  to  furuLsh,  706, 
707.  Filed  and  docketed  in  county  clerk's 
office,  706.  No  lien  on  lands  unless  above 
$25,  706.  To  furnish  defendant  with  a 
transcript,  process,  pleadings,  proof,  &c., 
706.  Sliowing  jurisdiction,  706.  Prima 
facie  evidence  of  that,  706.  Clerk's  cer- 
tificate, when  sufficient,  706.  Docketed 
transcript  becomes  judgment  of  county 
court,  706.  Transcript  may  be  made  after 
justico  out  of  office,  706.  Evidence  in  his 
own  favor,  706.  Good,  though  in  bad 
English,  707.  Setting  aside  docketed  judg- 
ments, 707.  County  court  may  set  aside 
fraudulent  ones  by  confession,  707.  But 
not  in  other  oases,  if  the  application  is  by 
motion,  707.  Remedy  in  sucli  case  is  by 
appeal,  707. 

JUR.Vi':  What  it  is,  148.  When  it  shows 
regularity,  and  when  not,  148. 

JURIS  DICTION:  Acting  is  a  claim  of,  4. 
Definition  of  the  term,  4.  It  relates  to  the 
right  to  act,  4.  Difference  between  mere 
error  and  want  of  jurisdiction,  ■  4,  5. 
Authority  of  law  lo  act  is  the  test  of,  5. 
/ts-  incidents,  5.  Grant  of  power  carries 
necessary  incidents,  5.  Where  to  be  exer- 
cised, 5.     Within  territorial  limits  of  officer, 

5,  6.  Justice  cannot  try  causes  out  of  his 
town,  6.  Constable  cannot  serve  civil  pro- 
cess out  of  his  county,  6.  Cannot  so  servo 
summons,  warrant,  attachment  or  execu- 
tion, &c.,  6,     Service  void  if  out  of  conntj", 

6.  Presumed  to  have  served  it  in  county, 
6.  Territorial  extent,  or  kind  of  process,  6. 
Process  runs  into  auj''  part  of  county',  7. 
Exception  to  rule,  7.  Serving  in  wrong 
town,  judgment  erroneous,  7.  Said  to  bo 
also  void,  7.  Serving  non-resident  by  wrong 
process,  8.  Jtidgments  will  be  void,  8. 
Process  to  be  returnable  in  town  in  vvliich 
justice  resides,  9.  Whether  justice  a  town 
or  a  county  officer,  10.  Subpoena  extends 
beyond  county,  1 1.  Commission  may  go 
anywhere,  11.  Jurisdiction  of  the  person, 
11.  Process  must  be  served  to  confer  it, 
11.  Must  be  proper  kind  of  process,  11. 
Effect  of  issuing  wrong  process,  11. 
Whether  justice  a  trespasser,  12.  Tres- 
pass to  issue  warrant  or  attachment  with- 
out proof  or  security,  12,  13.  Must  also 
be  legal  service  of  process,  13.  Clerical 
error  in  process  amendable,  13.  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  property,  13.  For  fraudulent 
acts  of  defendant,  13.  Must  be  strict  com- 
pliance with  statute,  14.  Trespasser  to 
issue  attachment  without  affidavit  and 
bond,  14.  Judgment  both  erroneous  and 
void,  14,  Also  void  collaterally,  14.  May 
sometimes  be  valid  collaterally,  14.  Juris- 
diction as  to  amount,  14.  Must  keep  with- 
in sum  limited  by  law,  15.  Statement  of 
too  large  a  sum  in  summons,  15.  Defend- 
ant must  appear  and  answer,  15.  Juris- 
diction of  sujiject  matter  of  the  action,  15 
Void  if  no  jurisdiction  over  subject  matter, 
]  5.  When  void  for  want  of  jurlsdictipn,  15, 
When  §tatul,e  lias  npi  conferred  s;jbjeci 
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matter,  10.  Want  of,  may  always  be 
Bliowii,  15.  Erroneous  for  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, 16.  Must  comply  with  statute,  16. 
Dillereiico  between  eri'oueous  and  void 
judgments,  16.  Ei'ronecus  adjournment, 
judgment  not  void,  16.  It  may  bo  erron- 
eous, ]  6.  So  of  receiving  verdict  in  ab- 
sence of  plaintiff,  16.  Proceedings  necessary 
to  confer  jurisdiction,  1 6.  How  far  consent 
will  confer  it,  16.  Cannot  confer  juris- 
diction, 16.  Consent  may  waive  errors,  17. 
Party  at  liberty  to  renounce  benefits,  17. 
Errors  waived  by  pleading,  &c.,  17.  Im- 
plied waiver  by  taking  subsequent  steps, 
17.     Pleading  waives  error  in  process,  17, 

19.  Pleading  no  waiver  after  objection 
taken,  20.  Imprisoned  debtor,  20.  Tak- 
ing any  step  waives  previous  irregularities, 

20.  How  far  jurisdiction  lost,  20.  Ought 
to  appear  on  face  affirmatively,  20.  Inferior 
courts  must  sliow  jurisdiction,  21.  Super- 
ior courts  it  is  presumed,  21.  If  jurisdic-, 
tion  judgment  is  conclusive,  21.  Return 
on  appeal  must  show  jurisdiction,  21.  Per- 
sonal disqualifications,  21.  Impartiality  of 
liigliest  importance,  21.  Justice  should  not 
act  as  adviser  in  actions  before  him,  22. 
Justice  interested  as  a  party  to  record,  22. 
Statute  as  to  interest  or  relationship,  22. 
Beneficial  interest  disqualifies,  22.  Jus- 
tice one  of  a  court,  22.  Slightest  interest 
disqualifies,  23.  Same  rule  whether  sep- 
arate or  joint  interest,  23.  Where  town 
is  concerned,  23.  Relationship  as  a  disqual- 
ification, 24.  Consanguinity  and  affinity, 
24,  25.  Related  as  cousins  and  second 
cousins,  25.  Other  relationships,  25,  26. 
Judgment  rendered  is  void,  27.  Relation- 
ship as  error  in  fact,  27.  How  made  to 
appear,  27.  Innkeepers,  28.  Actions  ex- 
pressly excepted  by  statute,  28.  People  a 
party,  29.  Title  to  lands  in  question,  29. 
Object  of  the  statute,  29.  Not  absolute  in 
all  cases,  29.  Sections  of  the  statute,  29. 
If  title  not  set  up  in  answer  it  cannot  be 
shown  by  defendant  as  a  defense,  30.  Title 
on  plaintiff's  own  showing,  30.  Actual 
possession  not  a  question  of  title,  30.  Nor 
is  a  right  of  possession  always  so,  30.  It 
is  otherwise  if  right  of  possession  is  founded 
on  title,  31.  License  is  not  a  question  of 
title,  3 1 .     Contract  for  stone  to  be  blasted, 

31.  Title  is  always  a  question  of  owner- 
sliip,  32.  Dower  right  no  title  so  as  to  be 
a  breach  of  covenant  to  convey  good  title, 

32.  Fraud  in  sale  of  real  estate,  33.  Title 
must  he  interposed  below  if  at  all,  33. 
Claim  to  own  growing  trees  and  vines,  33. 
Action  of  waste  for  forfeiture,  33.  Right 
by  prescription  to  plow  lands,  33.  Ac- 
tion by  tenant  for  injury  to  house 
does  not  raise  question  of  title,  33. 
Agreement  to  remove  road  fences,  34. 
Overseers  suing  for  penalties,  title  is  not 
any  defense,  34.  Answer  of  public  liigli- 
way  raises  title,  34.  So  of  a  right  of  way 
over  lands  by  prescription,  34.  Trespass 
on  wild  lauds,  plaintiff  must  show  title,  34. 


JURISDICTION—  continued. 
Defendant  may  object  to  deeds,  34.  If  no 
objection,  nor  any  dispute  of  title,  plaintiff 
may  recover,  34.  Defendant  must  dispute 
plaintiff's  title,  if  he  would  raise  the  ques- 
tion, 34.     Deed,  when  competent  evidence, 

35.  What  is  disputing  title,  35.  Whether 
judgment  is  void,  35,  36.  Assault  and  bat- 
tery, 36.      Justice  has   no  jurisdiction  of, 

36.  Wliat  is  and  what  is  not  such,  36. 
Demands  exceeding  $400,  36.  Must  be  liti- 
gated accounts,  37.  Reduced  below  $400, 
by  payments,  37.  Reduced  by  set-offs,  37. 
Wlietlier  more  tliau  $400  a  question  of 
fact,  38.  If  over  $400,  judgment  void,  38. 
Actions  against  executors, .  die,  38.  Exe- 
cutors may  sue  in  this  court,  38.  But  can- 
not be  sued  as  such,  38.  Oath  of  office,  38. 
Officer  de  facto  without  oath.  38.  His  acts 
bind  third  persons,  38.  Acting  without 
oath  a  misdemeanor,  38,  He  cannot  re- 
cover his  fees  in  such  a  case,  38.  Office 
is  void  as  to  him,  but  valid  as  to  strangers, 
39.  Nature  of  justice's  jurisdiction,  3d.  Not 
a  common  law  autliority,  39.  Takes  nothing 
by  implication,  39.  Must  comply  strictly 
with  statute,  39.     Amendments,  dec,  39. 

JURORS :  See  Jury,  and  Trial  by  jury. 

JURY :  See  Trial  by  jury. 

JUSTICK :  See  Jurisdiction,  Process,  Trial, 
Trial  by  jury,  Discretion,  Evidence,  Judg- 
ment, Execution,  Appeals.  Jcstioe  a  mate- 
EIAL  WITNESS,  237.     See  Witness. 

JUSTIFICATION:  Answer  of,  979,  980. 

KNOWLEDGE:  When  it  must  bo  alleged 
in  pleading,  310.  When  in  complaints  for 
torts,  325.  326.  Parties  presumed  to  know 
the  law,  263. 

LACHES:  Irregularities  waived  by,  17  to 
19.  Consequences  of,  by  not  appearing, 
220  to  222.  In  applying  for  adjournment, 
343.  In  serving  subpoina,  561.  In  re- 
turning e-xecution,  753. 

LAND :   When  title  to,  is  in  question,  29  to  36. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT:  Complaints 
in  actions  between,  936,  937.  Answers,  931. 

LAW.  QUESTIONS  OF:  When  a  question 
of  law  arises,  296.  Must  be  on  undisputed 
facts,  296.  Conclusions  of  law  not  alleged 
in  pleadings,  296.  What  is  such  an  alle- 
gation, 296.  Alleging  a  conversion  of 
property,  297.  Law  presumes  legality  of 
acts,  297.  301.  Pacts  showing  fraud  must 
be  stated,  297.  General  all^ations,  when 
allowable,  297.  Competency  of  witnesses 
as  matter  of  law,  630.  So  wliether  par- 
ticular evidence  is  admissible,  630.  So 
of  construction  of  written  instrument, 
630.  So  whether  certain  evidence  tends 
to  prove  fraud,  630.  Rulings  by  the 
justice  on  the  trial,  630.  Deciding  motion 
for  nonsuit,  631.  Jury  may  decide  mat- 
ters of  law  submitted  to  them  on  tho 
merits,  631.  See  also  Pleadings,  title 
Questions  of  law. 

LAW  OP  OTHER  STATES:  Presumed  to 
be  like  our  common  law,  388.  Foreign 
laws  must  be  proved,  367.  Contracts  made 
elsewhere,  301. 
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LEADING  QUESTIONS,  500  to  505.  See 
Ecidince,  title  Leading  questions. 

LETTERS:  May  contain  a\ithority  for  attor- 
ney to  appear,  226.  Gouteiits  of.  not  prov- 
able by  parol  400.  Cross-examining  as  to 
contents  ol,  481  to  483.  Refusal  to  pro- 
duce on  notiL-e,  405.  Written  "without 
prejudice,"  378. 

LEVY:  Sso  Execution.    Answer  of,  OTD,  980. 

LIEN  :  Answer  of,  984. 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTES  OP:  Indorse- 
ments on  bonds,  &c.,  395.  Answer  of,  978. 

LOSS  OF  PAPERS:  Parol  evidence  of  their 
contents,  404.  What  sufficient  proof  of 
loss,  405. 

LUNATIC:  Actions  by,  273,  283.  Liable 
for  his  torts,  285.  Not  competent  as  a. 
■witness,  368.      Liable  for  torts,  285. 

MARRIAaE  AND  MARRIED  WOMEN: 
Wife's  right  to  appear  for  husband,  227. 
Married  woman  needs  no  guardian,  223. 
Actions  by  and  against,  273,  274,  283. 
Liable  for  her  torts,  285.  Cannot  be  witness 
for  husband,  369,  370.  Admissions  of  as 
against  husband,  373.  Widow  may  be 
housekeeper,  747,  753. 

MATERIAL  ALTERATION:  See  Altera- 
tion of  instruments. 

MEMORANDUM:  See  Evidence. 

MERGER:  Of  prior  negotiations  in  written 
iustruments,  461.  Prior  instrument,  how 
far  in  force,  461. 

MESNE  PROCESS:  See  Process. 

MILEAGE:  Constable's  fees,  713.  Sheriff's 
fees,  714. 

MILITIA:   Process  not  to  be  served  on,  113. 

MISJOINDER:  Of  plaintiffs  in  actions  on 
contract,  276.  Of  plaintiffs  in  actions  for 
torts,  284.     Of  causes  of  action,  290. 

MIST.ACE:  Answer  of,  983.  See  Amend- 
ments. 

MISSTATEMENT:  Obtaining  judgment  by, 
843. 

MONEY  :  May  be  levied  upon,  729. 

MORTGAGE:  Mortgaged  property  may  be 
levied  on,  730.     Complaint  on,  927. 

MUTUAL  ACCOUNTS:  See  Account  Books. 

NAME:  Fictitious  names  in  process,  44. 
Process  to  state  names  of  parties,  43. 
Altering  name  in  process,  42.  Signing 
name,  42.  Trespass  for  arresting  by  wrong 
name,  44.  How  stated  in  complaint,  312, 
313.     Appeal  in  whose  name  brought,  767. 

NECESSARIES:  What  exempt  as  such  from 
execution,  745  to  752.  See  Execution,  title 
Exempt  property. 

NEGLECT:  By  officer,  not  presumed,  387. 
complaints  for,  906. 

NEGLIGENCH;:  Complaint  for,  965,  970. 

NEW  TRIAL,  859  to  874.  See  Appeal,  title 
New  trial. 

NEXT  FRIEND:  See  Guardian. 

NEXT  OF  KIN:  Cannot  suo  for  distribu- 
tive share  of  estate,  270. 

NIGIiT:  Jury  retiring  to  .consider  their  ver- 
dict, 617,  618.  Sales  on  execution  not 
allowed  at.  739.  Jury  going  out  on  Sat- 
urday night,  617,  618,  627.  Day  begms 
and  ends  at  midnight,  47. 


NON  COMPOS  MENTIS:  See  Lunatic,  Idiot, 
Infant,  Guardian. 

NON-IMPRISONMENT  ACT:  Authorizes 
short  summons,  75.  Its  effect  upon  civil 
warrants,  88,  89.  Its  effect  upon  attach- 
ments, 127,  167  to  170.  Its  effect  upon 
executions,  715.  716,  744. 

NON-RESIDKNT:  Summons  by  non-resi- 
dent plaintiff,  59,  60.  All  parties  non- 
residents, 01.  Defendants  uon-resident.s, 
60,  96.  Short  summons  for,  75  to  81. 
Warrants  against,  87,  88.  Short  attach- 
ments for  and  against,  166  to  172. 

NOS'SUIT:  Voluntary  or  compulsory,  579. 
Made  before  cause  is  finally  submitted, 
579.  Too  late  after  submission  to  justice 
on  merits,  579.  Motion  usually  decided  at 
trial,  579.  ilay  be  reserved  by  justice, 
579.  Grounds  for  should  be  stated,  579. 
To  be  pointed  out  specifically,  580.  This 
rule  applies  only  where  special  defect  is 
intended  to  be  pointed  out,  580.  Rule  not 
applied  when  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover on  whole  cage,  580.  Motion  usually 
made  when  plaintiff  rests  his  casa,  580. 
But  may  be  made  at  the  close  of  the  trial 
on  all  the  evidence  given,  580.  Rarely 
granted  on  the  whole  evidence,  580. 
Usually  some  conflict  of  evidence,  580. 
Motion  denied  in  doubtful  cases,  580.  Or 
when  plaintiff  entitled  to  nominal  dam- 
ages, 650.  Granted  if  material  defect  in 
plaintiff's  proofs,  580,  581.  Granted  when- 
ever verdict  would  be  set  aside  as  against 
evidence,  581.  Error  to  deny  motion  if 
nonsuit  a  matter  of  right  on  the  case,  581. 
No  ground  of  relusal,  because  jury  might 
be  disposed  to  disregard  evidence,  581. 
Defects  in  proof  may  be  supplied,  581. 
Refusal  of  such  evidence  someiimos  error, 
581.  If  motion  made  and  denied  defend- 
ant ought  not  to  supply  defects,  581.  If 
supplied  during  trial  by  eltlier  party,  that 
is  sufficient,  581.  Nonsuit  granted  as  to 
some  of  the  defendants,  581.  Motion  to 
discharge  some  of  the  defendants,  581. 
Nonsuit  may  be  granted  in  replevin,  582. 
On  appeal  any  ground  may  be  urged  to 
sustain  nonsuit,  582.  It"  correct  on  any 
ground,  that  is  sufficient,  582.  Nonsuit 
when  a  bar  to  a  new  action,  582.  Nonsuit 
in  action  brought  for  tort,  and  recovery 
sought  on  contract,  582.  Judgment  of  non- 
suit, 692,  693.  See  Judgment,  title  Judg- 
ment of  nonsuit. 

NOTARY :  Certificate  of,  how  far  evidence, 
394. 

NOTICE:  Before  bringing  action.  2.  Of 
service  of  warrant,  118,  119.  To  be  in- 
serted in  replevin  summons,  201.  Of  ac- 
ceptance of  offer  of  judgment,  258.  Judi- 
cial notice,  303,  304.  360.  367.  Alleged  in 
complaint,  318.  Producing  papers  on  no- 
tice, 404.  Form  of  such  notice,  406.  To 
produce  books  of  account,  451.  In  a  sub- 
poena duces  tecum,  549.  Of  iippliC!ition  for 
commission,  564.  Of  trial  of  claim  of  prop- 
erty under  execution,  725.  Constable's 
notice  of  sale,  738.     Of  appeal,  772.    Form 
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NOTICE  —continued. 
of  notice,  784.  Form  of  notice  of  stay  of 
execution,  192.  Form  of  notice  to  make 
return,  812.  Form  of  notice  for  attach- 
ment, 815.  Form  of  notice  for  ameniled 
return,  827.  Form  of  notice  of  order  for, 
829.  Form  of  notice  of  argument,  834. 
Form  of  notice  to  excuse  default,  839. 
Form  of  notice  of  trial,  863.  Form  of  no- 
tice of  acceptance  of  judgment,  868.  Of 
vicious  propensity  of  animal,  892.  Of  ap- 
plication for  restitution,  910.  Of  taxation 
of  costs,  916.  Form  of  notice  of  appeal 
to  supreme  court,  922. 

NUISANCE:  Complaint  for,  962.  By  keep- 
ing open  area  in  public  street,  325.  Dam- 
ages in  actions  for,  684. 

NULLITY:  Process  issued  without  author- 
ity, 7.  Want  of  jurisdiction  judgment 
void,  15.  Judgment  by  justice  related  to 
party,  27.     Pi-ocess  issued  in  blank,  41. 

OATH:  See  Affidavit,  Process,  <i:c.  To  affi- 
davit, 148.  Of  authority  to  appear  as 
attorney,  22G.  That  justice  is  a  .jnaterial 
witness,  239.  To  obtain  adjournment,  350. 
Administered  to  witnesses,  472.  Statute 
relating  to,  473.  Interpreter's  oath,  474. 
By  witness  examined  on  a  commission, 
572.  On  trial  of  challenge,  604,  605.  Qf 
juror  on  trial  of  action,  606.  Qf  witness 
on  trial  of  action,  607.  Of  constable  retir- 
ing with  jury,  618.  On  taking  judgment 
by  confession.  705. 

OBJEC'L'IONS :  To  irregularities  in  process 
or  proceedings,  17  to  19.  If  property 
taken,  not  waived  by  taking  steps  in  the 
action,  20.  Objecting  before  pleading,  235. 
To  witness  before  swearing  him,  370. 
Taking  objections  at  trial,  631.  Mode  of 
making,  631.  Justice  ought  to  take  in 
writing,  632.  Party  may  take  any  number 
he  pleases,  632.  Presumed  to  be  made  in 
good  faith,  632.  That  evidence  irrelevant, 
immaterial,  incompetent,  illegal  or  improper, 
633.  Omission  to  object. is  a  waiver  of  it, 
the  matter  of  the  answer,  633..  Illegal 
633.  As  to  form  of  question,  633.  As  to 
evidence   given   under   objection  is  error, 

633.  This  rule  firmly  enforced,  634. 
Grounds  of  objection  must  bo  fully  and 
dearly  stated,  634.  General  objection, 
when  sufficient,  634.  As  to  defect  of 
paper  offered  in  proof,  634.  As  to  evi- 
dence competent  as  to  one  party  but  not  the 
other,  634.  Several  facts  offered  in  con- 
nection,   634.    Time   of  taking   objection, 

634.  So  that  otiier  party  might  obviate, 
634.  As  to  matters  of  practice,  634.  De- 
ceptive or  unfair  mode  of  taking  not 
favored  by  court,  634.  Raising  for  first 
time  on  appeal,  635.  When  no  appearance 
below,  may  talce  as  to  evidence,  635.  Not 
so  as  to  pleadings  or  jury,  635.  To  juris- 
dictions, may  be  taken  at  any  time.  735.  If 
ruling  erroneous,  but  no  evidence  given 
under  it,  no  error,  635.  Reasons  for  de- 
cision, 635.  Evidence  received  under 
objection  must  be  acted  on,  636.  Fvidenoe 
objected  to  must  bo  received  or  rejected,. 


OBJECTIONS  —  continued.  * 

636.  Parties  may  consent  to  different 
rule,  636.  Fact  assumed  below  no  ob- 
jection above,  636.  So  if  matter  treated 
as  matter  of  law  cannot  be  called  matter 
of  fact,  636.  Fact  assumed  as  proved  be- 
low, 636.  That  plaintiff  owns  chose  in 
action  sued  on,  636.  Fact  assumed  to  be  in 
pleadings,  636.  That  plaintiff  is  corporation, 
or  a  public  officer,  636.  Objection  to  suf- 
ficiency of  evidence  must  bo  taken  distinctly 
below,  636.  Otherwise  if  no  conflict  in 
evidence,  636.  For  rejecting  legal  evi- 
dence, 636.  Care  in  taking  specific  objec- 
tions, 636.  Taken  too  broadly  will  be 
unavailing,  637.  Several  papers  or  letters 
offered,  637.  Evidence  valid  for  one  pur- 
pose, but  not  for  an  other,  037.  Offers  to 
prove  state  of  facts,  637.  Sometimes  mads 
very  broadly,  637.  Ought  to  be  made  in 
good  faith,  637.  Ought  not  to  be  ambigu- 
ous, 637.  Agreement  that  all  matters 
shall  be  considered  as  objected  to,  unavail- 
ing, 637.  Useless  as  to  discretionary  mat- 
ters, 637.  May  be  waived  though  origin- 
ally valid,  637. 

OFFER  OF  JUDGMENT:  In  what  actions 
aUowed,  255.  Plaintiff  must  accept  or  re- 
fuse at  his  own  risk.  255.  Offer  in  actions 
of  tort  advisable,  255.  Liberality  of  offer 
in  such  cases,  255.  Who  may  make  the 
offer,  250.  Not  one  of  several  defendants 
in  torts,  256.     Nor  in  actions  on  contract, 

256.  One  partner  cannot  offer,  256.  At 
wliat  time  to  be  made,  256.  How  to  m-ake 
offer,  256.  Must  be  in  writing,  256.  For  a 
specified  amount,  256.  Not  until  after 
complaint  put  in.  256.  Plaiutiff's  election 
as  to  accepting,  256.  Acceptance  must  be 
in  writing,  257.  Offer  to  be  left  with  jus- 
tice, 257.  Acceptance  also  to  be  filed  with 
him,  257.  Judgment  entered  on  offer  and 
acceptance,  257.  Plaintiff 's  liability  to  sub- 
sequent costs,  257.  Form  of  offer  of  judg- 
ment,   257.      Form   of   offer   in   replevin, 

257.  Form  of  acceptance  of  offer,  257. 
Form  of  judgment  on  offer,  258.  Practice 
on  entering  judgment,  258.  Offer  and 
acceptance  may  be  by  attorney  or  in  person, 

258.  Form  of  oath  to  attorney,  259. 
Proving  his  powet  to  offer,  259.    Offeb 

OF  JUDGMENT  IN  COUNTY  COUBT,  864.  /» 
what  actions,  864.  Wlw  may  offer,  864. 
Propriety  of  making  offer,  864.  By  ona 
defendant  does  not  affect  costs,  864.  May 
be  made  bj'  attorney,  864.  At  what  time, 
and  in  what  cases  made,  865.  Subject  dis- 
cussed, 865,  866.  Most  convenient  prac- 
tice, 867.  Form  of  offer,  and  its  service, 
867.  May  be  by  attorney,  868.  Served 
by  copy,  868.  Ton  days  to  accept  or  reject 
offer,  868.  Acceptance  must  be  writ- 
ton,  868.  Form  of  acceptance,  868.  Ac- 
ceptance must  be  in  writing,  868.  May  be 
by  attorney,  868-  Clerk  entering  judgment 
on  offer  and  acceptance,  868.  Form  of 
affidavit  of  acceptance,  868.  Filing  papers 
with  clerk,  868.  Form  of  judgment  on  offer, 
869.    Effect  of  refusing  offer  of  judgment, 
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869.  OCfer  deemed  withdrawn,  869.  No 
proof  of  offer  allowed,  869.  Plaintifif  liable 
for  costs  unless  he  recovers  more  favorable 
judgment,  869.  More  favorable  judrjment, 
869.  Offer  $100,  recovery  $25,  869. 
Coimterclaira  extinguished,  870.  Set-off 
balanced  or  extinccuished,  870.  Need  not 
recover  larger  amount,  871.  Offer  to  be 
furnished  to  court,  872.  Refusal  does  not 
bar  costs  accrued  before  offer  made  and 
refused,  872. 

OFFICKR:  Bond  to  execute  process,  43,  49. 
When  protected  by  his  process,  49.  Can- 
not take  reward,  extra  fees,  &c.,  50.  De- 
livery of  process  to,  55,  56.  Actions  by, 
form  of  process,  64,  65.  Officer  not  bound 
to  sliow  his  process,  115.  Brealcing  into 
outer  doors  of  dwellings,  115.  Keeping 
prisoner  securely,  120.  Executing  replevin 
process,  203  to  205.  Judicial  notice  taken 
of,  367.  Return  evidence  for  himself,  391. 
Certificates  of  as  evidence,  421,  422.  Pre- 
sumed to  have  discharged  his  duty,  387. 
That  he  served  process  in  proper  county, 
6.  Damages  recoverable  by,  678.  Liable 
for  oppressive  abuse  of  process,  685.  For 
permitting  an  escape,  686.  For  neglecting 
to  levy,  686.  Entitled  to  double  costs,  711, 
712.     Making  a  levy,  and  liow  made,  732. 

ONUS  PROBANDI:  See  Evidence,  title  Bur- 
den of  proof. 

OPINIONS:  See  Evidence,  title  Opinions. 
Justice  ought  not  to  give  any  to  parties, 
21,  22. 

0RDI5RS:  See  Appeals.  To  show  cause 
against  attachment,  814.  To  file  interroga- 
tories, 818.  Convicting  of  contempt,  819. 
Discharging  attachment,  8 1 9.  For  amended 
return,  828.  For  new  trial  before  justice, 
853.  Conditional  for  reversal  of  judgment, 
881.  ■  For  restititution,  910.  Appeal  from, 
922. 

PARTIES :  Wlio  to  he  parties  to  an  action, 
264.  Plaintiff  to  be  real  party  in  interest, 
264.  Assignee  as  plaintiff,  264.  Executor, 
Ac,  or  trustee,  &c.,  264.  Plaintiffs  in 
ACTIONS  ON  CONTRACT,  264.  Principals, 
actions  by,  265.  Suing  on  contract  made 
by  agent,  265.  Right  of  action  cannot  be 
transferred  conditionally,  265.  May  sell 
note  and  agree  not  to  be  paid  until  col- 
lected, 265.  Owner  of  a  note  not  indorsed 
may  still  sue  as  equitable  owner,  266. 
Payable  to  order,  and  not  indorsed,  owner 
may  sue  as  real  party  in  interest,  266.  In 
such  case  posses.sion  not  evidence  of  title, 
as  in  ordinary  cases,  266.  Plaintiff  must 
be  sole  owner  of  demand  sued  on,  266. 
Action  by  plaintiff  for  consideration  mov- 
ing from  stranger,  267.  Agents,  actions 
by,  267.  Maj'  sue  on  contracts  made  in 
their  names,  267.  Principal  also  entitled 
to  sue,  267.  Both  cannot  sue  at  same 
time,  267.  Auctioneer  may  sue  for  price, 
267.  So  of  factor,  Ac,  267.  So  of  agent 
for  foreign  corporation,  267.  Assignee, 
action  by,  268.  Causes  of  action  arising 
on  contract,  268.    Several  owners  all  must 


PARTIES  —  continued. 
join  in  assignment  of  demand,  268.  Can- 
not bo  actions  by  separate  assignees,  268. 
Legal  title  need  not  pass  if  equitable  does, 
268.  Guaranty  of  note  passes  with  note, 
268.  Assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors  may 
sue  alone,  268.  Unliquidated  damages  may 
be  assigned,  268.  Stu'vivor  entitled  to  an- 
nuity, 269.  Claim  for  money  fraudulently 
obtained,  269.  Note  usurioiisly  trans- 
ferred, 269.  Possession  of  note  or  check 
evidence  of  ownership,  269.  When  rule 
otlierwise,  269.  A,ssignment  of  demand 
may  be  written,  sealed  or  unsealed,  or  ver- 
bal, 269.  Executors  and  administrators, 
actions  by,  270.  Need  not  join  party  to  be 
benefited,  270.  Suing  on  note  given  to 
himself,  270.  Action  by  sole  acting  execu- 
tor, 270.  Next  of  kin  cannot  sne  for  es- 
tate, 270.  Transfers  by  next  of  kin  and 
others,  270.  Trustees  of  an  express  trust, 
actions  by,  271.  Assignee  for  benefit  of 
creditors,  271.  Consignee  or  indorsee  of 
bill  of  lading,   271.     Merchandise  broker, 

271.  Committee  of  lunatib  or  habitual 
drunkard,  271.  Receiver  of  insolvent  cor- 
poration, 271.  Persons  authorized  by 
statute  to  sue,  &c.,  111.  Supervisors  of 
county,  272.  Loan  officers,  &c.,  272.  Sup- 
erintendents of  poor,  272.  Supervis- 
ors  of   town,    272.      Overseers   of   poor, 

272.  Commissioners  of  highways,  272. 
Trustees  of  .school  districts,  272.  Trus- 
tees of  gospel  and  school  lots,  272.  In 
whose  name  to  sue,  272.  Oifiter  suing 
to  set  out  title  of  office,  272.  Joint  stock 
company  may  sue  or  be  sued  in  name  of 
president  or  treasurer,  272.  Suing  on  a 
note  owned  by  such  company,  273.  Lu- 
natics, &c.,  actions  bi/,  273.  Committee  of 
drunkard,  273.  If  no  committee,  lunatic 
must  sue  in  his  own  name,  273.  Person 
non  compos  mentis,  273.  Infants,  actions 
by,  273.     Action  must  be  in  their  name, 

273.  Next  friend  must  also  be  joined,  273. 
Married  women,  actions  by,  273.  Slie  may 
sue  alone,  273.  Must  sue  alone  for  her 
separate  property,  274.  May  appear  by 
attorney,  274.  But  if  an  infant  must  have 
guardian,  274.  Entitled  to  her  own  earn- 
ings, 274.  Husband  and  wife  join  where 
claim  belongs  to  them  jointly,  274.  Join- 
der of  plaintiffs,  274.  Statutes  relating  to 
this  subject,  274,  275.  Interested  parties 
must  be  joined,  275.  Assigned  demand, 
all  interested  must  sue,  275.  Cannot  split 
single  claim,  and  several  sue,  275.  Re- 
covery of  rent  by  heirs-at-law,  275.  Ten- 
ants in  common  must  all  join,  275.  One 
firm  against  another,  275.  Action  by  sur- 
viving partner,  275.  Misjoinder  and  non- 
joinder in  actions  on  contracts,  275.  Parties 
same  as  in  courts  of  records,  276.  Mis- 
joinder of  plaintiffs,  276.  Objection  how 
raised,  276.  By  answer  in  abatement,  276. 
By  demurrer,  276.  By  motion  for  nonsuit, 
276.  By  appeal  to  correct  error,  276. 
Non-joinder  of  plaintiffs,  27(5.  By  answer 
in  abatement,  276.    By  demurrer,  276.    By 
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motion  for  nonsuit,  276.  By  appeal  to  cor- 
rect error,  277.  Defendants  in  actions  on 
contract,  277.  Must  be  against  all  prin- 
cipals guilty  of  breach.  277.  Principal  not 
agent  wlieu  sued,  277.  Survivors  to  be 
sued,  277.  Surety  in  administrator's  bond, 
277.  Wlio  to  he  defendants  under  §§  1 19, 
120  of  Code,  277.  Does  not  apply  to 
several  parties  to  a  negotiable  bill  or  note, 
27S.  Partners,  actions  against,  278.  Must 
all  be  joined  as  defendants,  278.  When 
one  alone  may  be  sued,  278.  Dormant 
partner,  278.  Retiring  partner,  278.  Dis- 
solution of  linn,  278.  Executor  of  part- 
ner not  suablj)  in  this  court,  279.  Nor  can 
he  be  sued  at  all,  unless,  &c.,  279.  Joint 
ttock  companies,  actions  a,gainst,  279. 
May  be  sued  in  name  of  president,  trea- 
surer, &c..  279.  Corporations,  actions 
against,  279.  Infants,  actions  against,  279. 
Contracts  voidable  not  void,  279.  A  per- 
sonal defense,  279.  Guardian  must  be 
appointed,  279.  Liable  for  necessaries,  279. 
Must  join   infant  with   adult   defendants, 

279.  Answer  of  infancy  and  proof  of  it 
discharges  him,  279.  Married  women, 
actions  against,  280.     Statutes  relating  to, 

280.  Debts  of  wife  before  marriage,  280. 
Law  does  not  affect  vested  rights  of  credit- 
ors, 280.  Husband  liable  for  family  neces- 
saries, 280.  Her  separate  property  or 
earnings  not  liable  for  husband's  debts,  280. 
Principal  and  surety,  actions  against,  280. 
One  promise  absolute,  the  other  conditional, 

280.  Cannot  be  joined  as  defendants,  281. 
Where  statute  applies,  all  or  any  may  be 
sued,   281.     Joint  debtors,  actions  against, 

281,  If  liability  joint  all  must  be  joined, 

281.  Statute  exception  as  to  service  of 
process  on  all,  281.  Counties,  towns,  and 
public  officers,  actions  against,  281.  Coun- 
ties, board  of  supervisors  sued,  281.  Board 
must  be  named,  not  the  individuals,  281. 
Town  to  be  sued  by  name,  281.  Action 
against  town  and  county  ofBoers  to  be 
against  them  individually,  282.  Change  nf 
parties,  &c.,  282.     Does  not  affect  pending 

■  action.  282.  No  abatement  of  action,  but 
substitution  of  parties,  282.  iliyoind^r  of 
defendants  in  actions  on  contracts,  282.  By 
answer  in  abatement,  282.  By  motion  for 
nonsuit,  282.  By  demurrer,  282.  By  ap- 
peal to  correct  errors,  282.  Non-joinder  of 
defendants  in  actions  on  contracts,  282.  By 
inswer  in  abatement,  282.     By  demurrer, 

282.  But  not  by  motion  for  nonsuit,  282. 
Plaintiffs  in  actions  for  wrongs,  283. 
All  injured  parties  should  join,  283.  Action 
by  assignee,  283.     Actions  hy  executors,  dec, 

283.  By  husband  and  viife,  283.  By  part- 
ners, 283.  By  corporations,  283,  By  joint- 
stock  companies,  283.  By  town  and  county 
officers,  284.  By  infants,  283.  By  lunatics, 
283.  By  tenants  in  c^mm^on  and  joint  ten- 
ants, 284.  In  actions  for  penalties,  284. 
When  individuals  may  sue,  284.  When  to 
sue  in  name  of  board,  Ac,  284.  Misjoinder 
of  plaintiff's    in    actions    for   torts,     284. 


PARTIES  —  continued. 
Remedy  by  answer  in  abatement,  284.  B/ 
motion  for  nonsuit,  284.  By  demurrer, 
284.  By  appeal,  &o.,  284.  Non-joinder  of 
plaintiffs  in  actions  for  torts,  284.  Remedy 
by  answer  in  abatement,  284.  By  motion 
for  nonsuit,  284.  By  appeal.  &c.,  284. 
Who   to  be  defendants  in  actions  for  torts, 

284.  Party  doing  the  injury,  284. 
Principal  liable  for  acts  of  agent,  285. 
Infants,  lunatics,  &c.,  285.  Liable  for  their 
torts,  285.  Married  wrnnen,  285.  Liable 
for  her  torts,  285.  Her  husband  must  be 
joined,  285.  Prior  authority  or  subsequent 
ratification  of  tort,  285.  Action  lies  against 
parly  assisting  in  tort,  285.  Or  who  assents 
subfiequeutly,  285.  Tliis  rule  does  not 
apply  to  infants,  lunatics  or  married  women, 

285.  Ratification  must  nlwaj-s  be  made 
with  full  knowledge  of  facts,  285.  Execu- 
tors, &c,  285.  Cannot  be  sued  in  justice's 
courts,  285.  Corporations,  285.  Liable  for 
negligence  or  other  torts,  285.  L'able  for 
acts  of  officers  or  agents,  285.  But  not 
for  willful  trespass  of  agent,  285.  Lies 
for  building  a  dam  across  a  stream,  285. 
Penalties,  286.  Those  liable  therefor  must 
be  defendants,  286.  When  only  one 
penalty  recoverable,  286.  Cannot  be  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  286.  Joinder  of' 
defendants,  286.  For  torts,  plaintiff  may 
sue  one  or  all,  286.  May  sue  and  recover 
against  all,  separately,  and  then  elect 
damages,  286.  Cannot  collect  but  one 
judgment,  286.  But  may  collect  costs  in 
all,  286.  Payment  of  one  judgment  bars 
further  recovery,  286.  Misjoinder  and  non- 
joinder of  defendants,  286.  Defendants  can- 
not object  to,  286.  Injuries  done  by  animals 
belonging  to  several  defendants,  286. 

PARTJ^JERS:  Actions  against,  275,  278. 
See  Parties  to  action. 

PAPERS:  Not  in  evidence  until  read,  519. 
Executed  at  same  time,  .  Presumed 
to  have  been  executed  at  their  date,  388. 
See  Filing  papers. 

PAYING  MONEY  INTO  COURT:  Effect 
of,  384. 

PAYMENT:  Answer  of,  982.  Of  money, 
when  presumed  to  be  due,  387.  If  alleged, 
must  be  proved  to  be  available,  414. 

PENALTY :  Complaint  for,  968.  Witness 
need  not  convict  himself  of,  510.  Actions 
for,  284,  286.  Pleadings  in  actions  for 
327.     Party  not  presumed  liable  for,  414. 

PENDENCY  OF  ACTION :  Another  action 
pending,  answer  of,  973. 

PERF0RMANC13:  Answer  of,  976.  Aver- 
ments of,  in  complamt,  317. 

PERJURY :  Witness  false  in  one  thing,  false 
in  all,  543.  Not  to  be  imputed  to  witnesses 
if  possible  to  avoid  such  charge.  544.  Not 
to  be  presumed,  544.  Conviction  for,  de- 
stroys competency  of  witness,  369.  Jury 
need  not  beheve  perjured  witness,  544. 

PERSON:  Corporation  a  person,  134. 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY:  May  be  recov- 
ered in  replevin,  18.^  to  185.  Execution 
may  bo  levied  upon,  729.    Sale  of,  how 
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PERSONAL  FROVERTY  — continued. 

.  affected  by  statute  of  frauds,  741,  142. 
What  is  such,  1 84. 

PHYSICIAN  :  Cliai-ges  of,  in  account  books, 
441,  449.  Presumed  to  have  license,  452. 
His  horse  and  wagon  exempt  from  execu- 
tion, 747,  748.  So  of  his  books  and  sur- 
gical instruments,  746,  747. 

PLACE  OF  TRIAL:  Action,  where  to  be 
commenced,  52  to  54.  Must  be  in  town 
where  justice  resides,  9.  Must  be  at  place 
of  joiumg  issue  if  defeudant  does  not  ap- 
pear, 577.  But  justice  may  change  place, 
577. 

PLEADINGS:  See  Answer,  Complaint,  De- 
murrer, Parties  to  action.  General  princi- 
ples relating  to,  259  to  264.  Importance 
of  being  accurate,  25D.  Should  show 
cause  of  action  or  ground  of  defense,  260. 
Value  of  such  a  system,  260.  Amending 
on  appeal,  260.     Joining  issue,  what  it  is, 

261.  Objections  to  be  then  taken,  261. 
Must  demur  then  if  at  all,  261.  May  be 
written  or  oral,  261.  Denial  puts  plaintiff 
to  proofs  of  his  case,  261.  Affirmative 
defenses,  261,  262.     When  preferable,  262. 

•  Must  be  set  up  in  the  answer,  262.  Court 
must  decide  on  sufficiency  of  demnrrer, 

262.  Demurrer  always  raises  an  issue  of 
law,  262.  No  reply  allowed  to  affirmative 
defense,  262.  Answer  considered  as  deniec^, 

262.  Plaintiff  may  prove  reply  without 
setting  it  up  in  pleadings,  262,  263.  Must 
demur,  if  answer  objectionable  in  form  or 
substance,  263.  Parties  presumed  to  know 
the  law,  263.     Amendment  of  pleadings, 

263.  Must  sometimes  be  in  writing,  263. 
Demurrer  and  decisions  thereon,  263. 
Complaint  to  be  put  in  and  proved,  even 
though  defendant  does  not  appear,  263. 
Pleadings  may  be  read  to  jury,  638.  GEN- 
ERAL EULES  OF  PLEADINS,  292.  Forms  of 
action  abrogated,  292.  Code  introduces  a 
system  of  special  pleadings,  292.  Princi- 
ples of  pleadings  not  abrogated,  292. 
Change  is  as  to  manner  of  stating  facts 
either  of  case  or  defense,  292.  Difference 
between  pleadings  of  courts  of  record 
and  those  of  justices'  courts,  292.  Jus- 
tices' courts  have  all  necessary  powers, 
293.  Forms  of  pleadings,  293.  No  par- 
ticular form  required,  293.  May  be  oral 
or  in  writing,  293.  Must  be  in  writing  in 
Bome  cases,  293.  Oral  pleadings  to  be 
entered"  in  docket,  293.  Means  material 
allegations  to  be  entered,  293.  None  need 
be  entered  but  those  made  by  the  parties, 

293.  Demurrer  to  pleadings,  293.  Effect 
may  be  to  require  written  pleadings,  293. 
Written  pleadings  to  be  filed,  293.  General 
carelessness  in  pleading,  293.  Must  be 
pleadings  and  issue,  294.  After  appearance 
must  be  issue  before  adjournment,  294. 
Unless  defendant  refuses,  &c.,  to  answer, 

294.  If  no  pleadings,  judgment  reversed, 
294.  Facts  are  to  be  stated,  294.  Those 
allegations  which,  if  true,  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  or  a  defense,  294,  295. 
Not  allegations  of  evidence,  294.    Nor  of 
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admissions,  294.  Nor  of  conclusions  of 
law,  295.  State  enough  to  shorn  cause  of 
action  or  ground  of  defense,  295.  Means 
that  all  material  facts  must  be  alleged,  295. 
Rule  may  be  waived  by  parties,  295.  If 
no  demurrer,  any  pleading  will  do,  295. 
Questions  of  fact,  296.  What  such  questions 
are,  296.  Intention  sometimes  a  material 
allegation,  296.  So  allegations  of  conversion 
of  property  are  questions  of  fact,  296. 
So  as  to  assenting  to  a  transaction,  296. 
Or  whether  a  fraud  has  been  committed, 

296.  Or  who  is  in  possession  of  land,  296. 
The  rule  is  that  every  fact  put  in  issue  by 
the  pleadings  is  a  question  of  fact,  296. 
Mixed  questions,  296.  See  also  Fact,  ques- 
tions of.  Questions  of  law,  296.  See  also 
Law,  questions  of.  Arises  on  undisputed 
facts,  296.  Thei'e  can  be  no  mixed  ques- 
tion of  law  and  fact,  296,  Alleging  that 
a  party  released  is  bad,  296.  So  that  de- 
fendant is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty,  with- 
out setting  out  how,  296.  So  that  defend- 
ant has  failed  to  fulfill  his  contract,  296. 
May  allege  act  to  be  wrongfully  or  unlaw- 
fully done,  297.  Or  that  act  was  fraudulentlj' 
done,  297.  Or  negligently  done,  297.  Or 
that  things  are  mijustly  detained,  297. 
Such  allegations  permitted  as  a  matter  of 
convenience,  297.    Questions  of  law  and  fact, 

297.  Strictly  no  such  questions  exist,  297. 
Alleged  cases  of  this  kind  are  such  as  re- 
late to  necessaries,  notices,  diligence,  &c., 

298.  Statement  of  evidence,  29i.  Evidence 
ought  never  to  be  stated,  298.  Allegation 
of  admissions  improper,  298.  Not  suffi- 
cient to  allege  these  facts  which  would 
authorize  jury  to  find  verdict,  298.  Legal 
presumptions,  298.  Need  not  allege  what 
the  law  presumes,  298.  Fictions  in  plead- 
ings, 299.  Positively,  299.  Allegations 
must  be  positive,  299.  Hypothetical  allega- 
tions, 299.     Such  allegations  not  allo\^d, 

299.  Parties  should  deny  or  confess  and 
avoid,  299.  This  rule  must  be  observed  in 
drawing  answers,  299.  Demurrer  lies  for 
violation  of  the  rule,  300.  Duplicity,  300. 
Cannot  blend  separate  causes  of  action  in 
same  complaint,  300.  How  separate  causes 
of  action  to  be  distinguished,  300.  Justice 
has  power  to  enforce  the  rule  as  to  separate 
statements,  300.  Certainty  as  to  time.  j>lact, 
quantity  and  value,  301.  Material  facts 
must  be  alleged  with  time,  301.  So  as  to 
place  which  is  material,  301.  Contract 
made  elsewhere  must  allege  that  contract 
valid  by  law  where  made,  301.  Quantity 
and  value  of  articles,  301.  Value  a  mat- 
ter of  proof,  302.  Facts  necessarily  im- 
plied need  not  be  stated,  302.  Implied 
promise  need  not  be  alleged,  302.  State 
facts,  and  law  will  imply  promise,  302.- 
Consideration  must  appear,  302.  Mat- 
ters implied  may  be  traversed,  302.  Ac- 
tion by  payee  of  note,  or  by  holder,  302. 
Allegation  that  defendant  made  note,  is 
sufficient  without  alleging  delivery  of  it, 
303.     Prpmises  under  statute  of  frauds 
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need  not  be  alleged  to  be  in  wfltUig,  303. 
Allegations  by  assignee,  303.  In  action 
of  trover,  303.  Judicial  notice,  303.  Such 
matters  need  not  be  alleged,  303.  Nega- 
tiving defense,  304.  Need  not  negative 
facts  constituting  a  defense,  304.  Action 
on  fire  policy  need  not  negative  a  breach 
of  conditions,  304.  So  need  not  allege 
officer  had  funds  in  action  for  not  making 
repairs,  304.  Need  not  allege  new  promise 
or  part  payment  to  meet  statute  of  limit- 
ations, 305.  When  defendant  knows  facts, 
less  particularly  required  in  pleadings,  305. 
Exceptions  in  a  statute,  305.  Surplusage, 
305.  Whatit  is,  305.  Does  not  vitiate,  305. 
May  be  struck  out,  305.  In  trespass,  sur- 
plusage may  impose  additional  proof  on 
plaintiff,  305.  In  torts,  sufficient  to  prove 
a  case,   305.     Repugnant,  inconsistent,  dkc, 

305,  306.  What  inconsistent  defense,  306. 
Denial  and  affirmative  defenses  not  so,  306. 
How  facts  ought  to  be  stated,  306.  Accord: 
ing  to  their  logical  and  legal  effect,  306. 
Act  done  by  agent  may  be  alleged  as  act 
of  principal,  306,  307.  Statute  of  frauds, 
need  not  allege  agreement  to  be  in  writing, 

306.  Sufficient  to  allege  a  sale  without 
staling  facts,  307.  Facts  may  be  stated  if 
party  prefers,  307.  Setting  out  written 
agreements  with  necessary  allegations,  307. 
Account,  how  to  plead  under  Code,  207. 
Recitals,  307.  In  a  written  instrument,  set 
out  constitute  part  of  tlie  allegations,  307. 
Otherwise  if  instrument  does  not  show 
cause  of  action  or  defense  on  its  face,  307. 
If  it  shows  consideration,  a  recital  of  its 
contents  is  _a  pleading  of  the  facts,  307. 
Facts  not  denied  are  admitted,  307.  General 
denial  puts  complaint  in  issue,  307.  Spe- 
cial denial  covers  facts  denied,  307.  An- 
swer of  new  matter  considered  denied.  307. 
So  new  matter  by  way  of  reply  will  be 
j^rovable,  307.  Admission  of  oomplaint  by 
the  answer,  308.  May  be  e.xpress  or  im- 
plied, 308.  If  defendant  does  not  appear, 
plaintiff  must  prove  his  case,  308.  Same 
rule  if  issue  joined,  but  no  appearance  at 
trial,  308.  If  complaint  admitted  by 
affirmative  defense,  no  proof  needed,  308. 
Admission  may  be,  however,  for  merely 
nominal  damages,  308.  Facts  admitted  by 
pleadings  cannot  be  disproved  by  evidence, 
308.  What  are  material  allegations,  308. 
Is  one  that  is  necessary  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  or  a  ground   of  defense, 

308.  Test  is  whether  it  could  be  stricken 
out  and  leave  sufficient  pleading,  309.  Spe- 
cial damages  and  matters  in  aggravation 
may  be  material  allegations,  309.  They 
are  not  traversable,  309.  Affirmative  de- 
fense without  denial  merely  entitles  to 
nominal  damages,  309.  Facts  not  alleged 
cannot  be  proved,  309.  Variance  not  fatal 
now,  309.  But  cannot  declare  for  one 
cause  of  action  and  recover  for  another, 

309.  Special  damages  must  be  alleged  to 
admit  proof  of  them,  309.  Affirmative 
defense  must  be  ^eiidedj  309.    -Defeotive 
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pleadings  sufficient  if  not  demurred  to, 
309,  310.  Defense  proved  without  ob- 
jection Will  be  well  if  not  pleaded,  310. 
Afatlers  in  aggravation,  310.  Special  dam- 
ages, 310  What  are  such,  310.  What 
are  general  damages,  310.  Amendment  to 
insert  claim  for  special  damages,  310. 
Scienter,  &c.,  310.  Knowledge  as  an 
item  of  cause  of  action,  310.  As  a  matter 
to  increase  damages,  310.  Duly,  &c.,  810. 
Allegation  that  act  or  thing  was  duly  done, 
311.  Profert,  &c.,  311.  Not  made  of 
papers  in  pleading,  311.  Construction  of 
pleadings.  311.  According  to  law,  311. 
If  doubtful,  demurrer  sustained,  311.  To 
be  reasonable,  311.  To  be  liberal  if  no 
demurrer,  311. 

PLEDGED  GOODS:  May  be  sold  on  execu- 
tion, 730. 

POSSESSION:  Of  goods  under  attachment, 
173.  Defendant  retaining  possession,  175. 
Of  goods  by  replevin  process,  203.  Of 
goods  nnder  an  execution,  732.  Of  land 
provable  by  opinion,  496.  Of  lands  not  a 
question  of  title,  30. 

PRACTICE:  See  the  various  titles  in  this 
volume:  Process,  Sanimons,  Warrant;  At- 
tachment, Replevin,  Judgment,  Execution, 
Appeal,  Trial,  &c.,  &c. 

PRESCRIPTION:  Title  to  lands  cannot  be 
proved  injustices'  courts,  35. 

PRESUMPTIONS:  Everyone  presumed  to 
know  the  law,  43,  263.  Presumes  every 
act  lawful  and  innocent  until  contrary  is 
proved,  297.  Definition  of  term,  386.  Of 
fact  for  jury,  386.  Of  law  for  court,  386. 
Test,  whether  it  is  of  law  or  fact,  387. 
Sanity  presumed,  387.  Good  motives  pre- 
sumed, 387.  So  consequences  of  act  that 
they  were  Intended,  387.  One  not  pre- 
sumed a  wrongdoer,  387.  Officer  presumed 
to  have  done  his  duty,  387.  Note  pre- 
sumptive evidence  nothing  due  to  mak«r, 
but  may  be  rebutted,  387.  Money  re- 
ceived presumed  to  be  due,  387.  Letters 
received  in  answer  to  others  sent  presumed 
to  come  from  person  addressed,  388.  In- 
strument presumed  made  at  date,  388. 
Difference  in  ink,  388.  Railroad  ticket 
unmutilaied,  388.  Receipt  for  rent,  pre- 
vious rent  presumed  paid,  388.  Payraenfrof 
workmen,  388.  As  to  laws  of  other  states, 
388.  Pew  presumptions  conclusive,  388. 
Stand  for  proof  until  rebutted,  388.  Of 
continuance  of  life,  388.  Of  nmoceiice  of 
crime,  389.  Conflicting  presumptions,  388. 
As  to  contracting  witli  reference  to  a 
general  custom,  389. 

PRINCIPAL    AND   AGENTS:    Action  by 

,  principal,  265.  Actions  by  agents,  267. 
Actions  against  principal,  277,  285.  Ac- 
tion against  agent,  277.  Admissions  made 
by  agent,  373,  374,  385. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY:  Actions 
against  principal  and  surety,  280.  Con- 
tract not  the  same,  280.  Admissions  of 
principal  as  evidence  against  his  surety, 
376.      See    Attadanent    Sonif,     Replevin 
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■  bond:  Security -for  warrant,  Appeal  under- 
Mcmg,  Adjottrnment  bond,  &c.,  <fec. 

PBINTIIfft  PAPiSRS  ON  APPEALS: 
Costs  of;  cannot  be  taxed  by  either  party. 
916.  ^     •" 

PRIVATE  STATUT153:  Courts  take  judicial 
notice  of  public  stiitiites,  3G6.  Private 
statutes  must  be  pleaded,  303. 

PRIVILEGE:  From  arrest.  112  to  114,  120. 
From  serving  on  a  jury,'  590  to  593,  600. 
From  testifying,  508,  511.  From  arrest  on 
execution.  744. 

PROCEEDINGS,  WHEN  STATED:  When 
defendant  served  with  process  by  fraud, 
51.  For  appearance  of  absent  witness, 
343.  To  allow  witness  to  procure  paper, 
638.  On  appeals  to  county  courts,  789  to 
791. 

PROCESS:  See  Actions  and  process,  39. 
Action  defined,  40.  Forms  of  action  abol- 
ished, 40.  Wlio  plaintiff,  and  who  defend- 
ant, 40.  What  process  is,  41.  Different 
kinds  of  in  justices'  courts,  41.  To  be  in 
name  of  people,  41.  To  be  in  English,  41. 
Abbreviations,  figures,  &c.,  41.  Bad  Eng- 
lish no  liarm,  41.  3Itist  be  signed,  41. 
Must  not  be  issued  in  blank,  41.  Object  of 
this  statute,  42.  Amending  date  or  names 
of  parties,  42.  Need  not  be  signed  in  per- 
son, 42.  Violation  of  statute  a  misde- 
meanor, 42.  Clerical  errors  by  mistalje 
no  offense,  42.  Intendment  in  favor  of  in- 
nocence, 43.  Must  be  properly  directed,  43. 
Officer  not  bound  to  execute  process  not 
directed,  43.  Liable  for  executing  process 
not  directed  to  lilm  by  name  or  as  a  class  of 
officers,  43.  To  state  name  of  pladniiff,  43. 
To  state  name  truly  and  accurately,  43. 
But  one  name  known  to  the  law,  43. 
Names  of  all  the  plaintiffs  to  be  stated,  43. 
Parties'  names  to  be  stated  in  full,  44. 
Town  and  county  officers,  witli  name  of 
office,  44.  Representative  character,  how 
stated,  44.  Actions  by  infants,  44.  By 
e.xeeutors  or  corporations,  44.     By  lunatic, 

44.  To  state  name  of  defendant,  44.  Ficii- 
Uous  names,  44.  Allowed  in  summons  or 
warrant,  44.     Not  allowed  in  attachments, 

45.  Return  day,  45.  Summons  and  attach- 
ment must  have,  45.  Must  state  time  and 
place  of  return,  45.  So  of  the  constable's  re- 
turn of  service,  45.  Time,  how  computed.  45. 
Exclude  day  of  date  and  include  return 
day,  45.  Sunday  intervening  day,  45. 
Short  summons  issued  Saturday  returnable 
Monday  valid,  46.  Long  summons,  46. 
Fractions  of  a  day  not  counted,  46.  Same 
rules  apply  to  service  of  process,  46.  Plea 
in  process,  46.    Need  not  now  be  stated, 

46.  Issuing  or  service  on  SuTiday,  46.  Or 
on  day  kept  as  Sabbath,  46.  Day  is 
twenty-four  hours,  47.  Sunday  begins  and 
ends  at  midnight,  47.  Electibn  or  lawn 
meeting  days,  47.  For  penalties  to  be  in- 
dorsed, 47.  Mode  of  indorsing,  47,  48. 
Av  to  amount  of  jurisdiction,  48.  Dealing 
person  to  serve  process,  48.     Who  may  be 

-  deputy  48.    Constable  cannot  make  dep- 
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uty,  48.  Form  of  depwtationi  iQ.  Must  bo 
at  request  of  plaintiff,  49.  Officer,  when  pro- 
tected by  process,  and  when  not,  49.  Minis, 
terial  officer  protected  by  process  regular 
on  the  face,  49.  Knowledge  of  defects 
does  not  change  the  rule,  49.  If  void  on 
face,  no  protection,  49.  Officer  may,  but 
not  bound  to  execute  invalid  process,  49. 
Officer  bound  to  execute  process,  49.  Re- 
fusal to  swear  witness  a  misdemeanor,  49. 
Refusal  to  serve  process  indictable,  49,  50. 
May  demand  fees  in  advance,  50.  May  be' 
bad  faith  although  not  willful,  50.  Sick- 
ness as  an  excuse,  50.  Offij:ers  cannot  take 
reward,  extra  fees,  dsc.,  50.  Nor  recover 
extra  pay  although  promised,  50.  Process 
amendable,  50.  Waiver  of  defects  in  pro- 
cess, 50.  When  set  aside  for  fraiid,  51. 
Law  condemns  fraud,  5 1 .  Justice  not  to 
tolerate  abuse  of  his  process,  51.  Setting 
aside  process  fraudulently  used,  51.  Party 
inveigled  within  jurisdiction  by  fraud,  51. 
Served  by  constable  in  his  own  favor,  52. 
May  serve  summons,  52.  Cannot  be  de- 
puted to  do  so,  52. 
PROCHIEN  AMY:  Who  is  such,  229,  230. 

See  Appearance,  Guardian. 
PRODUCTION  OF  PAPERS:  See  Evidence, 

title  Production  of  Papers,  &c. 
PROFERT :  Not  now  required  in  pleadings, 

311,  317.     See  Pleadings,  title  Profert. 
PROOFS:  ^ee  Evidence. 
PROMISE:     Alleging    in    pleadings,    317. 
Need  not  allege   to  be   in  writing,   303. 
How  proved,  see  Admissions,  Handwriting, 
die.     See  Agreements,  Bonds,  IPndertakings, 
die. 
PROPERTY:  What  liable  to  execution,  729. 
What  exempt  from  execution,  745.     What 
may  be  attached,  173.     What  not  to  be 
replevied,   191. 
PUBLIC  POLICY:  How  far  it  operates  to 
exclude   evidence,    364.      Its   effect  as  to 
conclusiveness  of  judgments,  &c.,  424. 
PUIS  DARRIEN  CONTINUANCE:  Nature 
of  defense,  582,  583.     Form  of  answer  of, 
985. 
PURCHASER:  At  execution  sale,  741,  742. 

What  title  he  gets  on  such  sale,  741. 
QUESTIONS    OF    FACT:     See  Fact,    ques- 
tion  of.  Law,  question  of.  Mixed  question, 
Pleadings,  Trial,  Evidence. 
RATIFICATION:    Of  irregularities,    17   t(f 

1  ^       Cit  flof'^  or  Rc^nf" 
REASONS  FOR  DECISION:  Of  no  conse- 
quence if  decision  right,  582,  635. 
REASONABLE   DILIGENCE,  TIME,   &C.: 
How  alleged  in  pleadings,  301,  310.     A 
question  of  fact,  629.     Mixed  question  of 
law  and  fact,  298.     In  serving  summons, 
67.     In   serving  warrant.    111.    In  serv- 
ing replevin  process,   202,   203.     In    ap- 
pearing in' action,  220  to  222.     In  discover- 
ing   irregularities    before    plesMJing,    235. 
For  witness  to  appear  at  trial,  551,  555. 
RECEIPTS:   Open   to  explanation  or  con- 
tradiction, 468.     Mistakes  may  be  shown 
(see  illustrations),  468.    Conclusive  if  not 
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explained,  &c.,  469.  Given  on  settlement 
of  disputed  matter  conclusive,  469.  When 
part  of  a  contract  conclusive,  469.  Given 
to  settle  claim  for  damages,  469,  Re- 
ceipt for  purchase  price  not  conclusive,  469. 
Presumptive  evidence  of  settlement,  388. 
Of  payment  of  previous  demands,  388. 

RECEIPTOR:  Constable  may  lake  receipt 
for  goods,  734.  Form  of  receipt,  134. 
Action  against  him,  135.  Of  attachment 
property,  174. 

RECORD:  Presumptions  in  favor  of  courts 
of,  20,  21.  Generally  conclusive  evidence, 
388.  Admissions  of  party  do  not  supply 
place  of,  398.  May  be  proved  by  examined 
copy,  400.  Justices'  dockets,  how  proved, 
401.  Not  by  parol  evidence,  40 1 .  Docket 
not  contradicted  by  parol  evidence,  403. 
Not  direct  evidence  of  a  fact,  423.  Con- 
clusive between  parties,  424.  Strangers 
to,  not  bound,  424.  When  stranger  may 
take  benefit  of,  425.  Judgment,  how  far 
conclusive,  425.  Justice  cannot  alter  dock- 
et, 701,  702. 

RECORDING:  See  Filing  papers,  &c. 

RECOUP,  RECOUPMENT:  Answers  of, 
977,  978.  As  an  affirmative  defense,  must 
be  pleaded,  309. 

RELATIONSHIP:  Disqualifies  justice,  24 
to  28.  Or  juror,  593,  599.  Or  constable, 
599.     Goes  to  credit  of  witness,  530. 

RELEASE:  Answer  of,  978.  Sealed  agree- 
ment not  released  by  parol,  470.  Cannot 
be  contradicted  as  to  terms  or  legal  effect 
by  parol  evidence,  467. 

RELEVANCY:  See  Evidence,  title  Relevancy 
of  evidence,  dec, 

REM  BDT :  Preliminary  considerations  to  be 
weighed  before  bringing  action,  1  to  4. 
Generally  where  there  is  a  right  the  law 
will  give  a  remedy,  648,  649. 

REMITTING :  Verdict  or  judgment,  698. 

REMOVAL;  Of  property  when  a  ground  for 
an  attachnjeut.  See  Attachment.  Of  goods 
levied  on,  732,  733. 

RENEWAL:    Of  execution.     See  Execution. 

RENOUNCING  BENEFIT :  As  to  jury,  or 
as  to  taking  oath,  618. 

REPLEVIN :  Nature  of  the  action,  183.  Na- 
ture of  the  property  to  be  taken,  183.  Lim- 
ited to  personal  property,  183.  What  is 
personal  property,  184.  What  is  real 
estate,  184.  Plaintiff  may  recover  notes, 
bills,  bonds,  mortgages,  books  of  account, 
evidences  of  debt,  &c.,  185.  May  recover 
paid  note,  receipt,  Ac,  185.  What  title  or 
right  plaintiff  must  have,  185.  Actual 
owner  entitled  to  possession,  185.  One 
having  right  to  immediate  possession,  185. 
Officer  having  lien,  185.  Where  trespass 
or  trover  will  lie  for  taking,  185.  Excep- 
tion to  this  rule,  185.  It  is  a  defense  to 
show  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  immediate 
possession,  186.  Value  of  property,  186. 
Demand  before  action,  186.  Time  of  claim- 
ing delivery  of  property,  186.  Must  be  affi- 
davit in  all  cases,  186.  Who  to  draw 
affidavit,  186.    Justice  not  bound  to  draw 
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it,  187.  Before  sworn  to,  187.  Justice 
bound  to  administer  oath  to,  187.  Attor- 
ney may  draw  affidavit,  1 87.  Also  proper 
for  justice  to  draw,  it,  187.  Justice  gets 
paid  by  the  folio  for  the  service,  187.  Pee 
is  part  of  the  costs,  187.  Party  employing 
justice  is  primarily  liable,  187.  Who  to 
draw  copies  for  service,  187.  Constable  not 
bound  to  do  it,  1 87.  He  may  do  it  if  re- 
quested, 187.  Entitled  to  pay,  188.  Plain- 
tiff must  furnish  complete  papers,  includ- 
ing copies  for  service,  188.  Printed  blanks 
may  be  used,  188.     Who  to  make  affidavits, 

188.  By  plaintiff  or  by  agent,  188.  By  any 
person  knowing  the  facta.  188.  Affidamts 
not  to  be  entitled,  "189.  jklief  as  to  facts 
stated,    189.     Description  of  the  property, 

189.  To  be  particularly  described,  189. 
If  this  cannot  be  done  give  best  possible 
description,  and  of  place,  &c.,  189.  Horse 
how  described,  190.    Note  how  described, 

190.  Information    the    object   in    view, 

190.  Ownership,  how  stated,  190.  Hight 
to  immediate  possession,  how  stated,  190. 
When  plaintiff  claims  as  bailee,  190. 
Or  by  virtue  of  a  lien,  190.  Action  lies 
whenever  plaintiff  entitled  to  immediate 
possession,  190.  Stating  facts  showing 
right  by  levy,  lien  or  other  special  mode, 

191.  Wrongfully  withheld,  &c.,  191.  Cause 
of  detention,  &c.,  191.  Law  requires  a 
statement  of  the  cause  of  detention  by  de- 
fendant, 191.  Must  state  best  knowledge 
upon  subject,  191.  Not  taken  for  any  taa, 
fine,  &c.,  191.  Must  show  affirmatively 
that  property  was  not  taken  for  fine,  tax, 
&c.,  191.  If  taken  on  execution  or  attach- 
ment must  .show  it  exempt,  192.  How  to 
show  it,  1 92.  Actual  value  of  property,  192. 
General  rules  as  to  affidavits,  192.  Indors- 
ing direction  upon  affidavit,  192.  Form,  of 
indorsement,  192.     Controverting  affidavits, 

192.  This  cannot  be  done,  192.  To  retain 
possession  of  property  defendant  must  give 
undertaking,  192.  Defective  affidavits,  193. 
Amended  in  supreme  court,  193.  No  rea- 
son against  doing  it  in  justices'  courts,  193. 
Form  of  affidavit  in  ordinary  cases,  193. 
Form  to  recover  exempt  property,  194. 
Articles  exempt  absolutely,  194.  Facta  as 
to  exemption,  how  stated,  195.  Form  of 
affidavit  made  by  agent,  195.  Must  be  se- 
curity in  all  cases,  1 95.  Security  must  be  in 
writing,  195.  Statute  requires  writing,  195. 
Bond  is  proper  form,  195.  Who  to  execute 
bond,  195.  Plaintiff  with  one  or  more 
sureties,  195.  Justice  not  to  approve  any 
but  good  sureties,  196.  Penalty  of  bond, 
196.  Double  the  value  of  the  property, 
196.  Condition  of  the  bond,  196.  To  bo 
drawn  with  care,  196.  That  plaintiff  will 
prosecute  the  action,  196.  That  property 
shall  be  returned  if  return  adjudged,  196. 
That  the  sureties  will  pay  any  sum  ad- 
judged against  plaintiff  for  any  cause,  196. 
Approval  of  sureties  in  boTtd,  196.  To  be 
indorsed  on  bond,  196.  Must  be  done  be- 
fore action  commenced,   196.     Approy»l 


GENERAL  INDEX. 


1043 


REPL15  VIN  —  eonlinued. 
required  by  statute,  and  indispensable,  196. 
Delivery  of  bond  to  justice,  191.  He  slio uld 
file  and  preserve  it,  197.  If  a  breach 
occurs,  to  deliver  bond  to-deferidant,  197. 
Justice  should  retain  possession  until 
after  the  trial,  and  until  breach,  197. 
Either  party  entitled  to  a  copy  of  it,  197. 
Amendtnent  of  band,  197.  New  sureties 
allowed,  197.  Liability  of  such  sureties, 
197.  Liability  of  the  sureties  in  the  bond, 
197.  To  pay  costs  and  damages  if  plain- 
tiff fails  in  the  action,  197.  Or  does  not 
return  property  if  required,  197.  Liability 
continues  on  appeal  even  to  court  of  ap- 
peals, 197,  198.  Formofbond,  198.  Sum- 
inons,  when  to  be  issued,  198.  After  proper 
affidavits  and  bond,  &c.,  198.  Delivery  of 
papers  and  copies  to  constable,  199.  Stat- 
utory requirements  of  summons,  199.  Must 
be  a  summons,  199.  Notice  in  the  sum- 
mons, 199.  Summons  to  be  directed  to 
defendant,  199.  To  specify  a  time  and 
place  for  appearance,  199.  Time  not  to 
exceed  twelve  days,  1 99.  Ordinary  time  to 
be  given,  199.  Bitlier  long  or  short  sum- 
mons as  the  case  may  require,  199.  Long 
Sammons,  199.  In  what  cases,  199,  200. 
Sh/>rt  summons,  200.  In  what  cases,  200. 
Must  be   a  summons  and  not  a   warrant, 

200.  No  process  but  summons   allowed, 

201.  Notice  in  summons,  201.  Summons 
not  to  describe  property,  201.  Form  of 
summons,  201.  It  is  process,  and  runs  in 
name  of  people,  202.  Service  op  re- 
plevin PBOCBSS,  where  to  be  Tnade,  202. 
Must  be  in  county  wiiere  process  issued, 

202.  When  to  be  served,  202,  Property  to 
be  taken  fortliwith,  202.  Copy  of  afBdavit, 
summons  and  notice  to  be  served  without 
delay,  202.  Cannot  be  served  after  return 
day,  202.  Boio  to  be  served,  202.  To  take 
property  forthwith,  203.  Not  to  take  any 
but  defendant's  property,  203.  Separating 
from  a  larger  mass,  203.  If  property  not 
particularly,  place  of  location  sliould  be 
pointed  out,  203.  Breaking  buildings,  203. 
Demand  to  be  first  made,  203.  Searching 
inside  of  building,  203.  What  conceal- 
ment means,  204.  Reasons  for  allowing 
house  to  be  broken,  204.  Constable  may 
call  power  of  county,  204.  Duty  to  assist 
officer  on  demand,  204.  Process  defective 
on  face,  all  parties  trespassers  for  execut- 

•  ing  it,  205.  Building  cannot  be  broken 
unless  property  concealed  in  it,  205.  Offi- 
cer breaks  it  open  at  his  peril,  205.  If 
property  not  all  found,  must  take  what  is 
found,  205.  Officer  must  take  property 
notwithstanding  any  resistance,  205.  Serv- 
ing copies  on  defendant,  205.  Copy  must 
be  served  by  personal  delivery,  205. 
Constable  comparing  papers  before  service, 

205.  He  is  liable  for  false  return,  206. 
Serving  copies  on  defendants  agent,  206. 
Leaving  copies  at  defendants  residence,  206. 
if  property  taken  copies  to  be  left  at  usual 
place  of  abode,  &c.,  if  defendant  not  found, 

206.  Cannot  serve  thus  on  s^ent,  206. 


RE  PL  E  VIN  —  continued. 
If  no  service  made  constable  to  return  that 
fact,  206.  Delivery  of  property  to  plaintiffs 
Defendant  may  except  to  plaintiff's  sure- 
ties, 206.  Or  lie  may  demand  return  of 
property,  206.  He  must  give  undertaking 
to  do  that,  206.  When  to  deliver  property 
to  plaintiff,  206.  When  not  to  deliver  to 
plaintiff,  207.  Constable  to  retain  posses- 
sion until  return  day,  207.  Sureties  need 
not  justify  until  return  day,  207.  Gon- 
stabk's  return,  when  to  be  made,  207.  What 
the  return  should  show,  207.  Must  be  ac- 
cording to  actual  facts,  207.  Facts  should 
be  stated  fully  in  return,  207.  Should  stato 
time  and  manner  of  service,  207.  Should 
be  signed  by  constable,  207.  Return  to 
be  made  'on  the  original  summons,  208. 
Annexing  papers  together,  208.  Delivery 
of  them  to  the  justice,  208.  Forms  of  re- 
turns, 208  to  210.  Proceedings  on  part  of 
defendant,  210.  May  except  to  plaintiff"* 
sureties  or  demand  a  return  of  property, 
210.  But  exception  must  be  made  at  least 
two  days  before  return  day,  210.  NoticB 
of,  must  be  in  writing,  210.  Copy  must 
be  served  on  plaintiff  or  constable,  210. 
How  served  if  neither  found,  210.  Form 
of  notice',  210.  Who  may  serve  notice,  210. 
Proof  of  service,  form  of,  211.  If  not 
served  two  days  before  return  day  right  to 
except  waived,  211.  If  properly  served 
sureties  must  justify,  211.  Form  of  oath 
to  sureties,  211.  Reducing  statement  to 
writing,  211.  Defendant's  right  to  exam- 
ine sureties.  211.  Several  sureties  may  be 
allowed,  212.  Returning  property  to  defend- 
ant, 212.  If  defendant  excepts  to  sureties 
he  cannot  demand  return  of  property,  212. 
Demand  must  be  made  before  return  day, 
212.  Need  not  be  made  on  plaintiff  or 
constable,  212.  Only  necessary  to  give 
undertaking  and  file  it  witli  justice,  212. 
It  must  be  executed  to  plaintiff,  212.  Must 
be  filed  with  justice  before  return  day,  212. 
Sureties  may  justify  on  return  day,  212. 
Form  of  bond  for  return  of  property  to  de- 
fendant, 213.  Need  not  be  approved  by 
justice,  213.  New  sureties  maybe  substi- 
tuted, 213.  Claim  of  property  by  third  per- 
sons, 214.  Mv^t  be  one  affidavit  in  such 
case,  214.  Affidavit  must  state  grounds 
of  right  or  title  of  claimant,  214.  Must 
state  particulars  of,right  or  title  if  claimant 
does  not  own  property,  214.  Affidavit  to 
be  served  on  constable,  214.  Constable 
should  notify  plaintiff,  214.  He  should 
demand  bond  of  indemnity  from  plaintiff, 
214.   Time  to  procure  sureties  in  such  bond, 

214.  If  bond  given  property  to  be  given 
to  plaintiff,  214.  Claimant  cannot  maintain 
action  but  must  give  affidavit,  214.  Form 
of  affidavit,  215.     Form  of  bond  to  constable, 

215.  It  need  not  be  approved  by  justice, 

216.  Qualifications  of  sureties,  216.  Claim- 
ant need  not  give  bond,  216.  Replevin 
against  defendant  for  the  property,  216. 
Owner  of  property  may  maintain  replevin 
against  constable,  2161    No  such  demand, 


1044 


GENERAL  INDEX. 


KEPLEVIN  —  continued. 
necessary  in  that  case,  216.     Damages  in 
action  of  replevin,  692. 

REQUEST:  Wiaen  to  be  alleged  in  com- 
phiint,  :!18.     To  charge  jury,  612. 

RESCINDING :  Damages  for  rescinding  con- 
tract, 654. 

RESIDENCE :  Difference  between  residence 
and  domicil,  62.  Every  person  has  one, 
62.  Non-resident  cannot  be  sued  by  long 
summons,  62.  In  cases  of  short  summons, 
80.  Leaving  copies  of  process  or  papers 
at,  68,  n-l,  206. 

UETUIIN;  Return  »/  summons,  72.  Con- 
stable must  make  and  sign,  72.  When 
to  be  made,  12.  Must  be  in  writing  and 
indorsed  on  process,  72.  Justice  no  juris- 
diction witlioiit  it,  72.  Where  there  are 
several  defendants,  73.  Of  service  of 
proces.s  on  corporations,   73.      Must  state 

"  time  ."uid  manner  of  service,  74.  Falsity 
of,  assigned  as  error  of  fact,  74.  Defend- 
'ant  may  controvert  truth  of,  74.  Forma  of, 
tosvmmons,  74,  75.  Forms  of  returns  to  war- 
rants,  120.  Retur!<  of  attachment,  180. 
To  be  done  witli  care,  1 80.  When  to  be 
made,  180.  To  be  in  writing  and  signed, 
180.  To  show  maimer  of  service,  180. 
Leaving  copy  attachment  and  inventory, 
180.  To  state  whether  personally  served, 
180.  Return  as  to  joint  debtors,  180. 
Forrris  of  returns  to  attachments,  181.  When 
justice  to  proceed  on  return  day,  182.  Is- 
suing summons,  182.  Forms  of  returns  to 
summons,  182.  Return  to  be  indorsed  on 
attachment,  182.  Delivery  of  papers  to 
justice,  183.    Return,  though  false,  protects 

.  justice,  133.  Return  op  replevin  pro- 
cess, 207.  When  to  be  made,  207.  Wliat 
it  should  show,  207.  Forms  of  returns, 
208,209,210.  See  also  J?e2)fe?/OT.  Return 
OF  EXECUTION,  755.  Need  not  return  be- 
fore return  day,  755.  May  return  before 
that  time,  755.  Forms  of  returns,  755,  756. 
Return  on  appeal.     See  Appeals. 

SALE:  Property  sold  on  execution,  741,  742. 
Damages  for  breach  of  contract  of  sale 
659.     Breach  of  warranty,  663 

SANITY :  Is  presumed,  387. 

SCIENTER :  See  Knowledge. 

SEAL:  What  a  seal  is,  160.  Process  may 
be  sealed  or  without  seal,  41.  Certificates 
.under  official  seal,  421.  Public  officer's 
seal  need  not  be  on  wax  or  wafer,  421. 
Imports  more  solemnity  than  unsealed 
writing,  456.  Not  so  conclusive  but  con- 
sideration may  be  impeached  in  this  state, 
456,  464.  Papers  returned  with  a  com- 
mission need  not  be  attached  by  seal,  576. 
See  Borid,  Covenant,  Undertaking,  Security, 
Process.  Execution  of  sealed  instrument, 
428.  Need  not  be  any  to  justice's  return, 
803. 

SECURITY:  See  Bond,  Undertaking,  Short 
Summons,  Warrant,  Attachment,  Seplevin, 
Adjournment,  Appeal. 

SERVICE  OF  PROCKSS:  See  Officer,  Sumr 
moB,  Warrant,  Attachment,  Beplifvin,  Execur 
tion,  dhc. 


SET-OFF:  Answerer,  978. 

SETTLEMENT:  Giving  note,  evidence  of, 
387.     Receipt  is  evidence  of.  468,  469. 

SHERIFF:  Action  against  for  an  escape,  57. 
Bound  by  admissions  of  deputy,  374.  When 
such  declarations  not  admissible,  .'i74.  Cysts 
and  fees  on  execution,  714.  Exoculiou 
issued  to  him  by  countj' clerk,  716.  May 
levy  on  money  and  apply  it  on  execution 
witliout  sale,  729.  Return  to  attaduuent 
for  contempt.  816. 

SICKNESS:  When  excuse  for  not  performing 
a  contract,  318.  .  Excusi's  officer  from  ser- 
vice of  process,  50.  Wlien  ground  for  an 
adjournment,  355.  Excuses  attendance  of 
juror,  593. 

SIGNATURE,  SIGNING:  Process  to  be 
signed,  41.  To  return  of  process,  72.  See 
Summons,  Warrant,  Attachment,  Replevin, 
Process.     Proof  of,  428,  432. 

SILENCE :  When  construed  as  an  admission, 
380.  When  an  estoppel,  see  Answer  of 
estoppel,  984.  Should  be  observed  during 
a  trial,  616. 

SPLITTING  DEMANDS:  Law  does  not 
tolerate,  287.  Rule  the  same  either  as  to 
contracts  or  for  torts,  287,  288. 

STAMPS:  Process  must  be  in  some  cases. 
See  Vol.  I,  title  Stamps.  Must  be  on  power 
of  attorney,  229.  Must  be  on  confession 
of  judgment  of  $100  or  more,  705. 

STATUTES:  See  Vol.  I,  for  numerous  stat- 
utes. Jui-isdiction  conferred  by,  must  be 
strictly  complied  with,  14,  15,  16.  Ad- 
vantages given  maybe  waived,  17  to  i9. 
Public  statute  need  not  bo  pleaded,  303. 
But  private  ones  must,  303.  General 
statutes  noticed  judicially,  366.  Foreign 
laws  must  be  proved,  367,  388.  How  they 
are  proved,  41 8.  Must  be  complied  with 
to  stay  execution,  792. 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS:  Staying  exe- 
cution on  appeal,  789.  In  cases  of  new 
trial  security  must  be  given,  789.  In 
other  cases  security  may  bo  given  or 
omitted,  790.  Defective  security  amend- 
ed, 790.  Form  of  unde7iaking  to  stay 
proceeding's,  791.  Delivery  of  undertak- 
ing to  justice,  791.     Certiiicatc  by  justice, 

791.  Service  of  certificate,  &c.,  on  officer, 

792.  No  stay  until  statute  complied  with, 
792. 

STIPULATION:  For  allowing  an  adjourn- 
ment to  plaintiff,  342. 

STRIKING  OUT  EVIDENCE:  Cannot  with' 
draw  books  of  account,  450.  Striking  out 
evidence  of  witness  who  died  before  cross- 
examination,  615.  Illegal  evidence  may 
be  struck  out  on  motion,  635.  Striking 
out  illegal  evidence  does  not  obviate  a  valid 
objection,  905.  Power  of  court  to  do  so, 
400,  485,  487. 

STRIKING  OUT  NAMES:  Authority  to  do 
so,  276,  277.  On  judgment  in  actions  for 
torts,  696,  697.  In  actions  on  contract, 
697. 

STRIKING  OUT  PLEADINGS:  Justice  has 
no  power  to  do  this,  615.  Ou  answer  of 
title,  251. 
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SUBPCENA:  Material  witnesses  to  be  suh- 
poenaed,   548.      Who   to   issue  ,  subpoona, 

548.  Proof  to  obtain  it,  518.  Ad  tesPfi-l 
candwm,  543,  549.  Ditces^  tecum,  548,  549.  ■ 
Fbrms  of,  549.  Describing  papers  in  ducts 
tecum,  549.  Prodncing  papers  in  obedience 
to   it,    549.     Liability' for   not   producing, 

549.  Exemption  from  producing,  549. 
Court  decides  as  to  production,  550.  Wit- 
ness must  bring  paper  with  him,  550. 
E.^ception  when  he  has  no  control  over  it, 

550.  Not  compelled  to  produce  a  chattel, 
550.  Notice  to  produce,  and  refusal,  au- 
thorizes parol  proof  of  contents,  550. 
Party  may  servo  as  many  subpoenas  as  he 
chooses,  550.  How  filled  up  by  justice,  550. 
Names  may  be  inserted  at  any  time,  550. 
Must  be  served  so  as  to  give  witness  a 
reasonable  time  to  attend,  351.  Reason- 
able time  for  travel  allowed  to  witness,  551. 
But  he  cannot  UmitittoSO  miles  a  day,  551. 
He  need  not  travel  on  Sunday,  651.  Ser 
vice  of,  must  be  personal,  551.  On 
married  women  must  be  on  her  and 
not  on  husband,  551.  Where  service 
to  be  made,  551.  Must  be  in  county 
of  justice,  or  adjoining  county,  551. 
May  be  in  witness's  house,  551.  Eight 
to  enter  liouse  to  make  service,  551. 
Evading  service,  551.  Must  pay  fees. to 
witness,  552.  Party  entitled  to  fees  lilie 
other  witnesses,  552.  Witness  not  bound 
to  attend  until  fees  paid,  552.  Nor  need 
he  be  sworn  although  present,  552.  Party 
to  tender  fees  to  witness  if  trial  will  last 
more  then  one  day,  552.  Witness  may 
waive  fees,  552.  May  accept  board  and 
expenses  in  lieu,  552.  If  two  suits  at  same 
time  may  draw  pay  in  both,  552.  Party 
cannot  charge  fees  unless  he  attended  as 
witness,  552.  Fees  not  taxable  unless  wit- 
ness was  paid  or  actually  attended,  553. 
Amount  of  fee-s,  553.  Witness  duly  sub- 
poenaed bound  to  attend,  553.  For  neglecc 
liable  to  fine  and  for  damages,  533.  But 
must  be  shown  to  be  material  before  action 
will  lie  aganist  him,  533.  Must  show  that 
iaction  failed  because  of  his  absence,  553. 
Official  proof  of  officer's  proceedings,  553. 
In  action  against  witness  plaintiff  need  not 
show  jury  impanneled,  nor  that  there  was  a 
a  good  cause  of  action,  553.  Witness  may 
show  that  he  knew  nothing  about  the  ease, 

553.  Subpoenaing  one  vexatiously  a  con- 
tempt, 553.  If  nonsuit  voluntarily  submit- 
ted to  when  written  proof  available  no 
action  lies  iigainst  witness,  553.  Witness 
attending  at  request  entitled  to  fees  al- 
though not  snbpoenaed,  553.  He  cannot  in 
any  case,  recover  more  than  statute  fees, 

554.  Cannot  recover  for  loss  of  time,  654. 
Exception  to  the  rule  as  to  witnesses  of 
skill,  554.  Witness  need  not  be  sworn 
until  paid,  554.  Subpoenaed  by  both  par- 
ties, taxing  fees  of,  554.  Must  testify  on 
cross-examination,  554.  Exempt  from 
arrest  while  attending,  554.  Bat  must 
have  been  a  subpoenaed  witness,  555. 
Witness  from  another  state,  555.    Eeason- 


SUBPCENA  —  continued. 
able  time  for  going  and  returning,  555. 
Privilege  ft-om  arrest  personal,  555.  Atr 
tachment  against  defaulting  witness,  555.' 
Must  be  proof  of  materiality  of  service  of 
subpoena,  and  of  non-attendance,  555. 
Proof,  by  whom  made,  555.  How  made, 
555.  Witness  must  show  good  excuse  or 
liable  to  attachment,  556.  Calling  him  in 
open  court,  556.  Form  of  affidavit  for 
attachment,  556.  Form  of  oath  to  prove 
service  of  subpcena,  556.  Proof  of  materi- 
ality of  witness,  hy  whom  made,  556.  Jibrm 
of  constable's  return  to  subpcena,  557.  Proof 
of  materiality  by  agent  or  attorney,  557. 
Party  should  see  that  witnesses  are  pre- 
sent when  the  cause  is  called.  657.  Hold- 
ing open  to  procure  them,  557.  Holding 
open  for  return  of  attachment,  557.  Ad- 
journment for  that  purpose,  557,  558. 
Second  and  further  adjournments,  -  558. 
Form  of  attachm,ent  against  witness,  558. 
Delivery,  execution  and  return  of  it,  558. 
Form  of  return,  558.  Fees  of  constable,  by 
whom  paid,  558,  559.  Party  must  if  wit- 
ness excused,  558,  559.  Witness  must 
unless  excused,  558,  559.  Form  of  oath  as 
to  excuse,  559.  Witness  to  be  interrogated 
by  justice  or  tne  person  procuring  the  at- 
tachment, 559.  Justice's  costs  and  fees, 
559.  Imposing  fine  upon  the  witness,  559. 
Witness  disobeying  subpcena  liable  to  fine 
and  imprisonment,  559.  Opportunity  of 
being  heard  before  fine,  659.  Excuse  must 
be  upon  oath,  559.  Amount  of  tine,  559. 
Circumstances  in  mitigation,  5G0.  Sum- 
mons to  procure  attendance  of  witness,  560. 
When  to  be  returnable,  660.  To  be  per- 
sonally served,  660.  Form  of  summons, 
660.  Form  of  return,  661.  Service,  by 
whom  made,  561.  Proper  return  necessary 
to  jurisdiction,  561.  Conviction  of  fine  to 
be  entered  in  docket,  561.  Form  of  con- 
viction, 561.  Fine  must  be  paid,  561.  Ex- 
ecution to  collect,  561.  Imprisonment  for 
want  of  property,  661.  Levy  and  sale  of 
property,  562.  No  action  lies  against  jus- 
tice, 662.  Review  is  by  appeal,  562.  Form, 
of  execution  to  collect  fine,  662.  Remitting 
fine  by  county  court,  562. 

SUBSCRIBING  WITNESS,  428.  See  Evi- 
dence, title  Subscribing  witness. 

SUMMING  UP:  Latitude  allowed  to  coun- 
sel, 617.  Must  confine  himself  to  the  case, 
617.  What  may  be  objected  to,  617.  Brief 
for  trial,  546.  Hints  relating  to  summing 
up,  609  to  611.  Argument  of  an  apped, 
835,  836. 

SUMMONS:  See  Process.  Long  summons, 
59.  The  common  or  usual  process,  59. 
Issues  of  course  without  proof  or  security, 
59.  Cannot  be  taken  in  all  cases,  59.  Hay 
always  be  taken  against  resident  de- 
fendants, 59.  By  non-resident  plaintiffs, 
59.  Against  railroad  corporations,  69. 
So  as  to  other  corporations,  60.  Non- 
resident plaintiff  may  take  without  oath  or 
security,  60.  Joint  debtors  may  be  sued 
by,,  even  though  one  of  them  non-resident, 
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60.  OtUoivvise  where  debt  several  or  joint 
and  several,  60,  61.  Infant  joint  debtor 
defendant,  61.  Part  non-resideut  plain- 
tiffs and  all  resident  defendants,  61.  If 
defendants  all  non-residents  long  summons 
never  proper,  61.  Long  summons  never 
proper  against  non-resident,  in  action  for 
tort,  61,  62.  Nor  in  actions  when  defend- 
ant liable  to  arrest,  62.  Party  who  is 
not  a  resident  of  a  county  cannot  be  sued 
in  it  by  long  summons,  62.  Summons 
must  be  long  or  short,  63.  Cannot  be  a 
five  days'  summons,  63.  Eequisites  of  by 
statute,  63.  Form  of  summons,  63.  Pre- 
sumed to  be  in  proper  form,  63.  Mode  of 
stating  names  of  parties,  63  to  65.  Ser- 
vice OP  SUMMONS,  65.  Duty  of  con- 
stable to  serve  it,  65.  Private  person 
may  be  deputed,  65.  Plaintiff  cannot  be 
deputed,  65.  Constable  may  serve  sum- 
mons in  his  own  favor,  65.  May  charge 
fees,  65.  Liable  for  false  return,  65.  Any 
constable  of  county  may  serve,  65.  Form 
of  service,  65,  66.  Cannot  be  served  on 
Sunday,  66.  Nor  on  election  or  town 
meeting  days,  66.  Nor  on  Saturday  kept 
as  Sabbath,  06.  Must  be  served  in  the 
county,  66.  Service  out  of  the  county 
void,  66.  Presumed  to  have  been  served 
in  proper  county,  66.  Entering  dwelling 
to  make  service,  66.  Constable  bound 
to  search  for  defendant,  67.  Summons, 
how  served,  67.  May  be  read,  or  con- 
tents stated,  68.  Reading  may  be  in- 
sisted upon,  68.  Defective  mode  of  ser- 
vice, 68.  Defendant  running  away  after 
service  begun  does  not  avail  him,  68. 
Service  when  defendant  is  in  dwelling,  68. 
"When  service  must  be  by  cop3',  68.  When 
it  may  be  by  copy,  68.  When  service  by 
copy  valid,  68,  69.  Service  upon  non-resi- 
dent must  be  personal,  and  not  by  leaving 
copy  at  hotel,  69.  Service  by  copy  when 
statute  of  limitations  is  about  to  attach,  69. 
Or  to  avoid  set-off,  69.  Or  where  a  warrant 
may  be  issued,  69.  Personal  service  essen- 
tial to  jurisdiction,  69.  Service  on  corpora- 
tions, 69  to  72.  Service  on  its  officers  or 
agents,  69  to  72.  May  be  on  president, 
secretary,  treasurer,  director  or  managing 
agent,  71.  Who  is  such  a  managing  agent 
and  who  not,  71.  Service  by  delivering  a 
copy  of  summons,  71.  Constable  must  make 
a  return,  72.  It  must  be  written  and 
signed,  72.  Summons  to  be  returned  be- 
fore return  day,  72.  In  replevin  must  be 
done  forthwith,  72.  Return  must  state 
time  and  manner  of  service,  72.  Jurisdic- 
tion depends  upon  valid  service  and  return, 
72.  Justice  cannot  proceed  witliout  return, 
72.  Nor  if  return  is  defective,  72.  It 
must  show  time  and  manner  of  service,  and 
that  it  was  personal,  72,  74.  Showing 
regular  service  affirmatively,  73.  Where 
several  defendants  return  should  show 
what  was  done  to  each  of  them,  73.  Re- 
turn where  service  on  corporation,  73. 
ilust  show  all  necessary  facts,  73.    False 
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return  alleged  as  error  in  fact,  74  May 
be  controverted  on  return  day,  74.  Porms 
of  returns,  74,  75.  Shoet  summoks,  75. 
First  authorized,  when  and  how,  75.  Takes 
place  of  old  warrant  in  some  cases,  7b. 
When  warrant  must  issue  instead,  76. 
Proper  for  non-resident  plaintiff  against 
resident  defendant,  76.  Proper  agaist  non- 
resident defendants,  76.  Cases  in  which 
short  summons  is  proper,  77,  73.  Cases  in 
which  it  is  not  proper,  78,  79.  Corpora- 
tions may  be  sued  by,  80.  What  necessary 
to  authorize  short  summons,  80.  Must 
always  be  an  affidavit,  80.  No  bond  re- 
quired of  resident  plaintiff,  80.  Otherwise 
of  non-resident  plaintiff,  80.  He  must  give 
both  affidavit  and  bond,  80.  Justice  can- 
not dispense  with  affidavit,  80.  What  facts 
sJumld  be  stated  in  affidavit,  80.  What  facts 
when  plaintiff  resident  and  defendant  non- 
resident, 80,  81.  Belief  of  cause  of  action 
sufficient,  81.  Must  show  defendant  non- 
resident, 81.  Form  of  affidavit,  resident 
plaintiff,  non-resident  defendant,  81.  ■  Need 
not  be  made  by  plaintiff  in  person.  82. 
Facts  to  be.  stated  by  non-resident  plaintiff  and 
resident  defenda/nt,  82.  Form  of  affi/laiHt  in 
that  case,  82.  Must  be  security,  though 
not  necessarily  in  form  of  bond,  83.  Form 
of  bond  in  such  a  case,  83.  Bond,  by  whom 
executed,  83.  Sureties  should  be  responsi- 
ble, 83.  Facts  to  be  stated  when  all  non-resi- 
dents,  84.  Form  of  bond  in  that  case,  84. 
Bond  must  be  given,  84.  Condition  of 
bond  is  to  pay  any  sum  adjudged  against 
plaintiff,  84.  Waiver  of  condition,  84. 
Security  must  be  given  before  tlie  sum- 
mons is  issued,  or  it  is  too  late,  84. 
Amendment  of  bond,  84,  85.  Liability  of 
surety  in  bond,  85.  Whether  liable  to 
costs  of  appeal,  85,  86.  Application  for 
summons  need  not  be  in  wnting,  86.  Dif- 
ference as  to  security  between  summons 
and  attachment,  86.  Deposit  of  money,  86. 
Form  of  short  summons,  86. 

SUNDAY:  Process  cannot  be  issued  on, 
46.  Nor  served,  46.  Saturday,  when 
treated  as  Sunday,  46.  Holding  court 
open  over,  618.  Jury  going  out  on,  617. 
Receiving  verdict  on,  627.  Cannot  enter 
judgment  on,  627.  Witness  need  not 
travel  on,  551. 

SUPERVISORS:  Form  of  summons  in 
action  by,  64.  Statement  of  name  and 
title  in  summons,  272.  Parol  proof  to 
show  title  of  olHce,  463.  Action  by  board 
of,  281. 

SURETY:  In  actions  by  short  summons,  80 
to  86.  By  attachment,  157  to  164.  By 
warrant,  105  to  107.  Of  replevin,  195  to 
198.  On  answer  of  title,  248  to  250.  For 
adjournments,  351  to  354.  On  appeals  to 
county  court,  789  to  793.  On  appeals  to 
supreme  court,  919,  920. 

SURPLUSAGE:  What  it  is,  305.  Usually 
does  no  harm,  305.  May  be  struck  out,  305. 
May  somotimea  require  additional  proof| 
305. 
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SURPRISE :  Dofendant  not  to  be  entrapped, 
61,  120.  Preparation  to  avoid,  546,  647. 
A^ioiirnment  granted  to  relieve,  355,  356. 
Relief  against,  by  appeal,  840  to  852.  By 
act  of  fraudulent  witness,  523  to  525. 

SURVIVOR:  Wlien  to  be  plaintiff,  275. 
When  to  be  defendant,  218,  279. 

SWORN  COPIES:  Proving  records  by,  400, 
418,  419.  Proving  justice's  docket  by, 
402.     Copy,  how  made  and  compared,  419. 

TAXING  COSTS;  See  Coste.  Judicial  not 
by  justice,  7 10.  By  county  clerk  in  appeal 
cases,  916,  917.  Review  of  taxation,  916, 
917. 

TEAM:  Exempt  fi-om  execution.  747,  718. 

TELEGRAPH:  Company,  when  liable  for 
damages,  656. 

TENDER:  Answer  of,  979.  Consistent  with 
a  denial,  306. 

TITLE  TO  LAND:  In  wluit  actiom  answer 
may  be  interposed,  245.  In  every  action  in 
which  title  to  land  ma)'  properly  come  in 
question,  246.  Time  of  interposing  the  de- 
fense, 245.  Must  be  nt  joining  of  issue, 
245.  Cannot  be  done  afterwards,  246. 
Answer  nu»y  be  amended,  246.  Wlio  may 
interpose  the  defense,  246.  Title  in  defend- 
ant or  in  stranger,  246.  Title  in  one  de- 
fendant, 246,  247.  Title  as  defense  to  one 
of  several  causes  of  action,  247.  Defense  as 
agent  or  servant  of  owner,  247.  How  to 
plead  title,  247.  Must  be  written  signed 
answer,  247.  Oral  answer  a  nullity,  247. 
Undertaking  to  bo  given,  248.  Condition 
of  undertaking,  248.  Failure  to  comply 
with  statute  forfeits  right  to  prove  title, 
248.  If  answer  and  bond  sufficient,  action 
must  be  dismissed,  248.  New  action  in 
supreme  court,  248.  Must  be  begun  with- 
in twenty  days,  248.  Depositing  summons 
and  complaint  with  justice,  248.  Need  not 
serve  it  on  defendant,  nor  give  him  notice 
of  deposit,  248.  Rule  under  the  old  prac- 
tice. 249.  Defendant  must  give  admission 
within  twenty  days  or  be  in  default,  249. 
Court  cannot  relievo  sureties  if  default  per- 
mitted, 249.  Answer  to  be  delivered  to 
plaintiB',  249.  Bond  to  remain  with  justice 
until  breach,  249.  After  breach  delivered 
to  plaintiff,  250.  Action  in  supreme  court, 
250.  Restricted  to  same  cause  of  action, 
250.  Form  of  pleadings  need  not  be  the 
same,  250.  Both  parties  restricted  to  same 
pleadings  in  substance,  250.  A  motion  the 
remedy  for  an  attempt  to  violate  this  rule, 
260,  251.  Party  may  abandon  part  of  a 
defense,  251.  Suilicient  if  pleadings  in 
substance  the  same  as  below,  251.  Strik- 
ing out  new  cause  of  action,  251.  Ap- 
pealing to  the  court  of  appeals,  261.  Title 
on  plaint(^'s  own  showing,  261.  If  no 
answer  of  title  and  undertaking  defendant 
cannot  prove  title,  252.  But  he  may  raise 
the  question  if  the  plaintiff  proves  title, 
252.  Foi-tns  of  answer  of  title.  252,  253. 
Oountersigning  by  justice,  253.  General 
denial  to  be  interposed  if  plaintiff  is  to  be 
put  to  proof  of  hia  title,  263.  Pleading 
title  alone  admits  the  plainlilT's  title,  unless, 
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&c.,  253.    Number  of  defenses  interposed, 
253.     Farm  of  bond  or  answer  of  title,  254. 

TOWN:  Justice  a  town  officer,  1 0.  Actions, 
when  limited  to,  52  to  54.  Actions  by  and 
against,  281.  Town  officers,  272,  283. 
Certificate  of  town  clerk.  421,  422. 

TORTS :  See  Warrant,  Replevin.  Parties  to 
Mtiona  for,  283  to  286.  Complaints  in 
actions  for,  322  to  327.  E-xecutions  for, 
715,  716,  744,  745.  Precedents  of  com- 
plaints for,  9G0  to  971. 

TRANSFER:  ?see  Assignment.  Of  cause  to 
supreme  court  when  county  judge  incom- 
petent, 858. 

TRANSCRIPT:  See  Judgment.  Of  justices' 
judgments,  706.  Docketing,  706.  Jus- 
tice's certificate  of,  403.  County  clerk's 
certificate,  kc,  404. 

TRESPASS:  See  Warrant,  S^levin.  Com- 
plaints  in  actions  for,  960,  962.  Allega- 
tions of  motives  in  actions  for,  324.  Inju- 
ries by  animals  while  trespassing,  326. 
Warrant  may  issue  for,  90.  Attachment 
illegally  issued  and  served  a  trespass,  97. 
Breaking  dwelling,  when  a  trespass,  116, 
205. 

TRIAL :  Preparation  for,  546.  Making  brief, 
546.  Importance  of  preparation,  547. 
Procuring  subpoena,  547.  Subpoenaing 
witnesses,  547.  See  Subpmna.  Procuring 
commission  when  important  to  do  so,  563. 
See  Commission.  General  rules  bel.*.!- 
ING  TO  TRIALS,  577.  Time  for  fixed  at  ad- 
journment, 577.  Trial  on  return  day,  whero 
held,  577.  Or  on  adjourned  daj',  and  de- 
fendant absent,  577.  Where  hold  if  both 
parties  appear,  577.  Justice  may  adjourn 
to  different  place,  577.  Waiting  one  hour 
for  parties  to  appear,  577.  Erroneous  in- 
formation by  justice  as  to  time  of  trial, 
677.     Justice   must   wait  one   hour,   &c., 

578.  Holding  open  cause,  578.  Justice 
cannot  be  sworn  as  a  witness,  578.  Par- 
ties may  waive  objection  thereto,  578. 
Plaintiff's  right  to  discontinue  action,  578. 
May  withdraw  action  at  any  time  before 
verdict  actually  rendered,  578.  Right  to 
withdraw  is  absolute,  578,  579.  Non-ap- 
pearance of  plaintiff  is  u  discontinuance, 

579.  Nonsuit,  and  kinds  of,  579.  Motion 
for,  to  be  made  before  cause  submitted,  579. 
Too  late  after  submission  to  jury,  579.  Or 
to  the  justice,  579.  Exception  to  this  rule, 
679.  Grounds  of  motion  for  nonsiiit  must 
be  fully  stated,  579,  580.  Otherwise  if 
motion  founded  upon  the  merits  of  the 
whole  case,  680.  Motion  made  at  close  of 
plaintiff's  case,  580.  May  be  after  all  the 
evidence  is  given,  530.  Not  granted  if  a 
conflict  of  evidence,  580.  Nor  in  cases  of 
doubt,  580.  But  granted  if  a  material  de- 
fect in  the  proofs,  680,  681.  Or  if  a  ver- 
dict on  the  evidence  would  be  set  aside, 
681.  In  coses  of  usury,  681.  Permitting 
defects  in  evidence  to  be  supplied,  581. 
Refusal  to  do  so  error,  681.  Defend- 
ant must  not  supply  defect,  681.  If 
supplied  by  either  party  defect  cured,  681. 
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Nonsuit  as  to  some  of  the  defendants,  581. 
For  non-joinder  of  plaintiffs,  582.  For  mis- 
joinder of  plaintiffs,  682.  In  actipcs  of 
repl9yin  same  rule,  582.  On  appeal  any 
ground  may  be  urged  to  sustain  nonsuit, 
682.  No  error  that  decision  was  put  on 
untenable  grounds,  532.  Mere  nonsuit  no 
bar  to  new  action,  582.  Otherwise  in 
courts  of  record  il'  nonsuit  on  merits,  582. 
Failure  to  prove  action  for  tort  is  ground 
of  nonsuit,  not  for  changing  complaint,  582. 
Discretion  of  justice  during  the  trial,  582. 
Tbial  without  a  juey,  683.  What  a  trial 
is,  583.     Joining  issue  before  adjournment, 

583.  Defendant  failing  to  appear  com- 
plaint must  still  be  put  in  and  proved,  583. 
Adjournment  in  sucli  a  case,  583.  Xo 
issue  without  answer  or  demurrer,  583. 
Plaintiff  must  prove  a  case  even  if  defend- 
ant does  not  appear,  583.  But  need  not 
negative  defense,  583.  Nor  prove  more 
than  is  required  if  a  general  denial  had 
been  put  in,  584.  Rule  as  to  statute  of 
limitations,  584.  If  no  issue  joined,  no 
jury  can  be  called,  584,  Otherwise,  if  issue 
of  fact  joined,  584.  justice  acts  both  as 
court  and  jury  on  a  trial  before  him  alone, 
5S4.     Justice  ought  to  take  full  minutes, 

584.  He  has  time  for  deliberation,  584. 
Deciding  on  the  admissibility  of  evidence, 
685.  Difficulties  of  the  subject,  585.  Evi- 
dence to  be  confined  to  points  in  issue,  585. 
Order  of  receiving  evidence,  585.  Objections 
and  offers  to  be  carefully  and  fully  noted 
by  justice,  585.  Justice  not  hat(le  to  clial- 
lenge  like  a  juror,  586.  He  is,  however, 
sometimes  disqualified,  586.  Defects  in 
proofs  must  be  objected  to  on  trial  if  de- 
fendant appears,  586.  If  defendant  absent 
he  may  rely  on  the  defect  on  appeal,  586. 
Or  to  the  admission  of  illegal  evidence,  586. 
Bnt  not  as  to  the  competency  of  a  juror, 
586.  Plaintiff  cannot  submit  to  a  nonsuit 
after  a  final  si)bniission.  586.  Justice  must 
render  some  judgment,  586.  Judgment  of 
nonsuit  a  bar  to  a  npw  action,  586.  If  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit  reversed  plamtiff's  right 
to  recover  is  established,  587.  Cannot 
nonsuit  because  witnesses  not  credible,  587. 
Decision  of  justice  viewed  same  as  that  of 
a  finding  by  a  jury,  587.  Failure  to  estab- 
lish affirmation  of  issue,  587.  Credit  of 
witnesses  fpr  justice,  587.  Bight  of  parties 
to  be  heard  on  summing  up  cause,  587. 
Duty  of  justice  to  hear  both  sides,  588. 
He  has  four  days  to  render  judgment,  588. 
May  have  lopger  time  by  consent,  588.  Eules 
for  deciding  a  cause,  588. 

TRIAIi  By  JURY,  589.  Either  party  may 
call  jury,  589.  But  not  after  trial  begun, 
589.  Issues  of  fact  are  tried  by  a  jury, 
589.  Bijt  not  issues  of  law,  589.  Must  be 
issue  of  fact  or  jury  cannot  be  called,  589. 
Jury  trial  a  matter  of  right  in  a  proper 
ea.se,  589.  Tenire  may  be  demanded  at  any 
time  after  issue  joined,  589.  May  be  re- 
quired by  either  party,  589.  Tvvelye  jurors 
to  be  siTOmoHed^  589.     Statulojy  quaUfi- 
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qations  of  jurors,  589  to  593.  Incompe- 
tent jurors  ought  not. to  be  summoned,  i693. 
Form  of  a  veniriB,  593.  Form  of  a  retv/m 
to  it,  593,  Six  jiirors  a  full  jury,  503. 
Parties  may  agree  on  less  number,  6$3, 
Waiver  of  irregularity  in  impanneling,  693. 
Or  as  to  mode  of  summoning  jurors,  694. 
Waiver  need  not  be  express,  it  may  be 
implied,  594.  yenire  to  be  delivered-to 
impartial  constable,  594.  Constable  acting 
as  counsel  or  agent  cannot  summon  a  jury, 
594.  Venire  npt  to  be  delivered  to  con- 
stable until  parties  have  a  chance  to  abject, 
594.    What  a  good  objection  to  constable, 

594,  6EI6.  Important  to  have  an  honest  and 
impartial  constable,  595.  He  sliould  exe- 
putp  a  venire  fairly  aqd  impartially,  695. 
Oath  on  making  objection  to  a  constable, 
596.  Peoision  by  justice  on  objection,  595. 
Packing  a  jury  a  misdemeanor  iu  CQBStablc,  • 

595,  596.  Jurors  to  be  summoned  per- 
sonally, 596.  A  list  of  them  must  bo 
made  and  returned  with  the  venire,  596.. 
How  this  is  done,  596.  If  jury  called, 
must  be  jury  trial  unless  parties  waive  it, 

596,  Jury    may   be  waived   by   consent, 

596.  Plight  to  jury  may  be  waived  or  for- 
feited, 596.  Suppressing  a  venire,  596. 
Issuing  a  new  yenire  in  sucli  a  case,  596. 
What  amounts  to  a  waiver  of  a  jurj",  696, 

597.  Jury  may  be  dispensed  with  at  any 
time  before  verdict,  597.  Justice  no  right 
to  insist  on  jury  trial,  597.  Not  even  if 
jury  has  been  summoned,  597.  Practice 
on  impanneling  a  jury,  597.  Talesmen 
when  to  be  called,  598.  New  venire  when 
to  be  issued,  598.  Contents  of  new  venire, 
593.  As  to  challenges,  see  Ghallenge.- 
Swearing  jury,  606.     Form  of  juror's  oath, 

606.  Opening  the  case  to  the  jury,  606. 
Who  entitled  to  open  and  close,  606. 
What  stated  in  opening  case,  606.  Calling 
witnesses,  607.     Form  of  oath  to  witnesses,' 

607.  Mode  of  examination,  607.  Discre- 
tion of  justice  as  to  number  of  witnesses 
to  be  called,  607.  When  number  may  be 
limited,  607.  When  not,  607.  Objections 
to  witnesses,  608.  Closing  case  before 
resting,  608.     Rule  iiot  generally  enforced, 

608.  Defense  stated  and  tvidence,  608. 
Moving  for  a  nonsuit,  608.  Defendant's 
opening  of  the  case,  608.  Cannot  sum  up 
the  case,  608.  Defendant  calling  his  wit- 
nesses, 609.  Evidence  in  reply,  609. 
What  rebutting  evidence  is,  609.  Waiyer 
of  errors  in  mode  of  swearing  jvlthesses, 

609.  Summing  up  the  cause,  609.  See 
Summing  up.  Charging  jury,  612.  See 
Chargir^g  jury..  Withdrawing  juror,  613. 
Adjournment  after  trial  begun,  613.  DiS' 
charge  of  jury,  613.  Holdmg  open  court, 
613.  Opening  cas.e  to  introduce  evidence 
omitted  by  mistake,  &c.,  613,  614.  Or  by 
discoygring  important  evidence,  614.  Re- 
ceiving evidence  after  case  closed,  614. 
Recalling  witnesses,  614.  Refusing  to 
exerpige  dis.oretipn  frqm  supposed  want-of 
power,  is  errpr,  .614-    Liberality  in  open- 
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ing  case  for  justice,  614.  Substitution  of 
jurors  during  trial,  U14.  Strilcing  out  names 
of  defendants,  G 1 5.  Substitution  of  parties, 
615.  Nonsuit  before  evidence  all  given, 
615.  Strilsiug  out  pleadings,  615.  Defec- 
tive pleading  ro  ground  for  disregarding  it 
when  not  demurred  to,  015.  Illuesa  of 
witness  during  examination,  615.  Death 
of  witness  before  close  of  trial,  615.  Jus- 
tice may  reject  irrelevant  evidence  on  his 
own  motion,  616.  Must  reject  it  on  proper 
abjection,  616.  Rebutting  irrelevant  evi- 
dence received  under  objection,  616.  Wlien 
such  evidence  not  objected  to,  616.  Jury- 
to  be  kept  in  separate  place,  616.  Order 
to  be  liept  in  court,  616.  See  Summing  aip. 
Deliberation  upon  verdict,  617.  Jiuy 
cannot  retire  on  Sunday,  617.  Holding- 
cause  over  Sunday,  618.  Constable  must 
be  sworn  to  attend  jury,  618.  Patties  may 
waive  tliis,  618.  Form  of  oath  to  constable, 
618.  Misrecital  or  non-recital  of  the  oatli, 
618.  Care  in  guarding  jury  from  outside 
influences  while  deliberating,  618,  619. 
Duties  of  a  juror,  619.  To  continue  to- 
getlier  until  verdict  is  made,  619.  No 
separation  or  communication  with  persons 
outside,  619.  Informing  Successful  party 
of  intended  verdict,  619.  Constable  not  to 
interfere  with  discussions  of  jurors,  620. 
Interference  by  party  renders  verdict  erro- 
neous, 620.  Sealed  verdict,  620.  Determ- 
ining verdict  by  lot,  620.  Or  the  amotmt 
of  it,  620.  To  decide  upon  law  and  A-iet, 
621.  If  cliarge  given,  bound  by  that,  621. 
Taking  depositions  or  writings  with  them, 

621.  Or  minutes  of  counsel,  621.  Cannot 
examine  witness  by  themselves,  621.  If 
in  doubt,  court  will  recall  witness,  621.  Or 
the  justice  will  read  from  his  minutes,  621. 
Minutes  not  to  be  sent  to  jury,  621.  Jus- 
tice not  to  go  into  jury  room  unless  parties 
consent,  621,  622.    Consent,  when  inferred, 

622.  Jury  reading  law  books,  622.  Not 
to  conver.se  with  persons  outside,  622. 
Agreement  of  jury,  and  of  confining  them 
until  verdict  found,  622,  62.^.  Discharging 
jury  which  cannot  agree,  623.  New  venire 
in  such  case,  623.  The  verdict,  and  what 
it  is,  623.  General  and  special  verdicts, 
624.  Must  be  .1  general  verdict,  624. 
Double  and  treble  damages,  624.  Jury 
may  find  single  damages,  and  court  will 
increase  them,  624.  '  Intendment  as  to 
finding.  624.  Verdict  in  action  of  replevin, 
G24.     Verdict  to  be  delivered  in  open  court, 

624.  Calling  names  of  jurors,  624.  Call- 
ing plaintiff^  634.  If  he  is  not  present, 
verdict  not  received,  624.  Net  error  to 
receive  unless  he  is  absent,  624,  625. 
Judgment  on  verdict  received  in  absence 
of  plaintiff  not  void,  but  erroneous,  625. 
Manner  of  receiving  verdict,  625.  Form 
of  verdict,  625.     Judgment  on  the  verdict, 

625.  Remitting  part  of  verdict,  626.  Ver- 
dict for  defendent,  626.  Justice  cannot 
epon  jiidgmenti  636.  Jury  ffiay  correct 
verdict,   626."    Juror  dissenting  frwn  ver- 
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diet,  626.  Changing  his  mind,  626.  Pol- 
ling jury,  626,  627.  How  this  is  done,  627. 
Absolute  rigiit  to  poll  jury,  627.  Sealed 
.verdict,  627.  Paying  jury,  627.  Jury 
cannot  retire  on  Suuda.y,  627.  But  verdict 
may  be  received,  627.  Que.stions  op  fact 
FOB  JURY,  627  to  630.    Questions  of  law 

FOB  THE  COURT,  630,  631.  ObJEOTIONS, 
EXCEPTIONS,  &c.,  63 1.  Importance  of  taking 
in  time,  631.  Mode  of  taking,  631.  Jus- 
tice to  note  fully  and  carefully, ,  632. 
Vexatious  questions,  632.  Objections  to 
evidence  as  irrelevant,  incompetent,  ille- 
gal, &c.,  633.  Omission  to  object  is  a 
waiver,  633.  Illegal  evidence  to  be  ob- 
jected to,  633.  Error  to  receive  it,  633. 
Cases  holding  it  not  error,  633.  If  evi- 
dence could  dci  no  harm,  634.  Objector 
must  point  out  irregularity,  ,&c.,  634.  Gen- 
eral obiection,  when  sufficient,  634.  Evi- 
dence competent  as  to  one  defendant  but 
not  as  to  other,  634.  Offer  to  prove 
several  connected  facts,  634.  Objection  to 
be  promptly  made  or  it  is  w.iived,  634. 
Deceptive  or  secret  objection,  634.  Objec- 
tion which  might  have  been  answered  if 
properly  taken  below,  634.  If  not  answer- 
able below,  635.  Illegal  evidence  when 
defendant  does  not  appear,  635.  Objec- 
tions to  jurisdiction  may  be  taken  at  any 
time,  635.  Erroneous  ruling  no  harm  if  no 
evidence  received  under  it,  635.  Reasons 
for  decision  not  important,  635.  Striking 
out  illegal  evidence,  635,  636.  Evidence 
received  must  be  acted  on,  636.  Must  ad- 
mit or  reject  absolutelj',  636.  Facts  as- 
sumed below  conclusive,  636.  ObjectioQ 
to  want  of  evidence  must  be  taken  below, 

636.  Rejection  of  legal  and  competent 
evidence,  636.  Specific  objections,  how 
taken,  636.     Objections  taken  loo  broadly, 

637.  Offers  to  prove  facts,  637.  Objec- 
tion useless  if  decision  discretionarj-,  637. 
Objection  waived  though  once  valid,  637. 
Curing  error  as  to  nonsuit,  637.  Justice's 
DISOEE'riOJSr,  637.  Opening  and  closing 
case  not  discretionary,  638.  Reading  plead- 
ings to  jury,  638.  Order  of  receiving 
proof,  6i8.     Opening  case  for  further  prooi^ 

638.  Suspending  examination  of  witness, 

638.  Irrelevant  evidence,  638.  Parol 
proof  of  contents  of  paper.  638.  Limiting 
number  of  witnesses,  639.  Requirmg 
party    to    show    relevancy  of    evidence, 

639.  Excluding  irrelevant  evidence,  639. 
Leading  questions,  639.  Recalling  wit- 
nesses, 639.  Refusing  evidence  after 
resting,  639.  Witness  reiterating  state- 
ments, 639.  Recalling  witness  while 
summing  up,  639,  640.  Holding  open 
court,    640. 

TROVER:  Form  of  complaint,  962.  "War- 
rant issues  in  actions  of;  90. 

TRUSTEES:  Actions  by,  271. 

UNDERTAKINGS:  See  Short  Swwmms; 
Warrant,  Attachment,  Beplevin,  Adjownr 
ments.  Executions,  Appeals,  Boti/M,  &Q. 

H^GB.:  See  Custom.. 
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USE  AND  OCCUPATION :   Form  of  com- 

■    plaiut  for,  93G. 

VAEIANCB.  See  Evidence,  title  Variance. 
Rules  relating  to,  408  to  413. 

VENIRE,  59.'!.   See  Trial  by  jury,  title  Fenire. 

VENUE :  la  affidavits,  147,  148.  See  Place 
of  trial. 

VERDICT,  623  to  G27.  See  Trial  li/  jury, 
title  Verdij:t. 

VERIFICATION:  Of  affidavits,  148.  See 
Oath. 

VIGILANCE :  The  law  favors  vigilance,  236. 
For  interposing  plea  of  title  to  laud,  245. 
For  securing  witnesses,  548.  See  Delay, 
Laches. 

VOIRE  DIRE:  Examining  witnesses  on, 
471.     Form  of  oath,  47 1 . 

VOID,  VOIDABLE:  Erroneous  judgment, 
16.  Judgments  by  and  against  infants, 
231. 

WAIVER:  Of  errors  by  pleading,  17.  Pro- 
ceedings before  pleadings,  234.  See  Irreg- 
ularity.  Process,  Appeal,  Objections. 

WARR.-VNT:  Nature  of  the  process,  87. 
Against  whom  issued,  87,  88.  In  what 
cases,  87.  In  what  actions  issued,  88. 
When  issued  in  actions  on  contract,  88,  89. 
Cases  in  which  a  warrant  may  issue,  89. 
Trespass  to  real  estate,  90.  Injuries  to 
personal  property,  90.  Or  by  illegal  pro- 
cess, 90.  Or  in  actions  of  trover,  90.  In 
actions  for  fraud,  90.  Or  for  penalties, 
91.  Against  officer  for  money  collected, 
91.  Or  for  official  misconduct,  91.  In- 
juries to  servant  of  plaintiff,  9 1 .  Cases  in 
which  warrant  must  issue,  91.  Against 
non-resident  when  a  warrant  may  be  is- 
sued it  must,  91.  In  actions  for  torts,  92. 
For  penalties,  92.  Female  not  to  be  ar- 
rested, 92.  No  warrant  in  replevin,  92. 
Actions  against  freeholders,  <Scc.,  92.  Gen- 
erally first  proces.s  is  a  summons,  93,  97. 
When  warrant  issued  against  a  freeholder, 
93.  When  defendant  did  not  appear 
on  summons,  93.  Form  of  return  of  such 
summons,  94.  Warrant  to  be  issued  on 
same  day  of  return,  94.  Summons  may 
be  issued  instead,  94.  Excuse  to  prevent 
•warrant,  94.  To  prevent  warrant,  94. 
Continuing    action    by   second    summons, 

95.  What  is  a  freehold,  95.  Resident 
defendants  not  having  families,  96.  Affi- 
davit for  warrant,  96.  Must  be  affida- 
vit iu  all  cases,  96.     Exception  by  statute, 

96.  Trespass  to  issue  warrant  without 
proof,  97.  What  the  affidavit  should  con- 
tain, 97,  98.  Belief  will  not  answer,  98. 
Though  held  otherwise  in  a  late  case,  98. 
Must  be  sufficient  facts  and  circumstances, 
99.  Suing  defendants  separately,  99.  Fio- 
atious  name  of  defendant,  99,  100.  Stating 
amount  of  demand,  100.  Affidavit,  by  whom 
made.  1 00.  By  plaintiff  or  any  other  per- 
son, 100.  Original  affidavits  defective,  101. 
Quashing  warrant,  101.  Application  for 
warrant,  how  made,  102.  In  what  town  to 
sue,  102.  What  the  affidavit  should  show, 
102.  Must  show  facts  to  authorize  issuing 
a  warrant,  102.    Facts  as  to  freeholder,  or 
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resident,  &o.,  102.  As  to  non-residents, 
102.  103.  Resident  and  non-resident 
plaintiffs,  103.  All  residents  and  defendant 
freeholder,  103.  Fictitious  name  of  de- 
fendant, 104.  Forms  of  affidavits,  104. 
Form  of  bond,  106.  Liabilities  of  sureties 
in  bond,  106.  Need  not  be  in  form  of  bond, 
106.     One  surety  enough,   if  responsible, 

106.  Requisites  of  bond  or  security,  106. 
Amount  secured  by  bond,  107.  Form  of 
warrant,    107.     Stating   plea   in   warrant, 

107.  108.     Warrant  returnable  forthwith, 

108.  Detention  of  canal  boats.  108.  Pro- 
visions of  the  statute,  108,  109.  Must  be 
proper  affidavit,  109.  Form  of  bond  to  de- 
tain boat,  109.   Form  of  warrant  for  penalty, 

110.  Form  of  indorsement  on  warrant,  111. 
Service  of  warrant.  111.  What  an 
arrest  is.  111.      Who  m<iy 'make  an  arrest, 

111.  When  to  arrest,  \il.     Where  to  arrest, 

112.  Who  exempt  from  arrest,  112.  At- 
torneys and  counselors  attending  court, 
112.     Officers  of  the  court  also  exempt, 

112.  Parties  exempt  while  attending  court, 

113.  So  of  witnesses,  113.  But  they 
must  have  been  subpoenaed,  113.  Canal 
officers,  113.  Married  women,  113.  Per- 
sons in  militia  service,  113.  Members  of 
legislature,  114.  Voters  at  election  or 
town  meeting,  114.  Fictitious  name  of 
defendant,  114.     Mode  of  making  arrest, 

114.  Resisting  officer,  115.  Showing  his 
process,  115.  Breaking  into  dwelling,  115. 
Obtaining  entrance  by  fraud,  115.  House 
a  protection  to  all  inmates,  115.  Pi'ivilege 
extends  to  curtilage,  116.  Breaking  to 
arrest  after  an  escape,  116.  Taking  de- 
fendant before  the  justice,  116.  To  be  done 
promptly,  116,  117.  Delay  a  false  im- 
prisonment, 117.  Justice  aljsent  or  unable 
to  hear  the  cause,  117.  Form  of  justice's 
certificate  of  inability,  117.  Proceedings 
before  nearest  justice,  117,  118.  How  long 
defendant  maybe  detained,  118.  Notify- 
ing plaintiff  of  arrest,  118.  Form  of  notice, 
119.  Proceedings  and  trial  before  justice, 
119.  Adjournments,  119.  Defendant  must 
be  personally  before  the  justice  or  proceed- 
ings void,  119.  120.  Constable  cannot  take 
bail,  120.  Privilege  from  arrest  and  mo- 
tion for  discharge,  120.  Confining  defend- 
ant to  prevent  escape,  120.  Commanding 
assistance,  120.     Forms  of  returns,  120. 

WARRANT  OP  ATTORNEY:  To  author- 
ize appearance.  228.  May  be  acknowledged, 
228.  General  or  limited,  228.  Requisites 
of,  228.  Form  of,  to  prosecute,  dire,  228. 
Form  of,  to  defend,  &c.,  229.  Form  of 
acknowledgment  of,  229.  Must  be  stamped, 
229. 

WEARING  APPAREL:  Exempt  from  exe- 
cution, 747.    See  Execution,  title  Exemption. 

WEIGHING  EVIDENCE,  525  to  545.  See 
Evidence,  Trial. 

WIDOW :  What  rights  to  the  property  of  her 
deceased  husband,  270.  When  a  woman 
presumed  to  be,  388.  May  bold  exempt 
property,  747. 
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WILLFUL  TRESPASS :  Damages  increased, 
324.  Exemplary  damages  for,  682,  683, 
685. 

"WITHDRA-WING  ACTION.  See  Disom- 
timuince. 

WITNESS.  See  Subposna,  Trial,  Commis- 
sion, Contempt  of  court,  Appeals.  Justice 
A  MATERIAL  WITNESS,  237.  General  prin- 
ciples, 237.  When  to  make  application, 
237.  Before  joining  issue,  238.  Usually 
after  complaint  put  in,  238.  May  be  before 
that,  238.  W7io  to  make  application,  239. 
How  to  apply,  239.  Affidavit  to  be  very 
full,  239.  Justice  bound  to  dismiss  on  full 
eompliance  with  the  statute,  210.    Not  if 


WITNESS  —  confirmed. 

affidavits  defective,  241.     Must  show  jus- 
tice to  be  a  material  and  necessary  witness, 

242.  In  what  actions,  242.     Form  of  affi- 
davit,  243.     Facts  stated  in  the  affidavit, 

243.  Justice   bo\md   to  administer   oath, 

244.  Judgment    of    discontinuance,     244. 
Errors  of  justice,  how  corrected.  244. 

WORK,  LABOR  AND  SERVICES:  Com- 
plaint for,  954. 

WRIT:    CsrKoran  abolished,  763,  764. 

WRITING.     See  Evidence. 

WRONGDOER.  See  Tiespass,  Trmier,  iSs- 
pleuin.  Warrant,  Arrest,  Torts. 

WRONGS.    See  last  title. 
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PEOCESS: 
Deputation  of  private  person  to  serve  pro- 
cess, 49.  Long  summons,  63.  Of  titles 
of  parties  suing  in  a  representative 
character,  64,  65.  Returns  to  summons, 
1i,  75.  Affidavit  for  short  summons  by 
resident  against  non-resideut,  81.  Same 
by  non-resident  against.resident,  82.  Bond 
by  non-resident  for  short  summons,  83. 
Constable's  return  to  summons  to  authorize 
warrant,  94.  Affidavits  for  warrant  when 
defendant  not  a  freeholder,  104.  Same 
where  he  is  a  freeholder,  104.  Bond  by 
non-resident  for  warrant,  105.  Civil  war- 
rant, 107.  Bond  to  detain  canal  boat,  109. 
Warrant  for  a  penalty,  110.  Indorse- 
ment on  warrant.  111.  Indorsement  by 
justice  who  is  unable  to  hear  the  case, 
117.  Notice  to  plaintiff  of  arrest,  119. 
Returns  to  warrant,  120.  Title  of  an  action, 
129.  Subpoena  to  malce  affidavit  for  at- 
tachment, 135.  AppUcation  for  attach- 
ment, 156.  Affidavit  for  attachment,  156. 
Bond  on  attachment,  158.  Attachment, 
165.  Affidavit  for  short  attaeliment,  170. 
Inventory  on  service  of  attachment,  173. 
Certificate  on  attachment,  174.  Certificate 
on  inventory,  174.  Bond  to  prevent  re- 
newal of  attached  goods,  175.  Bond  by 
claimant  of  attached  property,  179.  Re- 
turn to  attachments,  181.  Returns  to  sum- 
mons issued  on  return  of  attaeliment,  182. 
Indorsement  on  affidavit  in  replevin,  192. 
Affidavit  in  replevin,  193.  Affidavit  to 
recover  exempt  property,  194.  Affidavit 
made  by  agent,  195.  Bond  in  replevin 
action,  198.  Summons  in  replevin,  201. 
Returns  to  replevin  proce.ss,  208,  209,  210. 
Notice  of  exception  to  sureties,  210.  Affi- 
davit of  service  of  notice,  211.  Oath  to 
sureties,  211.  Bond  for  return  of  property, 
to  defendant  in  replevin,  213.  Affidavit 
on  claim  of  property  by  third  person. 
215.     Bond  on  claim  by  third  person,  215. 

APPEARANCE : 
Warrant  of  attorney  to  prosecute,  &o.,  228. 
Warrant  of  attorney  to  defend,   &o.,   229. 
Acknowledgment  of  warrant,  229.      Ap- 
plication by  infant  plaintiff  for  appointment 


APPEARANCE  —  continued. 
of  next  friend,  232.  Consent  of  next 
friend,  233.  Appointment  by  justice,  233. 
Application  for  guardian,  233.  Consent  to 
act  as  guardian,  233.  Appointment  of 
guardian,  233.  Connected  form  for  same, 
234.  Affidavit  that  justice  is  a  material 
witness,  243.  Judgment  of  discontinuance, 
244. 

TITLE  TO  LANDS: 
Answer  of  title  to  land  in  defendant,  252. 
Answer  of  title  in  third  person,  253    Coun- 
tersigning by  justice,  253.   Bond  on  answer 
of  title  to  land,  254. 

OFFER  OF  JUDGMENT: 

Offer  of  judgment.  257.  Offer  of  judgment 
in  replevin,  257.  Acceptance  of  offer  of 
judgment,  258.  Judgment  on  offer,  258. 
Oath  of  attorney  as  to  authority  to  make 
offer,  259.  Formal  parts  of  a  complaint, 
312 

ADJOURNMENT : 

Stipulation  to  allow  adjournment  to  plain- 
tiff, 342.  Affidavit  for  adjournment,  349. 
Oath  of  adjournment,  349.  Bond  for  ad- 
journment when  execution  issues  against 
body,  351.  Bond  in  ordinary  cases,  352. 
Affidavit  of  sureties  in  bond,  353.  Examina- 
tion or  deposition  of  witness  on  adjournment 
in  a  warrant  case,  357.  Certificate  of 
justice  to  deposition,  357.  Justices'  certi- 
ficate of  transcript  of  judgment,  403. 
County  clerk's  certificate,  404.  Notice  to 
produce  paper,  406.  Oath  as  to  loss  of 
paper  407.  County  clerk's  certificate  of 
a  copy  of  a  record,  421.  Town  clerk's  cer- 
tificate of  a  copy  of  paper,  &c.,  422.  Oath 
on  voire  dire,  471.    Interpreter's  oath,  474. 

SUBPCENA: 
Oath  to  obtain  subpoena  from  a  strange 
justice,  548.  Subpoena  to  testify,  549. 
Duces  tecum  clause,  549.  Affidavit  for 
attachment  against  witness,  556.  Oath 
proving  service  of  subpoena,  556.  Return 
to  subpoena,  557.  Attachment  against 
witness,  558.  Return  of  constable  to  at- 
tachment, 558.  Oath  to  witness  excusing 
himself,  559.  Summons  against  witness, 
560.    Return  to  summons,  561.    Convic- 
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SUBPOENA  —  corttirmed. 

lion  of  witness,  561.    Executiofn  to  collect 
fine,  562. 

COMMISSION: 
Notice  of  application  for  a  commission, 
564.  AfSdavit  of  service  of  notice,-  564. 
Oatli  to  prove  service  of  notice,  565.  Oath 
for  commission,  565.  Commission,  561. 
Directions  indorsed  thereon,  567.  Interro- 
gatories and  cross-interrogatories,  567. 
Assent  of  parties  to  interrogatories,  568. 
Settlement  of  interrogatories'  by  justLce, 
568,  Commissioner's  summons  to  witness, 
668.  Commissioner's  subpcena  to  witness, 
668.  Oath  to  witness,  668.  Caption  of 
deposition,  569.  Indorsement  of  an  ex- 
hibit, 569.  Itetnrn  to  commission,  569. 
Certificate  of  mailing,  569.  Affidavit  of 
agent,  carrying  commission,  570. 

TRIAL: 
Venire,  593.  Return  to  venire.  593.  Oath 
on  objection  to  constable,  595.  Oath  to 
witness  on  trial  of  challenge,  604.  Oath 
to  juror  on  trial  of  challenge,  604. 
Oath  to  triers  on  challenge  to  array  for 
favor,  605.  Oath  to  triers  on  challenge  to 
polls  for  favor,  605.  Juror's  oath  on  trial, 
'  606.  Witness's  oath  on  trial,  607.  Oath 
to  constable  on  retiring  with  jury,  618. 
Summons  against  defaulting  juror,  641. 
Constable's  return  to  summons,  641.  At- 
tachment against  juror,  641.  Conviction 
of  defaulting  juror,  642.  Execution  against 
jnror  to  collect  fine,  &c..  042.  Warrant 
of  arrest  for  contempt,  643.  Conviction 
for  a  contempt,  644.  Commitment  for  a 
contempt,  645.  Oath  of  materiality  Of 
witness  who  refuses  to  be  sworn,  &c.,  640. 
Commitment  of  witness,  Ike,  646. 

JUDGMENT: 

Justice's  entries  in  docket,  699.  Judgment 
•for  plaintiff  in  replevin,  where  property 
not  delivered  to  him,  700.  Same  where 
property  was  delivered,  700.  Judgment 
lor  defendant  in  replevin,  where  property 
delivered'  to  plaintiff,  700.  Same,  where 
property  not  delivered  to  plaintiff,  701. 
Judgment  in  actions  for  torts,  where  one 
defendant  acquitted  and  one  convicted,  701. 
.  Confession  of  judgment,  704.  Affidavit 
where  sum  exceeds  $50,  705. 

EXECUTION: 
Execution  against  property,  714.  Same 
against  body,  157.  Affidavit  to  autliorize 
execution  against  body,  7 1 5.  Execution  ni 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  replevin,  715.  Execu- 
tion issued  by  county  clerk,  716.  Same 
against  body,  716.  Indorsement  on  execu- 
tion, 717.  Indbrsement  on  execution  against 
joint  debtors,  717.  Notice  of  trial  of  claim 
to  property  taken  on  execution,  725.  Oath 
to  jurors  on  claim  of  property,  725. 
Oath  to  witness  on  such-trial,  726  Inqui- 
sition of  jury  upon  claim  to  property,  726. 
Bond  to  indemnify  constable,  726,  727. 
Constable's  indorsement  of  a  levy,  734. 
Same  when  inventoiy'  attached,  734. 
Inventory  of  goods  seized,  734,  Receipt 
ftir  goods  levied  upon,^  734     Conslablt's 


EXECUTION  —  continued. 
notice  of  Bale,  738.  Memorandum  of  sale 
by  constable,  742.  Affidavit  to  obtain  dis- 
charge from  jail,  745.  Security  to  be 
given  by  oonstable  and  his  sureties;  755. 
Returns  to  executors,  755,  756.  Renewal 
of  executions,.  757. 

APPEALS: 
Notice  of  entry  of  jodgment,  771.  Notice 
of  appeal  to  county  court,  784.  Under- 
taking on  appeal,  791.  Certificate  of  jus- 
tice on  copy  of  undertaking,  791.  Notice 
of  undertaking,  792.  Offer  by  respond- 
ent to  reduce  judgment,  797.  Accept- 
ance of  offer,  798.  Return  where  new 
trial  is  not  had  in  county  court,  807. 
Return  where  new  trial,  is  had,  808.- 
Notice  to  justice  to  make  return,  812. 
Affidavit  that  no  returu  lias  been  made, 

813.  Order  to  show  cause  against  attach- 
ment,   814.      Proof   of   service   of  order, 

814.  Notice  of  application  for  attacliment, 

815.  Order  for  attachment,  815.  Attachment, 

816.  Bond  of  justice  for  appearance,  817. 
Order  to  file  interrogatories,  818.  Inter- 
rogatories, 818.  Answer  to  interrogatories, 
819.  Order  discharging  attachment,  819. 
Order  convicting  justice  of  contempt,  819. 
Warrant  of  commitment,  820.  Additional 
return  of  justice,  made  voluntarily,  825. 
Affidavit  for  amended  return,  826.  Notice 
of  motion  for  amended  return,  827.  Order 
for  amended  returu,  828.  Notice  of  order, 
829.  Amended  return,  829.  Notes  of 
issue,  832.  Notice  of  arg\iment,  834. 
Affidavit  to  excuse  definilt  in  justice's 
court,  838.  Notice  served  with  affidavit, 
839.  Order  for  new  trial  before  justice, 
853.  Notice  of  trial,  863.  Admission  of 
service  of  notice,  864.  Offer  of  judgment 
in  coimty  court,  867.  Notice  of  acceptance 
of  offer,  868.  Affidavit  of  acceptance, 
868.  Judgment  on  offer,  869,  Subpcena 
on  trial  in  county  court,  872.  Subpoena 
ticket,  872.  Conditional  order  for  reversal 
of  judgment  unless  reduced,  881.  Consent 
to  reduce  judgment,  882.  Notice  of  appli- 
cation for  restitution,  910.  Order  for  resti- 
tution, 910.  Judgment  of  affirmance,  911. 
Judgment  of  reversal,  911.  Judgment  of 
reversal  in  part  absolutely,  911.  Judgment 
of  reversal  in  part  conditionally,  911. 
Judgment  of  reversal  with  restitution,  Ac, 
912.  Judgment  on  dismissal  of  appeal, 
912.      Judgment  for   plaintiff  on   verdict, 

912.  Judgment  for  defendant  on  verdict, 

913.  Judgment  when  respondent  did  not 
offer  to  correct  judgment.  913.  Judg- 
ment when  appellant  refused  to  accept 
respondent's  offer  to  correct  judgment,  913. 
Execution  on  affirmance  of  justice's  judg- 
ment, 918.  Indorsement  of  execution,  918. 
Execution  where  a  new  trial  is  had;  919. 
Notice  of  appeal  to  supreme  court,  922. 
Same  from  affirmance  or  reversal  by  conn ty 
court,  922.  Same  from  order  of  county 
court,  922.  Undertaking  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings on  appeal  tO'  supreme  court, 
922t 
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COMPLAINTS: 

Formal  parts  of  complaint,  925.  Com- 
plaint by  infant  plaintiff,  926.  Formal  parts 
of  answer,  926.  Complaint  on  a  jus- 
tice's judgment,  926.  Complaint  '  on  a 
chattel  mortgage,  927.  Complaint  on  bond 
for  payment  of  money  only,  928.  Com- 
plaint on  bond  for  limits,  928.  Complaint 
on  attachment  bond,  929.  Complaint  on 
bond  given  on  claim  of  attached  property, 

930.  Complaint  on  bond  for  costs,  &c.,  930. 
Complaint  on  undertaking  on  an  appeal, 

931.  Complaint  on  replevin  bond,  932. 
Complaint  on  bond  of  indemnity,  932. 
Complaint  on  bond  to  indemnify  against  a 
lost  note,  933.  Complaint  on  a  fire  policy 
for  goods,  Ac,  934.  Complaint  on  a  sub- 
scription for  plank  road,  &o.,  934.     Com- 

,  plaint  swearing  to  justice  of  a  debt,  936. 
Complaint  for  rent  due  on  a  lease,  936. 
Complaint  for  use  and  occupation,  936. 
Complaint  against  tenant  for  not  keeping 
in  repair,  937.  Complaint  against  landlord 
for  neglect  to  repair,  Ac,  937.  Complaint 
by  schoolmaster  against  trustees,  &o.,  938. 
Complaint  by  discharged  emploj-ee,  938. 
Complaint  against  employee,  939.  Com- 
plaint against  overseers  of  poor  for  support 
of  bastard,  939.  Complaint  against  seller 
for  not  delivering,  939.  Complaint  against 
purchaser  for  not  accepting  goods,  940. 
Complaint  to  recover  balance  on  exchange 
of  horses,  940.  Complaint  for  breach  of 
warranty  of  title  to  goods  sold,  941.  Com- 
plaint for  breach  of  warranty  as  to  quality 
of  goods  sold,  942.  Complaint  against  re- 
ceiptor for  not  delivering  goods,  943.  Com- 
plaint against  an  agent  for  not  accounting, 
&c.,  943.  Complaint  against  agent  for  sell- 
ing on  credit,  Ac,  944.  Same  for  selling  on 
credit  contrary  to  express  orders,  945. 
Complaint  to  recover  a  reward  offered  by 
defendant,  945.  Complaint  for  breach  of 
marriage  promise,  945.  Complaint  by 
payee  against  maker  of  note,  946.  Com- 
plaint by  payee  against  maker  and 
indorser,  946.  Complaint  by  indorsee 
against  maker  and  indorser,  946.  Com- 
plaint   on    a    note    made    by    partners, 

946.  Complaint  on  a  iiote  wrongly  dated, 

947.  Complaint  on  a  note  made  by  an 
agent,  947.  Complaint  on  a  note  by  a 
surviving  partner,  947.  Complaint  against 
surviving  maker  of  note,  947.  Complaint 
by  first  indorsee  against  maker  of  a  note, 

948.  Complaint  on  note  by  second  in- 
dorsee against  maker,  948.  Complaint 
on  note  by  first  indorsee  against  payer 
and  indorser,  948.  Complaint  on  bill 
of    exchange,     payee    against    acceptor, 

948.  Complaint  on  bill,  payee  against 
drawer  for  non-acceptance,  949.  Complaint 
on  bill,  payee  against  drawer  and  acceptor, 

949.  Complaint  on  bill,  indorsee  against 
drawer  and  acceptor  for  non-acceptance, 
949.  Complaint  on  bill,  against  drawer, 
acceptor  and  indorser,  for  non-payment, 
949.  Complaint  on  bill,  drawer  against 
acceptor,  on  bill  returned  to  drawer  and 


COMPLAINTS  —continued. 
taken  up  by  him,  950.  Complaint  on  check, 
payee  against  drawer,  950.  Complaint  on 
check,  indorsee  or  bearer  against  drawer, 
950.  Complaint  on  check,  indorsee  against 
drawee,  drawer  insolvent,  non-present- 
ment therefor  excused,  951.  Complaint 
on  check,  indorsee  or  bearer  against  drawer 
and  indorser,  951.  Complaint  on  cheek, 
against  bank  on  certified  check,  951. 
Complaint  on  chattel  note,  952.  Complaint 
on  guaranty  of  payment,  952.  Complaint 
on  guaranty  to  pay  for  goods  sold,  Ac,  953. 
Complaint  on  guaranty  of  a  precedent 
debt,  953.  Complaint  on  a  contract  of 
sale  or  return,  954.  Complaint  for  ser- 
vices, general  form,  954.  Complaint  for 
services,  on  an  account,  954.  Complaint  for 
work  and  materials  furnished,  954.  Com- 
plamt  for  goods  sold,  955.  Same,  price 
agreed  on,  955.  Same  upon  an  account, 
955.      Complaint  for  board  and  lodging, 

955.  Complaint  for  hire  of  personal  prop- 
erty, 955.     Same,  with  damages  for  ill  use, 

956.  Complaint  for  money  lent,  956. 
Same,  assignee  of  lender  against  borrow- 
er, 956.  Complaint  for  money  had  and 
received,  956.  Complaint  to  recover  money 
lost  by  betting,  957.  Complaint  for  money 
received  on  a  judgment  afterwards  reversed, 

957.  Complaint  for  money  paid,  968. 
Complaint  by  surety  against  principal  for 
money  paid  on  undertaking  on  appeal,  968. 
Complaint  for  money  due  on  an  account, 

958.  Complaint  on  an  account  stated,  958. 
Complaint  on  an  award,  969.  Complaint 
for  revoking  submission  to  arbitrators,  959. 
Complaint  upon  a  compromise  of  an  action, 
960. .  Complaint  for  trespass  to  land,  960. 
Same  in  an  other  form,  960.  Same,  for 
cutting  and  converting  timber,  960.  Same 
for  treble  damages  for  injuring  trees, 
960.  Complaint  for  diverting  water  from 
plaintiff's  mill,  961.  Samo  for  erecting  a 
dam  below,  causing  backwater,  961. 
Complaint  for  nuisance  by  slaughter  house, 
962.  Same,  for  continuing  nuisance,  962. 
Complaint,  trespass  for  taking  goods,  Ac, 
962.  Complaint,  trover  for  converting 
goods,  Ac,  962.  Same,  trover  by  assignee 
after  conversion,  962.  Complaint,  replevin, 
ordinary  form,  963.  Same,  owner  against 
wrongdoer  for  taking  goods  from  plaintiff's 
bailee,  963.  Same,  assignee  against  wong- 
doer,  963.  Complaint  for  enticing  away 
servant,  963.  Complaint  for  false  warranty 
of  a  horse,  964.  Same,  for  a  fraudulent 
concealment  on  a  sale,  964.  Complaint 
for  fraudulently  obtaining  goods  on  credit, 
965.  Same,  for  fraudulently  representing 
credit  of  another  person,  965.  Complaint 
against  owner  for  act  of  driver  of  carriage, 
965.  Complaint  for  neglecting  to  return 
execution,  966.  Same,  for  neglecting  to 
levy,  966.  Same,  for  false  return  to  exe- 
cution, 966.  Same,  for  an  escape,  967. 
Complaint  for  keeping  a  mischievous  dog, 
which  bit  plaintiff,  967.  Same,  for  keep- 
ing dog  accustomed  to  bite  sheep  and.  other 
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COMPLAINTS  —  continued. 

animals,  967.  Complaiut  for  a  penalty 
given  by  statute,  968.  Complaint  against 
witness  for  disobeying  subpoena,  968. 
Complaint  against  depositary  for  not  taking 
care  of  goods,  969.  Same  against  mechanic 
for  doing  work  badly,  969.  Same  against 
mechanic  for  not  using  due  care  and  skill 
in  repairing,  970.  Complaint  against 
carrier  for  loss  of  goods,  910.  Same 
for  breach  of  carrier's  duty,  970.  Com- 
plaint against  innkeeper  for  loss  of  a 
trunk,  &c.,  971. 

ANSWERS: 
Answer,  non-joinder  of  plaintiffs  in  action 
on  contract,  972.  Same,  non-joinder  of 
plaintiffs  in  actions  for  torts,  972.  Same, 
non-joinder  of  defendants  in  actions  on 
contract,  973.  Action  brought  in  wrong 
town,  973.  Another  action  pending,  973. 
General  denial,  973.  General  denial  of 
one  of  several  causes  of  action,  973. 
Specific  denial,  974.  Infancy  of  defend- 
ant, action  on  contract,  974.  Infancy  of 
defendant  in  actions  for  torts,  974.  In- 
sanity of  defendant,  974.  Intoxication  of 
defendant,   974.     Rescission  of  contract, 

974.  Coverture  of  defendant.  975.  Alter- 
ation of  instrument  without  consent,  975. 
Illegal  demand,  money  lost  at  play,  975. 
Note  given  for  liquors  sold  without  license, 

975.  Higher  security  taken,  975.  Alter- 
ation of  instrument,   976.     Performance, 

976.  Former  action  and  judgment  for  de- 
fendant, 977.  Former  action  by  defendant, 
and  plaintiff  setoff  his  demand,  977.  For- 
mer action  in  which  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
set  off,  but  did  not,  977.  Former  recovery 
by  plaintiff  for  same  cause  of  action,  977. 
Recoupment  in  action  for  goods  sold,  al- 
leging a  breach  of  warranty  on  the  sale, 

977.  Recoupment  in  an  action  on  a  note 
given  for  property  sold,  and  a  breach  of 
warranty  on  the  sale,  978.  Set-off,  978. 
Statute  of  limitations,  978.  Release,  978. 
Arbitrament  and  award,  979.  Accord  and 
satisfaction,  979.  Tender  of  payment,  979. 
Justification  of  entering  into  plaintiff's 
house  and  seizing  his  goods  under  an  exe- 
cution against  him,  !)79.  Justification  of 
trespass  by  reason  of  defective  fences,  980. 

•  Justification  for  taking  property  damage 
feaecmt,  980.  Eviction  of  tenant,  981. 
Surrender  of  premises,  981.  Want  or  fail- 
ure of  consideration,  981.  Statute  of  frauds, 
leasing  or  sale  of  lands,  981.  Statute  of 
frauds,  agreement  not  to  be  performed 
within  one  year,  982.     Statute  of  frauds, 
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promise  to  answer  for  debt  or  default 
of  an  other,  982.  Statute  of  frauds, 
sale  of  personal  property  of  $50  or  up- 
wards, 982.  Payment,  982.  Payment  by 
bill  or  note,  982.  Duress  by  imprison- 
ment, 982.  Duress  by  threats,  983.  Con- 
tract or  instrument  obtained  by  fraud,  983. 
Usury  in  making  note,  983.  Cause  of 
action  assigned.  983.  Mistake  in  amount 
of  note,  983.  License,  984.  Lien  for  ser- 
vices, 984.  Replevin,  title  in  defendant  or 
in  a  stranger,  984.  Estoppel,  984.  I\iis 
darrien  continuance,    985. 

DEMURRERS: 
Demurrer  to  complaint,  985.    Demurrer  to 
answer,  985. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS : 
Acknowledgments,  985  to  990.  Satisfac- 
tion of  a  mortgage,  990.  Satisfaction  of 
judgments,  991.  Same  justice's  judgment 
docketed,  991.  Certificate  of  clerk  of 
satisfaction  of  judgment,  992.  Forms  for 
compelling  witnesses  to  attend  proof  of 
papers,   992  to  994. 

ARBITRATION: 
Submission  to  arbitration,  994.  Bond  of 
arbitration,  995.  Bond  for  an  award  by  an 
umpire,  995.  Condition  providing  for  third 
arbitrator,  996.  Arbitrator's  oath,  996.  No- 
tice of  hearing  before  arbitrators,  996.  Oath 
on  application  for  subpoena,  996.  Subpceiia 
to  appear  before  arbitrators,  996.  Oath  to 
witness,  997.  Revocation,  997.  Notice 
of  revocation,  997.  Award,  997.  Affidavit 
proving  the  award,  998.  Affidavit  proving 
the  bond  of  arbitration,  999.  Affidavit 
proving  the  agreement  of  submission,  999. 
Notice  of  motion  to  confirm  award,  999. 
Notice  of  motion  to  vacate  the  award, 
999.  Notice  of  motion  to  modify  or  vacate 
the  award,  999.  Order  confirming  award 
and  for  judgment,  1000.  Order  vacating 
award,  1000.     Judgment  record,  1000. 

MORTGAGES: 
Chattel  mortgage,  1000.     Same,  an  other 
form,  1002.     Notice  of  chattel  mortgage 
sale,  100.?.     BUI  of  sale,  1003. 

AGREEMENTS: 

Agreement  to  sell  and  deliver  wood,  1004. 
Agreement  with  workman  or  clerk,  1006. 
Agreement  on  a  sale  of  wheat,  1006. 

HIGHWAYS: 
Notice  to  justice  or  commissioner  regarding 
animal.'!    in   highways,    1007.     Notice    to 
owners  of  animals  trespassing,  1007.     No- 
tice to  owners  of  animals  at  large,  1007. 

WILL,  1004. 


OPINIONS 

OF  THE  BBISrOH  A^NT)  THE  BAR. 


Si-om  Ron.  Hiram  Benio,  Chief  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Appeals, 

Dear  Sir — I  have  liad  time  only  to  read  the  prefnce,  and  to  examine  the  distribution  of 
the  subjects  into  parts,  chapters  and  sections  of  your  work  on  Law  and  PrabticS,  and  thesa 
seem  to  me  judicious. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  work  relating  to  justices'  courts  published  since  the  recent  con- 
siderable change  in  the  law,  and  hence  I  conclude  that  your  work  will  be  found  extensively 
useful  to  magistrates  and  gentlemen  conversant  with  those  courts ;  and  as  the  law  admin- 
istered there  is  for  the  most  part  the  same  which  prevails  universally,  I  don't  doubt  but 
that  the  members  of  our  profession  geuerallj'  will  derive  advantage  from  your  labors. 

With  a  sincere  wish  that  your  industry;  which  has  evidently  been  great,  may  meet' with 
an  adequate  return  in  oecuniary  advantage' and  personal  reputation.- 

I  am,  dear  sir,  very  truly  yours, 

H.  DBNIO. 


Frdm  Hon.  Henry  E.  Davies,  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

Deae  Sie  —  I  have  looked  over  your  first  volume  of  Law  and  Practice  with  interest  and 
with  pleasure.  The  arrangejnent  of  topics  treated  appears  to  me  judicious  and  appropriate. 
"They  are  such  as  will  most  generally  be  serviceable,  and  upon  which  information  will  be 
most  sought  and  needed.  Part  first,  relating  to  the  Law  and  Practice  in  Justices'  Courts,  and 
on  Appeals  to  the  County  Courts,  is  apparently  full,  and  contains  all  the  existing  statutory 
provisions  relating  to  those  topics;  Part  second,  relating  to  Contracts,  is  an  elaborate 
exposition  of  the  law  applicable  thereto,  and  the  subject  is  perspicuously  treated. 

The  great  number  of  authorities  referred  to  evinces  the  industry  and  research  you  have 
bestowed  upon  your  work,  and,  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  compare  your  abstracts  of  the 
principles  of  particular  cases  with  tlie  cases  themselves,  it  appears  to  have  been  made  with 
accuracy  and  discrimination.  These  observations  apply  with  equal  force  to  part ,  third, 
relating  to  Torts,  and  to  part  fourtli,  relating  to  Defenses. 

I  cannot,  I  think,  be  mistaken  in  the  impression  that  your  work  will  bo  found  of  great  . 
value  to  the  profession,  and  to  all  engaged  in  the  administration  of  justice. 

I  confidently  hope  that  a  discriminating  public  will  properly  reward  j'oii  for  the  great:  labor 
you  have  bestowed  in  a  most  laudable  effort  to  serve  it,  and  to  render  the  administration  of 
justice  not  only  certain,  but  in  harmony  with  established  principles  of  law. 

I  doubt  not  you  have  been  actuated  by  the  honorable  motive  of  rendering  some  useful 
perviee  to  ybui-  profession,  and  tlvat  you  can  say,  with  Lord  CoKE,  that  your  "  only  end  and 
desire  is,  that  such  as  are  desirous  to  see  and'  know  may  be  instructed;  such  as  have  been 
tauglit  amiss  may  see  and  satisfy  himself  with  liio  truth;  and  such  as  know  and  hold  the 
truth  may  be  comforted  and  confirmed." 

I  am,  very  respectfully  and  truly  yours, 

HENRY  E.  DAVIES. 


From  Hon.  WiUiam  B.  Wright,  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

Dear  Sir  —  My  examination  of  your  work  on  Law  and  Practice  induces  me  to  speak  of  it 
in  the  highest  terms  of  commendation.  The  treatment  of  subjects  is  complete  and  perspiicu- 
ous.    For  the  latter  characteristic  it  is  worthy  of  all  praise.    Unlike  other  similar  publications 
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that  have  preceded  it,  it  is  not  a  mass  of  legal  rules  and  principles  thrown  together  in  confusion, 
but  its  contents  are  systematically,  skillfully  and  judiciously  arranged. 

I  hope  the  publicatiou  will  prove,  as  it  eminently  deserves  to  be,  a  success.  Its  merit 
entitles  it  to  a  place  in  the  library  of  every  member  of  the  legal  profession  in  the  State, 
whether  he  be  at  the  bar  or  on  the  bench. 

Tours  truly, 

WM.  B.  WRIGHT. 


Fi-am  Son.  John  K.  Porter,  Judge  of  Court  of  Appeals. 

Dear  Sir  —  You  are  entitled  to  the  hearty  thanks  of  the  profession  for  your  admirable 
work  on  Law  and  Practice,  lu  my  judgment  it  is  the  most  perfect  treatise  of  its  kind  which 
has  yet  appeared  in  this  country.  You  have  brought  the  wealth  and  the  learning  of  a  law 
library  within  the  compass  of  two  compact  volumes. 

I  congratulate  you  on  the  signal  success  of  au  undertaking  to  which  you  have  given  the 
best  years  of  your  professional  life.  The  work  is  one  of  enduring  value.  It  evinces  great 
ability  and  research,  and  its  merit  will  be  uuiversally  appreciated.  The  lawyer  who  does 
uot  avail  himself  of  the  fruit  of  your  labors  will  be  at  a  disadvantage  among  his  brethren. 

Very  truly  yours, 

JOHN  K.  PORTEB. 


From  San.  Daniel  P.  Ingraham,  Justice  of  tlie  Supreme  Court. 
Dear  Sir — I  liave  examined  the  first  volume  of  your  work  on  Law  and  Practice  with 
mudi  pleasure.  While  it  is  well  suited  for  those  whose  business  is  connected  with  the  jus- 
tices' courts,  and  will  furnish  them  with  an  assistant  which  they  can  find  nowhere  else,  I 
by  no  means  think  its  value  to  be  confined  to  that  class.  It  is  a  valuable  compendium  of 
the  law  as  settled  by  judicial  decisions,  which  will  be  of  great  use  to  practitioners  in  all  the 
courts,  and  useful  as  a  digest  to  the  judges.  There  is  no  branch  of  the  profession 
to  which  the  work  will  not  be  found  valuable.  I  trust  the  sale  of  the  work  will  be  such  aa 
so  ably  prepared  a  treatise  deserves. 

Tours  very  respectfully, 

D.  P.  INGRAHLiM. 


From  Son.  WiUiam  S.  Leonard,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
Dear  Sir — I  have  not  been  able  to  give  your  work  on  Law  and  Practice  a  very  careful 
«ramination,  but  as  far  as  I  have  seen  it,  it  appears  admirably  calculated  to  be  useful. 

Truly  yours, 

WM.  H.  LEONARD. 


Frma  Son.  John  W.  Brown,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court 

Dear  Sir I  have  examined  with  some  care  the-first  volume  of  your  work  entitled  "The 

Law  and  Practice  in  Civil  Actions  and  Proceedings  in  Justices' Courts,"  Ac,  and  think  it  one 
of  no  ordinary  merits.  . 

It  evinces  researcli,  industry  and  accuracy,  and  combuies  withm  a  moderate  space  a  mass 
of  learning  and  knowledge  upon  the  subjects  of  which  it  treats  which  could  only  be  obtained 
by  resort  to  many  authorities.  ,    „    ,,  . 

It  can  hardly  fail  to  be  of  much  value  to  the  members  of  the  profession  and  all  others  who 
may  .desire  to  qualify  themselves  for  the  prosecution  and  defense  of  actions,  or  to  administer 
the  law  in  the  justices'  courts  of  the  state. 

I  am,  very  respectfully,  yours,  &c., 

JOHN  W.  BROWN. 


From  Son.  William  W.  Scrugham,  Justice  of  tlie  Supreme  Court 

Dear  Sir I  have  examined,  with  some  care,  the  first  volume  of  your  work  on  the  Law 

and  Practice  in  Civil  Actions  and  Proceedings  in  Justices'  Courts,  and  on  Appeals  to  the  County 
Courts  of  the  State  of  New  York.  j.^,,,.-,  ., 

Furnishing  and  explaining  a  great  number  and  variety  of  legal  principles,  under  an  admir- 
able arrangement  of  titles,  ix  will  be  found  very  convenient  by  the  profession  for  ready 
reference  and  will  afford  to  justices  of  the  peace  a  better  substitute  for  a  library  than  any- 
work  which  has  been  published  since  the  adoption  of  the  Code. 

Yours  very  respectfully, 

WM.  W.  SCRUGHAM. 

Wait  11—133 
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From  Son.  Joseph  F.  Barnard,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
Dear  Sib  —  I  have,  with  considerable  care,  looked  through  the  first  volume  of  your  Law 
and  Practice.    It  shows  great  care  and  labor  in  its  preparation,  and  must  be  very  usefiil:  id'" 
the  profession. 

J.F.BARNARD. 


From  Sufiis  W.  Peckham,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Dear  Sir  — I  have  examined  "  "Wait's  Law  and  Practice,"  with  as  much  attention  as  my 
time  would  permit.  In  my  opinion  this  work  presents  the  law  as  to  the  practice  and  pro- 
ceedings injustices'  courts,  and  in  appeals  therefrom,  fully  and  accurately.  It  also 'preafents, 
methodically,  and  well  sustained  by  authorities,  a  great  body  of  law  as  to  the  rights  and  ' 
remedies  of  parties  in  civil  causes.  •  The  principles,  with  their  distinctions,  are  well  stated. 
It  is  obviously  a  work  of  great  labor,  and,  I  think,  of  great  value  to  the  mass  of  the  profession. 

R.  W.  PI5CKHAM: 


From  Hon.  Senry  Bbgetoom,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Deae  Sir  —  I  have  given  the  first  volume  of  your  Law  and  Practice  some  attention,  and 
regard  it  as  a  valuable  addition  to  the  body  of  the  law. 

Though  professing  to  be  especially  intended  for  the  practice  in  justices'  courts,  the  prin- 
ciples discussed  are  of  universal  application,  and  cannot  be  otherwise  than  highly  useful  in 
every  branch  of  the  profession. 

I  admire  the  ability  as  well  as  the  simplicity  and  method  with  which  the  work  is  executed, 
and  shall  regard  it  as  a  valuable  auxiliary  in  my  own  legal  researches.  I  trust  the  sale  of 
the  work  may  afford  you  an  adequate  compensation  for  the  large  amount  of  time  and  labor 
evidently  devoted  to  it.  You  have  reason  to  be  well  satisfied  with  the  results  of  your 
labors,  and  such,  I  have  no  doubt,  will  be  the  verdict  of  the  profession. 

I  am,  very  respectfully,  yours, 

H.  HOGEBOOM. 


From  Mm.  Theodore  Miller,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  the  first  volume  of  your  excellent  work  upon  the  Law  and 
Practice  in  Civil  Actions  and  Proceedings  in  Justices'  Courts,  Ac,  and  it  gives  me  much 
pleasure  to  express  my  gratification  with  its  general  plan,  arrangement  and  contents. 

It  contains  a  vast  amount  of  legal  knowledge,  and  evinces  great  industry,  learning  and 
research.  I  discover  many  cases  collected  which  are  not  to  be  found  in  any  other  elementary 
work. 

The  references  to  authorities  are  of  great  value,  and  show  a  thorougli  acquaintance  with 
the  various  subjects  which  are  presented  and  discussed.  No  work  has  been  published  since 
the  late  Judge  Cowen's  Treatise  which  contains  so  much  useful  information  in  the  depart'- 
ment  of  the  law  of  which  it  treats.  And  this  work  is  nearly  three  times  as  large  as  that, 
with  the  advantage  of  being  adapted  to  the  law  in  its  present  condition.  I  consider  it  an 
invaluable  acquisition  to  every  law  library.  And  to  young  men,  especially,  who  are  about 
entering  upon  professional  life,  its  importance  cannot  be  too  highly  estimated. 

The  preparation  of  such  a  work  must  necessarily  have  required  years  of  patient  toil  and 
attention,  and  entitles  its  author  to  the  thanks  of  the  profession. 

I  most  cheerfully  recommend  it  to  the  profession,  and  hope  that  it  may  meet  with  the 
success  which  it  so  richly  deserves. 

I  am  very  truly  yours, 

THEODORE  MILLER. 


From  Son.  Charles  R  IngaUs,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Cowt. 

Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  with  satisfaction,  your  work  on  Law  and  Practice,  and  am 
convinced  that  it  will  be  found  by  the  bench  and  the  bar  a  valuable  work  for  ready  refer- 
ence. Whoever  examines  it  cannot  fail  to  observe  and  appreciate  the  accuracy  with  which 
authorities  are  cited  and  their  applicability  to  the  subject  sought  to  be  supported  thereby. 

The  work  exhibits  great  labor  and  research,  for  which,  I  trust,  you  will  bo  ampler 
rewarded.  Very  truly  yours,  &o., 

0.  R.  INGALL3. 
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From  Bon.  Piatt  Potter,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Dear  Sir  —  I  have  had  before  me,  and  have  examined  with  much  care,  tlie  first  volume 
,<it  your  work  on  Law  and  Practice,  and  am  much  pleased  with  it.  I  find  it  to  be  a  work 
that,  especially  t<i  young  members  o£  the  bar,  will  be  of  great  value. 

It  combines  the  advantage  of  a  Treatise,  a  well  arranged  Compilation,  a  Digest  and  an 
Index,  to  a  body  of  law  brqught  dowu  to  the  present  time,  which  ordinary  libraries  of 
moderate  size  will  hardly  supply.  Its  reference  to,  and  selection  of  cases  of  authority, 
evinces  great  study,  care  and  judgment. 

Doubtful  cases  are  carefully  omitted,  and  cases  of  apparent  similarity  well  distinguished. 
It  supplies,  in  fact,  to  the  several  trial  courts,  a  work  similar  to  that  of  Coweu's  Treatise  to 
Courts  of  justices'  of  the  Peace. 

_,  _ I  think  the  work.will  be  a  valuable  and  popular  one  with  the  profession,  and  hope  that 
you  may  receive  the  reward  of  long  and  diligent  labor. 

Respectfully  and  truly  yours,  &a, 

PLATT  POTTER. 


From  Hon.  Augustus  Bockes,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court 

Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  with  considerable  care  your  new  work,  entitled  Law  and 
Practice,  and  find  it  admirable  and  complete,  both  in  execution  and  arrangement. 
.  It  is  well  entitled  to  take  the  place  of  Cowen's  Treatise,  and  has  the  advantage  of  that 
work  in  this,  that  it  contains  references  to  all  the  recent  decisions  bearing  on  the  subjects 
considered,  with  brief  extracts  therefrom,  showing  concisely  and  clearly  the  points  deter- 
mined. 

The  more  I  examine  the  work  the  better  I  am  pleased  with  it.  It  ought  to  have  a  place 
in  the  library  of  every  practicing  lawyer,  and  especially  should  every  justice  of  the  peace 
have  a  copy.  Yours,  &o., 

A.  BOCKES. 


From  Hon.  Amaniah  B.  James,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court.  -, 

Dear  Sir — I  have  given  your  work  on  Law  and  Practice  a  very  careful  examination,  and 
pronounce  it,  for  the  purpose  intended,  the  most  valuable  work  ever  published. 

It  is  just  such  a  work  as  the  young  practitioner  needs,  and  one  which  no  young  man, 
desiring  faithfully  to  serve  his  clients,  will  be  without. 

It  mast  have  cost  you  great  labor,  and  I  sincerely  trust  it  may  meet  with  the  favor  due  to 
its  merits.  Yours  truly, 

A.  B.  JAMES. 


tVom  Mon.  Joseph  MvMin,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Dear  Sir I  have  examined  to  some  extent  the  first  volume  of  your  Law  and  Practice. 

While  it  is  published  for  the  especial  guide  and  instruction  of  those  having  business  in  juS' 
tices'  courts,  it  still  is  of  gi-eat  general  value  to  all  members  of  the  profession. 

Following  to  some  extent  the  plan  of  Cowen's  Treatise,  its  law  is  more  modern,  the 
authorities  cited  are  more  numerous,  and  brought  down  to  the  present  time. 

In  it  the  practitioner  will  find  a  very  good  brief  upon  all  subjects  relating  to  contracts  and 
imnries  to  property,  .     ,    ,  ,  ^       j    , 

The  principles  laid  down  are,  as  far  as  I  have  exammed  them,  correctly  stated,  and  th« 
citations  are  apposite  and  very  numerous,  both  from  American  and  English  reports.  I  have 
BO  hesitation  in  recommending  the  work  to  the  patronage  of  the  public. 

Respectfully  yours,  &o., 

J.  MULLIN. 


F^-om  Hon.  Le  Roy  Morgan,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Dear  Sib I  regret  that  I  have  not  had  time  to  give  your  work  on  Law  and  Practice  a 

more  careful  and  extended  examination.  '       .   ,     .  ,  ,        ,    .     ' 

From  a  cursory  examination  of  its  contents,  I  can  recommend  it  for  its  careful  analysis  of 
the  recent  cases,  and  its  adaptation  to  the  wants  of  the  young  lawyer  who,  is  obliged  to 
make  his  first  debut  in  a  justice's  court.  And  it  wiU,  I  think,  be  found  very  useful  to  those 
who  have  made  further  progress  in  the  profession. 

Very  respectfully  yours,  Ac, 

LB  ROY  MORGAN. 
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/Vo)A  Hon.  William  W.  Campbell,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Dkak  Sir  —  I  have  not  given  to  your  first  volume  of  the  Law  and  Practice  in  Civil  Action* 
and  Proceedings  in  Justices'  Courts,  tliat  careful  examination  wln'cli  would  enable  me  to  speak 
with  certainty  of  its  entire  accuracy.  And  yet,  from  such  examination  as  I  have  found  tinHs 
to  make,  I  have  reason  to  think  that  it  has  rare  merit  in  that  respect. 

If  the  second  volume  shall  be  as  complete  as  the  first,  your  work  will  be  indeed  a  law 
library  for  the  magistrate  and  the  young  lawyer.  To  the  young  practitioner  it  will  be  a 
vade  mecum.  My  good  old  preceptor,  the  venerable  Dr.  Nolt,  frequently  said  to  the  students 
in  college  that  he  always  feared  to  meet,  in  debate,  a  man  who  had  studied  thoroughly  one 
good  book  treating  of  the  subject  under  discussion.  A  lawyer  will  be  well  informed  in  his 
profession,  and  may  prove  a  dangerous  antagonist,  if  familiar  with  all  the  principles  and 
rules  of  law  contained  in  your  volumes. 

Sincerely  hoping  that  you  may  gather  honors  and  pecuniary  reward,  as  a  recompense  for 
your  years  of  labor, 

I  am,  very  respectfully,  yours, 

WILLIAM  W.  CAMPBELL. 


From  Son.  John  M.  Parker,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

11ear  Sib — I  have  examined  with  considerable  care  the  first  volume  of  your  Treatise  on 
the  Law  and  Practice  in  Civil  Actions  and  Proceedings  in  Justices'  Courts. 

It  is  a  very  thorough  and  accurate  oompend  of  dift'erent  titlt^s  of  the  law  which  come  in 
question  in  those  courts ;  and  not  only  invaluable  to  justices  of  the  peace,  but  very  service- 
able to  practitioners  m  all  the  courts. 
I  have  no  doubt  that  it  will  be  deemed  indispensable  to  every  lawyer's  library. 

Very  truly  yours, 

JOHN  M.  PARKER. 


From  Son,  Charles  Mason,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Dear  Sib  —  I  have  examined  with  some  care  your  book  of  Law  and  Practice  in  Justice's 
Courts,  and  find  it  a  very  valuable  book. 

The  design  of  the  work  is  good,  its  execution  is  certainly  well  done,  and  in  many  particu- 
lars, in  my  judgment,  is  ahead  of  any  similar  publication,  and  cannot  fail  to  commend  itself 
to  tlie  favorable  consideration  of  the  bar. 

I  found  it  cited  at  the  last  general  term  in  several  cases  on  appeal  from  justices'  courts. 

You  certainly  have  rendered  a  great  service  to  the  bar  and  the  courts  to  which  it  is  par- 
ticularly devoted.  I  am,  very  truly,  yours, 

CHARLES  MASON. 


From  Son.  Ransom  BaJcom,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Beab  Sib  —  I  have  examined  with  considerable  care  the  first  volume  of  Wait's  Law  and 
Practice.     It  appears  to  be  carefully  written,  and  is  well  arranged. 

If  the  second  volume  he  as  good  as  the  first,  the  work  will  be  better  than  any  of  the  kind 
now  in  use.  Such  a  work  is  greatljr  needed  by  justices  of  the  peace,  and  all  lawyers  who 
pVactice  in  their  courts. 

I  shall  call  the  attention  of  my  associates  to  it  with  the  view  of  having  a  copy  purchased 
for  "The  Supreme  Court  Library."  It  will  enable  magistrates  to  conduct  special  proceedings 
and  determine  suits  before  them  with  that  accuracy  which  the  interests  of  the  people 
require.  Very  respectfully  yours, 

RANSOM  BALCOM. 


From  Son.  Thomas  A.  Johnson,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  volume  one  of  your  Law  and  Practice,  and  regard  it  as  a 
most  valuable  work  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  intended.  I  wish  it  might  find  its  way 
into  the  hands  of  every  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  state,  where  such  a  work  is  much 
needed,  and  where  it  would  certainly  advance  a  more  enlightened  and  accurate  administra- 
tion of  the  law  than  now  generally  prevails. 

I  have  already  had  occasion  to  consult  it  repeatedly,  and  find  it  a  most  convenient  and 
accurate  digest  and  summing  up  of  the  law  upon  the  various  subjects  of  which  it  treats. 

I  remain  yours,  very  truly, 

T.  A.  JOHNSON. 


OPINIONS  OF  THE  WORK.  1061 

From  Bon.  James  C.  Smith,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
.   ^^^^  Sib  — The  first  volume  of  Wait's  "Law  and  Practice  in  Civil  Actions  and  Proceed- 
ings 111  Justices    Courts,"  ic,  1ms  been  placed  in  my  hands  and  I  have  ezamined  many 
portions  of  it  with  considerable  care. 

..  '"  '!:  evident  that  a  great  amount  of  well  directed  labor  has  been  employed  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  work,  especially  in  the  very  full  and  convenient  digest  of  cases  in  the  courts  of 
this  and  other  states,  and  in  the  courts  of  England. 

The  plan  of  the  work  is  comprehensive,  including  the  general  prmciples  of  law  relating 
to  'Contracts,"  and  "Torts,"  and  also  to  "Defenses."  Its  style  is  perspicuous,  and  it  con- 
tains not  only  a  digest  of  recent  cases,  but  also  a  synopsis  of  the  latest  statutes  in  this  state 
relating  to  justices'  courts  and  appeals  therefrom. 

I  think  it  will  be  found  an  invaluable  aid  to  justices  of  the  peace  in  the  discharge  of  their 
dunes,  and  a  most  convenient  book  of  reference  to  all  practitioners  in  the  trial  of  causes  in 
justices'  or  other  courts. 

JAMBS  C.  SMITH. 


From  Bon.  Benry  Welles,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
Dbak  Sis  —  From  the  examination  I  have  been  able  to  give  to  the  first  volume  of  yonr 
work  on  Law  and  Practice,  I  think  it  will  be  a  most  valuable  addition  to  the  library  of  the 
practicing  lawyer. 

The  various  topics  treated  of  seem  not  only  exhausted  but  fortified  by  copious  references 
to  authorities. 

I  hazard  the  opinion,  that  when  the  second  volume  is  completed,  the  two  will  form  an 
ample  law  library  for  a  justice  of  the  peace  and  for  suitors  in  his  court,  excepting  in  the 
administration  of  criminal  law.  Hoping  that  the  sale  of  the  work  may  be  such  as  to  secure 
a  liberal  remuneration  tor  the  great  labor  it  must  have  cost  you,  I  subscribe  myself, 

Yours,  very  truly, 

HENRY  "WELLES. 


From  Bon.  E.  Darwin  Smith,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  with  some  care  tiie  first  volume  of  your  work  on  Law  and 
Practice. 

As  a  treatise  upon  proceedings  in  justices'  courts,  and  npon  appeals  to  the  county  coin-ts, 
and  proceedings  therein,  it  is  a  valuable  work,  and  supplies  a  want  that  has  been  especially 
felt  by  the  profession  since  the  recent  changes  in  the  law.  , 

As  a  summary  of  the  law  upon  questions  arising  in  all  courts,  it  possesses  great  value. 
I  am  respectfully  yours,  Ac, 

E.  DARWIN  SMITH. 


From  Bon.  Noah  Davis,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
Dear  Sir  —  I  have  had  the  first  volume  of  Wait's  "  Law  and  Practice  "  in  use  for  several 
months,  and  have  given  it  an  attentive  examination. 

As  a  compendium  of  the  law  on  the  several  subjects  of  which  it  treats,  it  is,  in  my  judg- 
ment, of  great  value,  not  only  to  justices  of  the  peace,  but  to  all  persons  connected  with  the 
administration  of  the  laws.  It  is  the  best  hand-book  of  reference  for  the  use  of  the  general 
practitioner  that  has  ever  fallen  under  my  notice,  and  as  such  I  consider  it  well  worthy  a 
place  on  the  table  of  every  lawyer. 

I  am,  very  truly,  &c., 

NOAH  DAVIS. 


From  Bon.  Martin  Graver,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Dear  Sir I  have  read  the  first  volume  of  your  Law  and  Practice,  with  much  pleasure. 

I  can   cheerfully  recommend  it  to  the  profession.     It  is  written  in   a  clear  style,  well 
arranged,  with  great  research  and  accuracy.     No  lawyer  acquainted  with  the  work  will  fail 
to  have  it  in  his  library,     It  is  very  essential  to  those  who  commence  with  a  small  library. 
In  short  it  will  fill  the  place  now  that  Cowen's  Treatise  did  twenty  years  ago. 
'  Yours  truly, 

MARTIN  GROTER. 
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From  Hon.  Charles  Daniels,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Cdurt. 
Dear  Sin— I  hare  examined  your  first  volume  of  Law  and  Practice,  containing  a  syatem- 
stized  and  orderly  compendium  of  the  law  of  actions  and  proceedings.  , 

It  furnishes  tho  most  complete  and  useful  arrangement  of  legal  principles  of  any  sihgla 
work  yet  published,  with  a  very  faitliful  collection  of  the  authorities  sustaining  them. 
It  is  a  valuable  work,  well  deserving  a  place  in  tlie  library  of  every  legal  practitioner. 

Eespeotfully  yours, 

CHARLES  DANIELS. 


From  Eon.  Richard  P.  Marvin,  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court 

Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  witli  muoJi  care  the  first  vohime  of  your  "  Law  and  Practice 
in  Civil  Actions  and  Proceedings  in  Justices'  Courts,"  and  in  my  judgment  it  is  a  very  able 
work.     Great  faithfulness,  iu  its  preparation,  is  manifest. 

It  is  very  full  and  complete,  and  a  work  much  needed. 

It  really  consists  of  numerous  treatises  of  many  branches  of  the  law. 

It  is  not  simply  a  work  on  Practice,  but  it  contains  the  great  body  of  the  law,  to  which 
resort  may  be  necessary  by  justices  and  those  who  practice  in  justices'  courts. 

It  will  be  very  useful  to  the  profession  generally. 

I  liave  called  the  attention  of  justices  and  the  profession  to  the  work,  and  have  warmly 
recommended  it.  Very  truly,  &o., 

R.  P.  MARTIJJ. 


From,  Hon.  Amasa  J.  Parker,  Ex-Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  Professor  in  the  Albany 

Law  School. 

Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  with  much  interest  your  two  volumes  of  Law  and  Practice, 
and  am  satisfied  they  will  prove  to  be  of  great  value  to  the  profession. 

The  work  is  full  and  comprehensive,  methodically  arranged,  with  an  excellent  index,  and 
deserves  a  place  in  the  library  of  every  practicing  lawyer. 

Very  respectfully  yours, 

AMASA  J.  PARKER. 


From  Amos  bean,  LL.  D.,  Professor  of  Law  in  Albany  Law  School,  &c.,  &c. 

Dear  Sib — I  have  examined  with  considerable  care  the  first  volume  of  the  Law  and 
Practice  in  Justices'  Courts,  and  on  Appeals  to  the  County  Courts,  by  William  Wait,  Esq., 
and  without  undertaking  to  speak  of  that  portion  of  it  that  relates  purely  to  practice,  I  have 
no  hesitation  in  saying  that  the  legal  topics  which  are  discussed  in.  it  are  very  judiciously 
selected,  being  such  as  the  practicing  lawyer  has  the  most  frequent  occasion  to  apply  in 
practice ;  that  the  most  important  principles  embraced  in  the  different  topics  are  clearly 
stated,  and  the  most  important  cases  sustaining  them  are  referred  to.  As  a  book  for  imme- 
diate reference,  and  one  that  while  covering  a  great  deal  of  ground  offers  much  that  is 
special  and  definite  upon  every  subject  introduced,  it  will  be  found  to  have  very  few  equals 
and  perhaps  no  superior. 

AMOS  DEAN. 

Frmn  Hon.  Lyman  Tremain,  late  Attorney-General,  &c. 

Dear  Sir —  I  have  examined  with  satisfaction  yonr  work  on  Law  and  Practice.         

It  is  a  valuable  contribution  to  tlie  jurisprudence  of  the  state.  It  will  be  highly  usefijl  as 
a  hand-book  of  reference  for  the  advocate  and  practitioner  in  courts.  The  work  displays 
great  care  and  research,  and  its  arrangement  seems  careful  and  judicious.  , 

Tlio  list  of  explanations  and  abbreviations  of  law  reports  in  England  and  America,  is  alono 
worth  the  price  of  the  book.    I  recommend  the  work  cheerfully  to  my  professional  brethren. 

Tours  truly, 
LTMAJT  TREMAIN. 

From  Hon.  John  H.  Reynolds. 

My  Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined,  with  as  much  attention  as  my  engagements  would 
permit,  volume  first  of  "  Wail's  Law  and  Practice,"  and  I  beg  to  say  to  you  that  I  regard  it 
as  a  valuable  addition  to  tlie  legal  literature  of  the  state,  for  which  you  are  entitled  to  the 
thanks  of  ihe  profession. 

It  is  obviously  the  result  of  great  care  and  labor,  and  must  prove  invaluable  to  every 
practicing  lawyer,  not  only  as  a  correct  and  careful  digest  of  the  branches  of  the  law  upon 
which  it  professes  to  treat,  biit  as  a  valuable  work  upon  the  practice  in  all  the  courts. 

^o  the  young  practitioner  it  will  prove  an  indispensable  companion,  and  it  cannot  fail  to 
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greatly  abridge  the  Istbors  of  every  lawyer  in  full  practice.    Every  member  of  the  profession 
who  shall,  by  patient  industry  and  careful  research,  produce,  in  a  compact  and  methodical 
form,  a  book  which  shall  tend  to  lighten  the  labors  of  his  brethren,  is  entitled  to  their ' 
warmest  thanks.     For  this  volume  I  (jive  you-  mine,  and  take  great  pleasure  in  commending 
it  to  all  my  professional  friends  throughout  the  state. 

lam  very  truly  yours, 

JOHN  H.  REYNOLDS. 


From  Ron.  Clark  B.  Cochrane. 

My  Dear  Sir  — ■  J.  have  examined,  with  some  attention,  your  work  on  "  Law  and  Practice," 
and  do  not  hesitate  to  commend  it  to  the  profession  as  one  of  great  value  and  convenience. 

It  will  be  found  eminently  useful,  not  merely  as  a  sound  treatise  on  the  various  branches  . 
of  legal  learning  to  which  its  pages  are  devoted,  but  as  a  comprehensive  digest  of  authorities 
appropriately  selected  and  classified. 

It  is  fairly  due  to  you  to  say  that,  by  the  production  of  this  work,  you  have  made  a  sub- 
stantial contribution  to  legal  science,  and  that  lawyers  of  every  class  will  find  these  volumes  , 
of  very  great  service.  Very  respectfully  yours, 

CLARK  B.  COCHRANE. 


From  Benjamin  Vaiighan  Abbott,  Esq.,  one  of  the  authors  of  "Abbotts^  Digest,"   "Abbotts'- 

Forms,"  &e. 

Dear  Sib — I  have  examined  with  as  much  care  as  the  time  at  my  disposal  has  permitted, 
the  first  vohime  of  your  Law  and  Practice,  and  desire  to  express  to  you  my  sense  of  the 
care,  learning  and  good  judgment  displayed  throughout  the  volum_e,  and  of  the  value  wliich 
it  will  possess  for  the  profession. 

To  those  who  preside  over  Or  practice  in  our  numerous  courts  of  subordinate  jurisdiction, 
your  work  will  be  a  very  valuable  hand-book. 

It  combines,  economically,  the  advantages  of  a  statute  book,  digest  and  general  treatise, 
and  the  quantity  of  information  supplied  is  remarkable. 

As  it  is  not  confined  to  a  statement  of  the  jurisdiction  and  peculiar  rules  of  practice  of  the 
courts,  bnt  comprehends  a  general,  though  succinct  presentation  of  the  rules  of  American 
law  of  ordinary  application  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  various  actions  and  proceedings 
which  may  be  prosecuted  in  them,  it  will  serve  as  a  general  guide  to  the  practitioner  in  framing 
his  pleadings,  collecting  his  evidence,  and  trying  his  Cause. 

It  thus  covers  substantially  the  ground  so  nsefully  occupied  by  Cowen's  Treatise.  The 
book  appears  to  bo  also  well  adapted  to  be  read  by  students  of  law  in  their  course  of  study, 
as  presenting  concisely  and  practically  the  law  of  those  subjects  with  which  a  young  lawyer 
is  almost  always  first  called  upon  to  deal  when  he  enters  upon  the  practice  of  liis  profession. 
Hoping  that  the  volume  and  its  promised  successor  may  command  a  ready  and  extensive  sale. 
I  remain,  very  truly  yours, 

BENJ.  VAUGHAN  ABBOTT. 


Frojn,  Hon.,  George  Wolford,  late  County  Judge  of  Albany  County,  and  one  of  the  Editors  of  the 
Fifth  Edition  of  the  licvised  Statutes  of  this  State. 

Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  your  elaborate  treatise  on  Law  and  Practice  with  consider- 
able care. 

I  know  something  of  the  time  and  labor  bestowed  upon  it  while  it  was  in  progress  of 
preparation,  and  watched  its  advancement  to  completion  with  a  solicitude  which  can  only  be 
appreciated  by  its  author,  or  by  a  person  who,  in  their  experience,  have  felt  the  great  need 
of  such  a  work. 

The  table  of  contents,  the  table  of  cases,  the  table  of  abbreviations,  and  the  index  to  each 
of  tlie  volumes,  complete  in  themselves,  will  be  of  incalculable  service  to  the  practitioner. ' 
A  full  and  methodical  index  constitutes  a  chief  value  to  any  law  book,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  in  this  respect  your  work  is  a  decided  success. 

So  far  as  the  body  of  the  work  is  concerned,  each  chapter  of  it  is  a  treatise,  in  which  is 
presented  an  exhaustive  statement  of  the  principles  of  law  upon  the  subjects  discussed. 

The  variety  of  tho  subjects,  their  logical  arrangement,  the  full  and  clear  statement  of  the  prin- 
ciples" of  the  law  in  each  chapter,  and  the  illustrations,  consisting  of  well  selected  adjudica- 
tions of  recognized  authority,  make  your  work  not  only  invaluable  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  designed  by  its  author,  but  useful  to  persons  engaged  in  the  higher  walks  of 
the  profession. 

While  chiefly  designed  for  the  profession  in  tliis  state,  I  believe  it  will  prove  to  be  useful 
to  lawyers  of  other  states  of  the  Union,  and  especially  in  those  states  in  which  the  practice 
is  in  harmony  with  the  practice  in  this  state. 
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I  know  of  no  ■work  recently  publislied  which,  in  the  same  space  and  ia  so  accessible  a 
form,  embraces  so  much  that  ia  useful  to  the  lawyer  engaged  in  active  practice.  And  for 
beginners  and  persons  practicing  in  magistrate's  courts  and  county  courts,  I  know  of  no 
■work  equal  to  it.  The  profession,  while  thanking  you  for  your  conception,  will,  in  my 
opinion,  prove  to  you,  by  material  and  substantial  rewards,  as  well  as  by  words,  that  the 
acliievement  has  been  fully  equal  to  the  conception. 

Very  respectfully, 

GEORGE  ■WOLFORD. 


fhom  Ron.  Joaiah  T.  Miller,  County  Judge  of  Seneca  County. 

Dear  Sib  —  I  have  received  and  carefully  examined  tlie  first  volume  of  your  truly  great 
work  on  the  Law  and  Practice  in  Civil  Actions,  &c.,  and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing 
it  one  of  tlie  most  useful  and  valuable  works  which  has  emanated  from  the  law  book  pub- 
lishers of  tliis  state  for  years. 

It  is  indispensable  to  every  intelligent  justice  of  the  peace,  and  it  would  be  well  if  the 
legislature  should  enact  a  law  requiring  every  justice  of  peace  elect,  before  attempting  to  do 
any  litigated  business,  to  procure  and  read  a  copy;  and  boards  of  supervisors  would  promote 
the  best  interests  of  their  constituents  if  they  would  supply  each  town  clerk's  office  with  a 
copy  at  the  public  expense. 

Every  lawyer  accustomed  to  a  country  practice  will  appreciate  the  force  and  propriety  of 
these  suggestions. 

I  shall  adopt  your  work  as  a  hand-book  in  the  discharge  of  my  official  duties,  and  shall 
specially  recommend  it  to  each  practicing  lawyer  and  justice  of  the  peace  in  tliis  county. 

It  is  in  some  sense  a  law  library  in  itself,  and  ray  wonder  is  liow  you  succeeded  even  by 
seven  years'  labor  in  getting  so  much  useful  matter  in  so  small  a  compass  —  ponderous  as 
your  vohimes  are. 

For  my  own  table  I  shall  order  an  other  copy,  to  be  interleaved  and  bound  ia  four  volumes. 

With  my  thanks  for  the  benefit  you  have  conferred  upon  the  profession, 
I  am,  with  regards,  yours  truly, 

JOSIAH  T.  MILLER. 


FVom  Ron.  Renry  L.  Knowles,  County  Judge  of  St.  Latorence  County. 

Dear  Sir  —  From  the  examination  and  use  I  have  thus  far  made  of  the  first  volume  of 
your  Law  and  Practice,  I  doubt  not,  by  its  great  range  and  arrangement  of  subjects,  the 
multitude  and  accuracy  of  abstracts  of  cases  cited,  and  its  copious  index,  it  will  become  —  ia 
becoming — a  great  convenience  to  practicing  attorneys. 

For  justices  of  the  peace  this,  with  the  promised  second  volume,  will  go  far  towards  sup- 
plying their  long  felt  need  of  a  ready,  reliable  guide. 

Yours  respectfully, 

HENRY  L.  KNOWLES. 


From  Ron.  Renry  S.  Walbridge,  County  Judge  of  Tompkins  Comity. 

Dear  Sir — I  have  examined  the  first  volume  of  your  Law  and  Practice  with  such  care 
and  attention  as  my  limited  time  would  permit,  and  I  am  happy  to  state,  from  such  examina- 
tion, that  I  regard  it  as  a  work  of  great  value,  not  only  to  those  concerned  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  law,  and  the  legal  profession  generally,  but  to  all  whose  taste  or  inclination 
leads  tliem  to  e.^amino  into  the  reason  and  philosophy  of  the  jurisprudence  of  the  courts. 

The  beanty  and  chasteness  of  diction  of  the  work  render  it  attractive  and  readable  by  all 
persons  seeking  legal  information. 

Its  copious  and  skillfully  arranged  index,  by  which  the  law  upon  the  different  subjects  can 
easily  be  found,  is  of  great  value  in  the  economy  of  time  and  labor.     Hoping  you  may  Jje 
amply  paid  for  the  arduous  and  valuable  services  you  liave  rendered  the  public, 
I  remain  your  much  obliged  and  obedient  servant, 

H.  S.  WALBRIDGE. 


From,  Ron.  Peter  S.  Palmer,  County  Judge  of  Clinton  County. 
Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  the  first  volume  of  your  Law  and  Practice,  and  consider 
the  work  almost  indispensable  to  magistrates  and  those  who  do  not  have  ready  access  to  the 
reports. 

To  the  practicing  lawyer,  with  hia  library,  it  is  also  valuable,  as  you  have,  in  an  able,  and 
it  would  seem,  most  faithful  manner,  collected  and  systematized  the  principles  and  decisions 
governing  all  the  questions  which  usually  arise  in  the  business  of  the  country. 

Yours  truly, 

PETER  S.  PALMER. 
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From  Eon.  Oarhs  P.  Scovil,  County  Judge  of  Lewis  Coun  h/. 

Dear  Sir  —  I  have  examined  the  first  volume  of  your  Law  and  Practice.  I  am  certainly- 
very  much  pleased  with  it.  The  work  shows  great  care  and  ability  in  its  preparation.  The 
whole  plan  and  arranc;ement  is  most  admirable,  and  it  cannot  be  otherwise  than  popular 
with  the  legal  prolbssion. 

No  justice  of  the  peace,  doing  any  considerable  amount  of  business,  should  think  of  being 
without  it. 

I  have  conferred  with  most  of  the  profession  in  this  county,  in  relation  to  it,  and  all  those 
who  have  examined  the  work  expressed  themselves  very  decidedly  ia  its  favor,  as  being 
just  what  has  been  wanted  for  a  long  time.  Yours  truly, 

0.  P.  SCOVIL. 


ERRATA. 

101.  Line  13  from  top,  read  98  instead  of  90. 

241.  Bottom  line  read  to  instead  of  "  th." 

265.  In  heading  of  page  read  Action  instead  of  Notice. 

270.  Line  5  from  bottom,  read  representative,  &o. 

335.  Line  3  from  bottom,  read  Vol.  I,  instead  of  Ante. 

338.  Line  21  from  top,  read  Vol.  I,  instead  of  Vol.  II. 

340.  Lines  3  and  19  from  top,  and  line  20  from  bottom,  read  Vol.  T,  instead  of 

Vol.  IL 

343.  Line  1 4  from  bottom,  expunge  the  comma  after  the  word  is. 

ill.  Line  18  from  top,  expunge  the  comma  after  the  word  "respect." 

432.  Line  12  from  bottom,  after  word  handwriting,  cite  Magee  v.   Osborn,  5  Tiff., 

669. 

443.  Line  10  from  bottom,  read  439,  instead  of  428. 

543.  Line  14  from  top,  at  *  cite  Both  v.  Wells,  2  Tiff.,  ill. 

671.  Line  16  from  top,  read  obligor  instead  of  "oblitor." 

702.  Line  6  from  bottom  read  offer  instead  of  "  offier." 

767.  Line  9  from  bottom,  add  after  Fast,  906. 

780.  Line  25  from  bottom,  read  Randies  instead  of  "Eawdles." 

783.  Line  20  from  top,  read  Muir  instead  of  "Moore." 

787.  Line  12,  from  bottom,  read  8,  instead  of  "7." 

803.  Line  22  from  bottom,  add  853,  after  the  word  "Fosi.^' 

808.  Line  8  from  top,  read  my  instead  of  "any." 

849.  Line  20  from  bottom,  read  respondent  instead  of  "  appellant." 


